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M ORDI'\]ANCE relatlnq to the Lentlal waterfront,
authorizing tne Mayor~io execute an adgreement
with the Port of Seattle providing for an

expedited review of a certain street vacation 4

petition by the Port for a portion of Alaskan
Way, delivering of a quit claim deed for any
City interest in said area if the petition is
granted, establishing that future street
vacations, if any, which may be granted to
the Port will require only payment of
administrative costs and accepting $2.8
million and other consideration from the
Port therefm
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Affidavit of Publication

STATE OF WASHINGTON - KING COUNTY

~—Ss,

Affidavit of Publication

The undersigned, on oath states that he is an
authorized representative of The Daily Journal of Commerce, a
daily newspaper, which newspaper is a legal newspaper of gencral
circulation and it is now and has been for more than six months
prior to the date of publication hereinafter referred to, published in
the English language continuously as a daily newspaper in Seattle,
King County, Washington, and it is now and during all of said time
was printed in an office maintained at the aforesaid place of
publication of this newspaper. The Daily Journal of Commerce
was on the 12th day of June, 1941, approved as a legal newspaper
by the Superior Court of King County.

The notice in the exact form annexed, was published in regular
issues of The Daily Journal of Commerce, which was regularly
distributed to its subscribers during the below stated period. The
annexed notice, a

DR 114574
was published on

01704720

The amount of the fee charged for the foregoing publication is

the sum of § , which amount has been paid in full.

SN S Cavan o rel L el

Subscrilz/()i and sworn to before me on

[v 4790 w0 0 £
(/f'\WOO(LzWﬁWM@/ﬁ

Notary Public for the State of Washington,
residing in Seattle
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12
City of Seattle
ORDINANCE 114870

AN ORDINANCE relatiny to the central waterfront, authorizing
the Mayor to execute an agreement with the Port of
seattle providing for an expedited review of a certain
strest vacation petition by the Port for a portion of
Alaskan Way, delivering a guit claim deed for any city
interest in naig arem if the petition is granted,
establishing that future street vacations, if any, which
may be granted to the Port will. require only payment of
administrative costs and accepting $2.8 million and other
consideration from-the Port therefor.

BE IT.OKDAINED ‘BY THE- CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. As requested by the Mayor in the attachments
hereto, the Mayor is hereby authorized to exeé}}ta an
Agreement, substantiallyrin the form attachved"’a‘s Exhibit wpn

B hereto,/with the Port of Seattle (hereinafterithe rport®),

proviﬁing' for the city agieeing to undertake a“n expedited

review of a street vacation petition to be s

Port concerning a portion of the Alaskan Way right=of-way

k‘:etwaen Pine Street and Beli Street (and within the former
Burlington Northern Railroad franchise area) and, if granted,
to execute and deliver a euit clain deed to f:}ie port for the
city's intérest, ' if Sny, to the underlying fé; of the,\‘la’cated

"a'i"'eray esi:aiaiiéh:}hg that 'avnyr future street ;Iac'iativgns
petitions, if granted, to the Port within certdin designated
areas of :the city, including the afo:el?entim?ed Alaskan Way
petition, would require a Bayment’ for administr.;tive costs

- only and-would not require'u puyment based. upon the faix
ma}rkel: value of the arsa ;'acateﬁ; and authorizing acceptunce
of two million eight hundred thousand dollars 7(52,7800,000.00)
and other valuable.consideration frxom the Puri, all as more
particularly deseribed and identified in Exhigit Al ’

gection 2. Any act consistent with the a\‘xtt\orit} and

p;iof to the effective date of. this ordinancetis hereby

) ratified and confirmed.

Section 3. This ordinance shall tuke effect and be in foree thirty days from and
alter%s‘;assa e‘a‘nd np‘nra;)vnl. if approved by the Mayor; otherwise if she 1take effect
-at the time it shall become a law under the provisions of thecity charter.
4 by the City Council the 18th day of Dacember, 1989, and signed by me in

ope}:’:::seion {n a:(h;n};.ica',‘i‘on of its passage this 18th day of Décember, 1%89. .

S ovldont of éne Gity © acil. :

sident of the City Council.
Am rosedb me mi‘; 27th day of December, 1989,
CEPARLES KOYER,

Mayor.
Filed by me this 27th da of December, 1889.
Attest: ITORWARD J. BY OOKS;
City Comptrolter and Cit: Clerk. R
(Gexty By THERFSA DUNBAR, - y
Deputy Clerk. a e
Fublication ordersd by NORWA3DJ. BROOKS, Comptroller and City Clerk.
D et official pablication in Vaily Journal of Commerce, Seattle, ‘Iggéjs.?;y 4,
1980.
. _—
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AN ORDINANCE relating to the central waterfront, authorizing
the Mayor to rxecute an agreement with the Port of
feattle providing for an expedited review of a certain
street vacation petition by the Port for a portion of
Alaskan Way, delivering a quit claim deed for any City
interest in said area if the petition is granted,
establishing that future street vacations, if any, which
may be granted to the Port will require only payment of
administrative costs and accepting $2.8 million and other
consideration from the Port therefor.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. As requested by the Mayor in the attachments
hereto, the Mayor is hereby authorized to execute an
Agreement, substantially in the form attached as Exhibit "an
hereto, with the Port of Seattle (hereinafter the "port?),
providing for the City agreeing to undertake an expedited
review of a street vacation petition to be submitted by the
Port concerning a portion of the Alaskan Way right-of-way
between Pine Street and Bell Street (and within the former
Burlington Northern Railroad franchise area) and, if granted,
to execute and deliver a quit claim deed to the Port for the
City's interest, if any, to the underlying fee of the vacated
area; establishing that any future street vacations
petitions, if granted, to the Port within certain designated
areas of the City, including the aforementioned Alaskan Way
petition, would require a payment for administrative costs
only and would not require a payment based upon the fair
market value of the area vacated; and authorizing acceptance
of two million eight hundred thousand dollars ($2,800,000.00)
and other valuable consideration from the Port, all as more
particularly described and identified in Exhibit A.

Section 2. Any act consistent with the authority and
prior to the effective date of this ordinance is hereby

ratified and confirmed.

s 19.2

/
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(To be used for all Ordinances except Emergency.)

Section..3..... This ordinance shall take effect and be in force thirty days from and after its passage and
approval, if approved by the Mayor; otherwise it shall take effect at the time it shall become a law under the

provisions of the city charter,

Passed by the City C il the.... [G3tH day of...... i $=F %, s 1645,

and signed by me in open session in authentication of i

§
Vo ecemiea

Approved by me this 9\71‘2 day of

Filed by me this...... 2 1. .. day of.

I ec erm\)QA ... 19891

{SEAL)

B;,'m&fu:/bt e =t D)

Published

O suBuUSH 00 DO NOT PUBUSH

CITY ATTORNEY .

Deputy Cletk.
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AGREEMENT

I
THIS AGREEMENT, made this 27 day of Decer ey

7

1989, between the PORT OF SEATTLE, a municipal corporation ('the
Port") and the CITY OF SEATTLE, a municipal corporation, ("the
City"). The parties agree as follows:

1. The City will convey to the Port, in the manner
provided in Section 3, the City’s interest as that term is
described in Section 3, in 1) the "Burlington Northern Right of
Way" ("BNROW") that abuts the Port Upland Properties and
adjoining streets and rights-of-way as generally shown in
Exhibit 1, BNROW, Parcels C, F, B, E, A, K, and that triangle
area south of Pine and north of Pike Streets, and in 2) the
portions of the adjoining streets and rights-of-way of
Blanchard, Lenora, Virginia and Pine Streets as shown in Exhibit
1. In acdition, should the Port acquire ownership of Parcel J,
and/or additional properties south of Pine and north of Pike
Streets and abutting the BNROW, this Agreement shall include
transfer of the City-owned BNROW abutting these parcels in the
manner provided in Section 3.

2. The Port shall construct or cause to be constructed a
public trail through the length of the BNROW which abuts the
Port Upland Properties, and grant the necessary easements, if

any, for such a trail; provided the City, in consultation with
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the Port, selects a central waterfront trail route, by January
1, 1991, requiring use of the BNROW for a continuous trail. In
this event, the Port, or its developer, and the City shall share
equally in the cost of trail construction and the Port or its
developer will work with the City to ensure that design,
easement requirements, and routing of the trail are consistent
with City standards.

3. The BNROW describes an area conterminous with a
certain former franchise granted to a predecessor(s) of the
Burlington Northern Railroad Company ("BN") and lying generally
within a portion of the Alaskan Way right-of-way between Pine
Street and Bell Street. Pursuant to Ordinance 113497, the City
and BN entered into an agreement to reroute train service and
cease operations in the BNROW ("City-BNW Agreement"), It is
understood that as part of the City-BN Agreement, the City
agreed to pay substantial consideration to BN to offset
increased operating costs and certain capital improvements

required by the rerouting of train service.

The City’s ownership interest, if any, to the underlying
fee of said right-of-way area shall be conveyed by quit claim
deed to the Port following vacation of the BNROW by the City.
Any and all rights the City acquired in the BNROW as a
consequence of the City-BN Agreement shall be transferred by the

quit claim deed to the Port if the franchise rights to the BNROW
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are terminated and the BNROW is vacated by the city. The City’s
ownership interest to the underlying fee of said adjoining
streets and rights-of-way of those portions of Blanchard,
Lenora, Virginia and Pine Streets (as shown in Exhibit 1) shalil
be conveyed by quit claim deed to the Port following vacation of
these streets and rights-of-way by the city. The Ccity makes no
representations, promises or warranties that it has any
ownership interest in the underlying fee to said areas.

4. Upon execution of this Agreement the City shall,
consistent with all applicable statutes, ordinances and
procedures, promptly review a petition submitted by the Port for
the vacation of the BNROW and portions of the streets and
rights-of-way abutting the property identified and as shown
generally in Exhibit 1. The City shall use reasonable efforts
to act upon such vacation not later than one hundred and twenty
(120) days following execution of the Agreement; provided that,
nothing contained herein shall be construed to alter the City’s
legislative authority to review and decide upon said vacation
petition.

5. Any future street vacations granted to the Port as a
result of the City street vacation application and review
process in the zones identified on the attached map (Exhibit 2)
shall be processed expeditiously and shall be at no cost to the
Port except for the City’s administrative costs only, and shall

not include any payment based upon the fair market value of the

- 3 -
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area vacated, provided, however, that the City shall review each
petition consistent with City Council Resolution 27527 or other
City resolutions or ordinances concerning street vacation
policies; and provided further, that this Agreement does not
relieve either party of its obligations as contained in the
adopted "Comprehensive Public Access Plan for the Duwamish
Waterway."

6. The Port, the Department of Natural Resources and the

City have entered into a "Memorandum of Understanding"” ("MOU")

dated the \SI day of NovEwBeg 2. ; 1989 (a copy of

which is attached hereto as Exhibit 3), to develop and share
jointly in the costs of a short-stay public boat moorage
facility between piers 63 and 66 as provided in the MOU. The
City’s contribution toward the public moorage project at Piers
64 and 65, pursuant to the terms of said MOU, is estimated in
Attachment A to the MOU to be $1.7 million.

7. Upon delivery of the above-referenced BNROW quit claim
deed and street vacation quit claim deeds as described in
paragraphs 1 and 3 of this Agreement, and in recognition of the
consideration set forth in this Agreement, the Port will

pay the
City $2.8 million.

3. The City, its successors, grantees and assigns agree
to indemnify and hold harmless the Port, its successors,
grantees and assigns from any and all liabilities, obligations,

losses, damages, claims, judgments, suits or expenses of any

CUMENT.
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kind or nature whatsoever arising out of or in any way
concerning the City-BN Agreement or any ordinance terminating

the franchise rights to the BNROW.

PORT SEATTLE

071584 .M101
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTAMNDING

This Memorandum of Understanding is executed this 4ﬁfday
of Apuv: + 1982, by the Washington Department of Natural
Resources (DNR), acting through the Commissioner of Public
Lands, the City of Seattle (City) acting through the Mayor of
Seattle and the President of the City Council, and the Port of

Seattle (Port) acting through the President of the Port
Commission.

WHEREAS, the DNR, the City and the Port, on the 11th day of
September, 1987, executed a general Memorandum of Understanding
stating the intent to work together to establish policies and
objectives for development of the harborfront, and specifically
to develop an implementation strategy for a multi-use public
moorage facility between Piers 63 and 66 for visiting vessels,
including but not limited to local, research, naval, historic,
recreational, fishing and commercial vessels.

WHEREAS, senior staff from each agency have met
periodically since September, 1987 to outline principles of
development for a public moorage facility and to identify a
funding strategy; and

WHEREAS, the city and the Port have received consultant
reports which analyze preliminary design concepts and estimated
costs of a public moorage facility; and

WHEREAS, the Port is undertaking further studies and has
developed additional design concepts for the public moorage
facility; and

WHEREAS, the City with the help of a private consultant has
completed a moorage study which identifies a significant demand
for transient recreational moorage on the Seattle central
waterfront; and

WHEREAS, the City has acquired piers 62/63 for park, open
space and recreation uses; and

WHEREAS, the DNR and the Port intend to develop a Port

Management Agreement for all property eligible to be included in
such an agreement; and

WHEREAS, the Port Commission is scheduled to consider
during 1989 the future use and possible redevelopment of its
properties on the harborfront: and

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted a Harborfront Public
Inprovement Plan on June 13, 1988; and
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WHEREAS, the parties recognize the desirability of locating
a public moorage facility in the area between Piers 63 and 66;

NOW THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:

1.

The parties shall implement the phased development of
a public moorage facility which can be in operation by
1994,

The parties shall make equal contributions to a public
moorage facility, subject to the terms of this
agreement. Any costs associated with the
rehabilitation of Pier 66, with facilities
incorporated for the accommodation of a one- or two-
berth cruise ship terminal, or with any incremental
increase in costs attributable to constructing a
permanent rather than a floating breakwater, shall be
borne solely by the Port.

The parties shall pursue a shared funding strategy and
develop a realistic timetable for development of the
public moorage facility and make a good faith effort
to seek other public and private funding as may be
necessary to complete the project.

The parties shall design a public moorage facility
based on the following concepts:

(a) a floating or permanent breakwater extending from
either Pier 63 or Pier 65 to protect recreaticnal

and commercial vessels, subject to the provisions
of Section 2;

(b) public moorage capacity of approximately 125
slips with the potential for a three-phased
approach to development of public moorage slips
based on financial considerations and moorage
demand information;

(c) public moorage capacity for visiting vessels,
including but not limited to local, research,
naval, historic, recreational, fishing and
commercial vessels;

(d) public access to the water along the breakwater
and at Lenora Street if cost, sacurity and
management considerations permit; and

(e) consideration of future maintenance costs.
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5. The parties shall establish a City/Port/DNR design
review process.

6. The parties shall recognize that cost estimates based
on the design concept, as set forth in Attachment A,
may change as the result of modifications to the
design, and must be refined through the design
process.

7. The parties shall develop a written agreement on the
final design, final cost estimate and financial

contributions of the parties which has the approval of
all parties.

8. The parties shall recognize the Port is responsible
for the design, construction, operation and
maintenance of the public moorage facility,

9, The parties shall rec.gnize the Port, as manager for
the public moorage facility, may contract with outside

entities for this function by mutual agreement with
the city.

10. The parties agree that prevailing market rates for
transient moorage shall be charged and that revanues
shall be applied to support administration and ongoing
maintenance of this central waterfront moorage
facility which is the responsibility of the Port. Any
excess revenues will be directed to a major
maintenance fund for the breakwater, moorage floats,
and public access elements.

11. The parties agree that if revenues are not adequate to
fund major maintenance, the City and the Port will
share costs based on a formula to be determined in the
design process and to be approved by the Port
Commissioners and the City Council.

Do o

Patricia Davis, President

Washington Sta Public Ilands

Charles Royer, Mayor
City of Seattle

071585.M101
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Attachment A

BSTIMATED RESOURCES FOR MOORAGE *

Phase I - Breskwster (1988 -~ 1990)

05/88 DR application for Ref. 215 $ 750,000
09/88 Harborfront Levy (City) 1,200,000
07/8_9 City or Port application for Ref. 215 150,000
1990 Fort contribution ' 750,000

PHASE I TOTAL $ 2,850,000

Phase II - Moorage Floats/Public Access
(1990 - 1992)

et
=
-
[=}
=
it
=
[
=
=
pa =
oo
[~
<
o
T
o
05/90 DNR application for Ref. 215/Aquatic a5
Land Enhancement Fund $ 750,000 3§
%]
07/90 Port or City application for Ref. 215 150,000 :E N
e |
Port Contribution 750,000 €S
. s wE |
1991 City Contribution (other) 500,000 2
-4 A X A0 = ‘(
2 :
PHASE II TOTAL $ 2,150,000 =z =
-1
TOTAL $5,000,000 L@
Si=
(]
Q Lud
oD
a
(X%
I wn
= 3t
=

* Represents the commitment of resources agreed to by each
agency based on a cost estimate completed in 1988. The
schedule for construction and appropriation of resources
by each agency will be updated in the next phase of planning
for the moorage facility which will be initiated after the
signing of the Memorandum of Understanding.

NOTICE:
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Attachment A

ESTIMATED RESOURCES FOR HOOKRAGE *

Phase 1 - Breakwater (1988 - 1990)

05/88 DNR application for Ref. 215 $ 750,000 ¥
09/88 Harborfront Levy (City) A 1,200,000
07/89 City or Port application for Ref. 215 150,000 ¥~
1990 Port contritution ' 750,000

PHASE I TOTAL $ 2,850,000

Phage II - Moorage Floats/Publiec Access
(1990 - 1992)

05/90 DHR application for Ref. 215/Aquatic
Land Enhancement Fund $ 750,000 X
07/90 Port or City application for Ref. 215 150,000 &
Port Contribution ~ 750,000
1991 City Contribution (other) 500,000
PHASE II TOTAL $ 2,150,000
TOTAL

$ 5,000,000

* Represents the commitment of resources agreed to by each
agency based on a cost estimate completed in 1988. The
schedule for construction and appropriation of resources
by each agency will be updated in the :.ext phase of planning
for the moorage facility which will be initiated after the
signing of the Memorandum of Understanding. )

L e
s Aere T

3374 (5/18/88)
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EXHIBIT "A"

AGREEMENT !

THIS AGREEMENT, made this day of

I

1989, between the PORT OF SEATTLE, a municipal corporation ("the

Port") and the CITY OF SEATTLE, a municipal corporation, ("the

City"). The parties agree as follows:

1. The City will convey to the Port, in the manner
provided in Section 3, the City’s ownership interest as that
term is described in Section 3, in 1) the "Burlington Northern
Right of Way" ("BNROW") that abuts the Port Upland Properties
and adjoining streets and rights-of-way as generally shown in
Exhibit 1, BNROW, Parcels C, F, B, E, A, K, and that triangle
area south of Pine and north of Pike Streets, and in 2) the

portions of the adjoining streets and rights-of-wvay of

Blanchard, Lenora, Virginia and Pine Streets as shown in Exhibit
1. In addition, should the Port acquire ownership of Parcel J,
and/or additional properties south of Pine and north of Pike
Streets and abutting the BNROW, this Agreement shall include
transfer of the City-owned BNROW abutting these parcels in the
manner provided in Section 3.

2. The Port shall construct or cause to be constructed a
public trail through the length of the BNROW which abuts the
Port Upland Properties, and grant the necessary easements, if

any, for such a trail; provided the City, in consultation with

-1 -
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the Port, selects a central waterfront trail route, by January
1, 1991, requiring use of the BNROW for a continuous trail. In
this event, the Port, or its developer, and the City shall share
equally in the cost of trail construction and the Port or its
developer will work with the City to ensure that design,
easement requirements, and routing of the trail are consistent
with City standards.

3. The BNROW describes an area conterminous with a
certain former franchise granted to a predecessor(s) of the
Burlington Northern Railroad Company ("BN") and lying generally
within a portion of the Alaskan Way right-of-way between Pine
Street and Bell Street. The use of said franchise by Burlington
Northern was discontinued in January 1989 pursuant to Ordinance
113497. The City‘’s ownership interest, if any,.to the
undexrlying fee of said right-of-way area shall be conveyed by
quit claim deed to the Port following vacation of the BNROW by
the City. The City’s ownership interest to the underlying fee
of said adjoining streets and rights-of-way of those portions of
Blanchard, Lenora, Virginia and Pine Streets (as shown in
Exhibit 1) shall be conveyed by quit claim deed to the Port
following vacation of these streets and rights~of-way by the
Ccity. The City makes no representations, promises or warranties
that it has any ownership interest in the underlying fee to said

areas.

-2 -
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4. Upon execution of this Agreement the city shall,
consistent with all applicable statutes, ordinances and
procedures, promptly review a petition submitted by the Port for
the vacation of the BNROW and portions of the streets and
rights-of-way abutting the property identified and as shown
generally in Exhibit 1. The éity shall use reasonable efforts
to act upon such vacation not later than one hundred and twenty
(120) days following execution of the Agreement; provided that,
nothing contained herein shall be construed to alter the City’s
legislative authority to review and decide upon said vacation
petition. 7

5. Any future street vacations granted to the Port as a
result of the City street vacation application and review
process in the zones identified on the attached map (Exhibit 2)
shall be processed expeditiously and shall be at no cost to the
Port except for the City’s administrative costs only, and shall
not include any payment based upon the fair market value of the
area vacated, provided, however, that the City shall review each
petition consistent with city Council Resolution 27527 or other
City resolutions or ordinances concerning street vacation
policies; and provided further, that this Agreement does not
relieve either party of its obligations as contained in the

adopted "Comprehensive Public Access Plan for the Duwamish

' Waterway."

- 3 =
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G. The Port, the Department of Natural Resources and the
City have entered into a "Memorandum of Understanding" ("MOU")

dated the day of , 1989 (a copy of

which is attached hereto as Exhibit 3), to develop and share
jointly in the costs of a short-stay pub;ic boat noorage
facility between piers 63 and 66 as provided in the MOU. The
City’s contribution toward the public moorage project at Piers
64 and 65, pursuant to the terms of said MOU, is estimated in
Attachment A to the MOU to be $1.75 million.

7. Upon delivery of the above-referenced BNROW quit claim
deed and street vacation quit claim deeds as described in
paragraphs 1 and 3 of this Agreement, and in recognition of the
consideration set forth in this Agreement, the Port will pay the
City $2.8 million.

PORT OF SFEATTLE

By

CITY OF SEATTLE

By

071584 .M101
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WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF

Natural Resources

BRIAN BOYLE
Commissioner of Public Lands

November 6, 1989 OLYMPIA, WA 98504

Benella Caminiti
2919 Mayfair Avenue, North
Seattle, WA 98109

Dear Ms. Caminiti:

Thank you for the various letters you have sent the past month with attachroents
containing information regarding various issues on the Seattle Central Waterfront. 1
appreciate your forwarding these materials to me. I do circulate your correspondence
to Brian and to Ann Morgan and Bob Rose in the department, who are working closely
on these issues.

In answer to your question regarding the membership and addresses of the Harbor Line
Commission, the commission has the same composition as the Board of Natural
Resources, which oversees DNR's land management activities. Currently, the membership
includes: Commissioner Boyle; Governor Booth Gardner, represented by Bob Nichols;
Judith Billings, Superintendent of Public Instruction; Dr. Lawrence Schrader, Dean of
the College of Agricultural Science at Washington State University; Dr. David Thorud,
Dean of the College of Forest Resources at the University of Washington and Bill Vaux,
Skagit County Commissioner. Attached is an address list of the commission members.
You are free, of course, to forward them whatever materials you may have on these
issues. We have not yet scheduled a briefing of the commission on Seattle Central
Waterfront issues and so any information you send may be new to those members of the
board who have been appointed within the last year.

Regarding the status of the Port-City-DNR transient moorage facilities for Pier 63-66, as
you know, in September, 1987, the original MOU was signed comumitting the participants
to move forward with such a proposal. That document is largely an agreement in
concept. Your concerns regarding an escape clause in that instrument has been resolved
with the signing last week of the formal Memorandum of Understanding which actually
commits each party to this proposal, copy enclosed.

The Pier 63-66 transient moorage propusal calls for a multi-use, public moorage facility
which includes recreational, commercial, and in the words of the MOU, "for visiting
vessels, including but not limited to local, research, naval, historic, recreational, fishing
and commercial vessels." Beyond this general concept, more precise plans regarding the
development proposal are yet to be developed. While a portion of DNR's contribution
will be the state recreational boater tax (as reviewed by the Interagency Committee on
Outdoor Recreation and approved by the legislature), the port and city's contribution will
not have these limitations. Thus, the

E
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Benella Caminiti
2919 Mayfair Avenue, North
Seattle, WA 98109

parties will be committed to ensuring that at least a corresponding portion of the project
serves the recreational boaters. Simply because a portion of the funding comes from this
source, however, will not constrain the entire project to recreational boating. We are
committed to a multiple-use moorage facility for both commercial and recreational use.

In answer to your request for a map showing public and private ownership in the Seattle
Central Waterfront, I have asked Bob Rose to locate such a map for you. You can
reach him at our Seattle office at 464-6416. I will be interested in seeing that myself,
as many of the ownerships in this area have a confusing history.

Regarding the extent of fill in the Seattle Waterfront, I suggest that you or someone
from the coalition come down to the Seattle office and research the original plates for
these parcels. What happened in the Marina District on filled tidelands in San Francisco
Is certainly instructive and consistent with what we understand to be the case with respect
to earthquakes and filled areas. I understand that earthquake concern is one of the
reasons cited by the port for their proposed improvements to Pier 66.

I know that this letter is not responsive to all of your concerns, but should address the
major issues currently ongoing. We appreciate being kept apprised of these issues and
wish you the best of luck in your endeavors.

ivé Assistant
Commissioner of Publis

Lands
Enclosure

¢ Brian Boyle
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DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES FOR THE
CENTRAL WATERFRONT PROJECT

PORT OF SEATTLE

THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT PROJECT

For the past two years, the Port has been carefully studying the
redevelopment of a 17 acre site on the Seattle central water-~
front. A strategic location with a rich heritage, it is close to
many Seattle assets -~ the maritime waterfront, the Pike Place
Market, Seattle Center and the Denny Regrade. It is a portal
from the water to the City, and from the City out into Elliott
Bay.

During this time, the Port Commissioners and staff have been
listening to and talking with people, asking for concepts and
ideas for this site. There have been numerous public meetings,
interviews and meetings with local leaders and officials, consul-
tations with the City of Seattle and the State Department of
Natural Resources. We have gathered recommendations from a
Central Waterfront Resource Group composed of local leaders and
citizens, and guidance from a Development Panel of design and
developnent experts. This intensive interaction, along with
technical and economiz studies, has led to a set of design alter-
natives for the site.

NEXT STEPS

These alternatives are being fully evaluated for their
environmental impacts in an Environmental Impact Statement.
The draft EIS will be available for public review beginning in
December, 1989.

Public meetings and hearings will be held once the Draft EIS is
released. After this, the Port Commission will select a
preferred alternative for further planning and action. Again, we
hope for broad public review and comment throughout this time as
the Commission prepares to make decisions.

» December 1989 Draft EIS released for public review

» Dec. -~ Jan. 1989 Public meeting/hearing to review and
comment on Draft EIS

» Spring 1990 Comnission decides on Recommended
Alternative
» May 1990 Publication of Final EIS
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ifHlY SITE

The site includes the Port's headquarters on Pier 66, about five
acres of upland lots east of Pier 66 on the cast side of Alaskan
Way, and the oprsn water sites where Pier 64/65 were located
before they were demolished. Also included in the total lot area
are several street rights-of-way that cross or border the upland
properties, for which the Port will request strezet vacations.

The Port Commissioners are proposing to adopt a detailed develop-
ment plan for the site that addresses uses of the site, height
and bulk, open space, pedestrian and vehicular circulation
through the site, physical and visual connections to the rest of
the central waterfront and downtown, and urban design features.
The environmental impact statement describes several alternatives
for redeveloping the site. These alternatives include a cruise
ship terminal, short-stay moorage, public access, commercial
marine uses, offlce, world trade center, hotel, residential, and
support retail uses.

In order to describe the alternatives, it is useful to divide the
site in five sub-areas:

Pier 64/65 This is open water now. The piers collagsed in
1987 and were demolished. The State, Port and
City of Seattle have signed an agreement to
develor short-stay moorage on the site, which the
Port will manage.

Pier 66 Also known as the Bell Street Terminal, Pier 66
currently includes a five-story building which
houses the Port's general offices, and a transit
shed partially occupied by fish processing
facilities and partially vacant. The Pier is used
occasionally for commercial boat moorage.

Uplands In 1986, the Port Commissioners authorized
purchase of five acres of land east of Alaskan
Way, directly east of Pier 66 and Pier 64/65.
Part of the upland site is currently used for
warehousing and light industrial uses, while the
remainder is vacant.

Alaskan Way This is the four-lane arterial that runs through
the site. The waterfront trolley runs along the
east side of Alaskan Way and east of this is a set
of Bu“llngton Northern tracks which are no longer
in use south of Bell Street.

Lenora Street At one time, the Lenora Street bridge connected
Corridor the Denny Regrade with Pier 64/65. It now ends in
mid-air near the seawall.
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OVERVIEW OF ALTERNATIVES

The alternative proposals to be evaluated in the EIS represent a
range of uses and densities of development for the Port's central
waterfront property. They range from no change in density or
use, as in the no-action Alternative A, to development of the
maximum feasible floor area in a mixed-use project described in
Alternative D,

Each of the "action" alternatives (B,C, and D) are shown two
ways. Alternatives Bl, €1, and D1 would remove the existing
office building and transit shed on Pier 66, and replace them
with other structures. Alternatives B2, €2, and D2 would remove
the transit shed, but would retain and rencvate the office
building. Retaining the building does not necessarily mean that
the Port headquarters would remain on Pier 66.

The Port envisions a single, unified development for the entire
17-acre site. Physical and visual features of the waterside and
landside areas are planned to have an integrated, cohesive de-
sign.,

Alternative A: No-Action A'‘ eriative

In the no-~action alternative. the existing structures on Pier &6
and the uplands would remain, and would continue in their present
use, i.e., office with ancillary parking, fish processing,
intermittent moorage for ships, and upland support and
warehouses. The pier structure has deteriorated and needs to be
reconstructed for safety reasons. To accommodate the reconstruc-
tion existing fish processing tenants would have to leave the
pier and could return once reconstruction is complete. The
configuration of Pier 66 would remain much the same, except for
extensicn of the apron 14 feet to the west and construction of
short stay moorage for recreational boaters and other visiting
craft al the south end of the pier.

If the Port of Seattle opted for the no-action alternative, it
would not necessarily retain ownership of the entire site, but
might choose to sell some part of it.

Alternative B: All Marine Use

This alternative includes marine-related uses west of Alaskan
Way, with paved outdoor storage and marine support on the
uplands, and limited public improvements to Alaskan Way and the
Lenora Street Corridor. Alternative B2 would retain the existing
office building on Pier 66.

Alternative C: Maritime Use & Low-Density Commercial

This alternative includes a cruise ship terminal, does not
iriclude fish processing, increases the area available for public
access and adds restaurant, office (in C€2), retail, hotel, and
housing at various locations. Alternative C also provides sub-
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stantial public amenities at Pier 66,
Street corridor. The uplands include hotel,
witli street-related court

street along Alaskan Way.

Alternative C1 would build new structures o
would refurbish the existin
transit shed, but the uses

similar.

Alternative D: Maritime Use and Mid-Density Commercial

This alternative contains a different nix o

the previous alternatives,

Alaskan Way, and the Lenora
housing, and retail,

yards and a landscaped secondary access

n Pier 66, whereas C2
g office building and replace the
in the two sub-alternatives would be

f uses than appears in
and increases public access features
and commercial development at various locations.

Alternative D
is called “"Mid-Density” because it proposes less t

han would be

allowed if the Port took full advantage of development bonuses.

PORT OF SEATTLE CENTRAL WATERFRONT PROJECT - Proposed Alternatives for Mixed Use

USES

PIER 64/65
Breakwater / Moorage
Harbormaster Office

PIER 66
Floating Platform for public access
Public Plaza
Public Pavilion
Fish Processing Shell*
Transit Shed Shell*
Maritime Center / Exhibit Shell*
Cruise Ship Terminal
Retail / Restaurant Shell*
Office Shell*, existing bldg.
Office Shell*, new bldg.

UPLANDS
Outdoor storage, staging, & warehouses

Residential (Apts. or Condos)
Retail / Restaurant Sheil*
Private Parking

Hotel (suites or rooms)
Retail / Restaurant Shell*
Parking (Hotel & Retail / Restaurant)

Office
Retail / Restaurant Shell*
Parking (Office & Retail / Restaurant)

* Port would provide unfinished space, which tenants would improve for their specific use.

No
Action

A

All Marine
Use

Bl

B2

Maritime Use &

Low-Density
Comiumercial

Ci

c2

Maritime Use &
Mid-Density
Commercial
D1 D2
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Port of Seattle
CENTRAL WATERFRONT PROJECT
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" Port see
by Theresa Moriow
Times businass reporter

he iror of Seattle has spent $1.2

million on consultant fees, held 58

public meetings and commissioned

23 reports and studies on ils central
waterfront property.

It’s more than doubled its investment in
commercial waterfront real estate in the
last three years —~ from $7.5 million in
1986 to $14.75 million today - with
another $5 million projected to be spent
over the next six months.

But three years and $20 million into’

their waterfront development project, port
commissioners are still wringing their
hands over what to do with the seven-acre
stretch of land under their care along
Alaskan Way.

Not only have they not come up with a
concrete plan for the property north of the
Pike Place Market Hillclimb along Alaskan
Way — including Piers 66 and 69 — they
remain undecided about whether the port
should be developing the property at all.

And they are now questioning whether
the port can afford to spend any more
money on the waterfront with other major
expenses looming.

/5

King ha

e Ya

When the port made its first commer-
cial real estate purchase along the water-
front in October 1986, former port director
Jim Dwyer says. it was anticipated that
development could begin 12 to 18 months
later.

But it's a little like the Emperor's new

clothes: When you look behind the stud-
ies, consultants’ bills and other trappings
of development, the port’s central water-
front property remains as unadorned as it
was then - still the site of crumbling
warehouses, broken windows and dusty
garbage.

and north of the

. ) Pier 66
The upland strip east of Alaskan Way Portof =

Pike Place Market Seatile

Hillclimb — central to the project — General

remains a barren slum. Spruced-up walk-
ways and public moorage, contemporary
buildings and a cruise-ship terminal still
exist only in architectural drawings.

And things won't change soon: Even if -

the port makes a decision on what to do as
early as next year, it will be 1994, at least,
hefore any development could be complet-
ed.

While the land lies undeveloped and
producing no revenue, the port is out
about $50.000 per month on its original

Jjnvestment of $7.5 million — the amuunt

%bor for 'ts

ELLIOTT
BAY

Pier 67
The
Edgewater ||},
inn Hote! :

Offices

City of Seattle
piers

Ship Mussum,

Waterfront Park

Plers 62, 63

Piers 57, 59, 61

Seatile Aquarium,

= -
< Port of Seattle
proposed
development
sites

costly waterfrent plan

' the money would have accrued in interest.
The carrying costs are offset by property
appreciation, however.

"What we do here we are basically
doing forever, so if it takes a few more
months or another year, that's all right,”
says Port Commission President Pat Davis
in defense of the delays.

Davis points to several reasons why
the process has gone on so long. The port
waited to see if the city's Harborfront levy
would pass before proceeding. she said.
However, Dwyer says the Harborfront
plan affected city land south of the port's
project and the port development was
designed to be separate from the city’s.

The port bought Pier 69 last fall, which
Davis said further delayed things. A
decision then had to be made on moving
the port’s offices from Pier 66 to 69. That
decision has been delayed because of
public opposition to separating it from
decisions on the commercial deveiopment.

But some waterfront watchers say the
commissior: is guilty of overstudying the
development project and of indecision.
The port's own development director, Dan
Dingfield, says he has tried to get the
commission {o narrow the scope of the

project but that they have “ducked theis-
sue.”

Two commissioners — Jack Block and
Jim Wright - are clearly frustrated at the
length of time deliberations arc taking.
“It's time to make a decision,” Wright
says. “QOur problem is in not being
focused.”

“The port went out like a barn-burner.
Now it's paralyzed,” said Philip Killien, a
raember of Waterfront Awareness. a group
that is developing a plan for a Maritime
Heritage Center on the waterfront.

Port watchers say the commission has
given in to special-interest groups who
oppose commercial development. The
same people have been resisting water-
front plans for the past 10 years, said Marc
Hershman, professor of marine studies
and law at UW and part of the Waterfront
Awareness group. “They actually have a
small membership,” he added.

Some members of that group have
been supporting the idea of a working
waterfront on the port's piers, an idea that
Port Commissioner Henry Aronson said 15
“a fantasy that was driving the whoie

Please see WATERFROKNY onE 4

Rob Kemp / Seattle
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WATERFRONT

continued from E 1

project.”

Aronson suid the port waited to
see if maritime companies wanting
o move tu Elliott Bay would come
forward. They didn’t.

“It was a drill we had to go
through,” suid Aronson.

It tie commission has not made
a commitment to what will be on
the waterfront, it has made a
cummitment to consultants. The
$1.2 million in port work orders
went lo transportation specialists,
appraisers, architects, planners
and attomeys.

Port records show fees paid for

teports such as a 1987 study
showing a Pont of Seattle cruise-
ship facility, another study show-
ing hotel/residential/retail uses,an-
pther incorporating that report and
udding to it, one with drawings of
a funicular leading up the hill
foward the Pike Place Market,
plans calling for « “wintergarden”
of tall atriums and stairways lined
{vith retail shops.
- Jerry Hillis, a Seattle land use
attorney, has received a third of
the consulting fees, $325,000, 10
handle acquisition negotiations
and negotiations with regulatory
agencies. Hillis said the consulting
fees seem “on the low side” given
the scope of the project.

But other waterfront watchers
question the amount of money.
spent on consultants and studies
without a resulting decision.

“Williasn Justen, vice president
of..development for the Koll Co.
which is developing Fred Hutchin-
seh. Cancer Resecarch Center on
Eujtlake, said the $1 million is
high compared to planning costs
for private companies. But, Justen

said, the port has to answer con-
cerns of a relatively small but loud
group of opponents.

Justen said Koll may want to
bid to become the developer of the

port’s property, though he wared -

that if the port compromises on a
“mediocre” development, the com-
pany would be less interected. In
the meantime, the port continues
to wrestle with the larger question
of deciding just how committed it

is 1o even being in the real estate

development business, and what
kind of revenue port-owned real
estate should be counted on to
produce.

Davis admitted it would have
been better to have those policy
decisions made before the water-
front project was so far down the
road with consultants and studies.
The port had no long-range plan
until it started a strategic planning
process this year.

Dingfield points to the wide
range of uses the commission will
consider in a $500,000 environ-
mental-impact study to be com-
pleted for the property by the end
of the year. The study will include
many alternatives, from leaving
things the way they are to maxi-
mizing revenues with commercial
development.

Dingfield said the commission
could have considered fewer op-
tions for the property and decided
ahead of time whether it wanted to
develop it itself or lease it to a
developer. In August of last year,

P,

Dingfield said he asked the com-
mission to decide whether a mix of
uses including hotel/residential
and some retail uses on the up-
lands was the direction it wanted
10 go.

“They ducked the issue,” Ding-
field said. “They chose to see more
figures first and do it in a specific

'wady. It would've narrowed the
scope, beun less costly and given a

| framework within which to work.”

Aronson points out that th
port might not be able to do
anything more on the waterfront at
all, making the glut of studies
reports moot. The port is faciig :

decision on developing the site o

Lockheed Shipyard No. 2 nea

Harbor Island for a containe

terminal at a cost of more than $1

million.

| After $1.2 million, no change on Port proper{y

“The port has never lacked for
money to do something,” Aronson
said. “Now it's facing that. We
can’t do bhoth Lockheed and the
central waterfront.”

The next decision-making point
will be early February, when the
commission is scheduled to com-
mit to whether it wants 1o use the
waterfront property for commer-
cial development and, if so, what
development will be there.

‘Jut by then there may be more
information to put into the mix:
There is interest by some commis-
sioners in buying Pier 70 to com-
plete the port’s holdings at the
north end of the waterfront.

-
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NON=-BOAT OWNERS BURDENS FOR FINANCING PLEASURES OF
AFFLUENT BOAT OWNERS - PUBLIC MARINA  COSTS.
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A-b

COMPILING I ™A ON COSTS OF PUBLIC FINA ING OF MARINAS

There is no source of such data from any official or governmental
agency.

The figures here derived from ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS, SEATTLZ
DISTRICT COXPS OF ENGINEERS AND PUBLIC PORTS, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATI

SUMMARYs  FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION IDENTIFIABLE TOTAL ==-- 3§ 8,926,600.
1980-1984 LOCAL (PORTS) - ~=== 19,236,800,

CAPITAL COSTS PUBLIC @ =  w~wa

7 recreational marinas $ 28,163,400,

PORT+ MARINA cITY EDERAL # PORT ~ TOTAL Time frame
- naroos. 4 year
: i, Squalicum Bellingham 667.6 844,8 1,512,4 1981 comple
Q\ 2. Westhaven Westport 2.8@053) 0 2,840,0 1980 *
. |38
. Ll S
B 3. Eastbay Olympia 1,396, 2,188, 3,584,0 1983 *® =
i xR =
H -~ «\
: < 4o Fride .iarbor San Juan 2,760, Ol . 1983 =
: §§ exk“psion & Island 7 2 2,964 983 =
X repair E
: [l
3\ * 5. SEQUIM Bay Sequinm 0 6,000, ? 6,000, ? 1984 &
\Q{ ) §§
6. Ilwaco Ilwaco 1,125,(1) ? 1,263, n
BN 1150 (2) ' 1971-76 #
B > = N
: * 7, Shilshole Seattle 0 6.6 = 7.3 W,}g&ﬁ p
§ expansion o 7 7,000 57 - :
: % * 8, Harbcr Island Seattle 0 . 3.000, 3,000, % z I
. . [
: X) : L i ’ )
Q&g (* PROPOSZD: No permits yet issued) ; E .
s . =3
: -
=
11}
=
=
8
Laf
=
=

IT IS DUE TO THE QUALITY OF THE DOCUMENT.

This summary is minimal. Does not account for costs of marinas at
Anaenrtes, Brownsville, or increases at Bellingham (Blaine & Squalicum)

In genernl, these figures do not include "pre-authorization” or any
future dredging costs where needed on maintenance basis,

NOTICE:

(1.) mooring basin & (é:)—::azafin; improvements , EDA funds, 1971 & 1976

(3) Port of Port Angeles' portion supplied by EDA funds, 1980,
in amount of $607,000,

"Federal" otherwise means Corps of Engineers, Section 107, Rivers &
Harbors Act funds. Limited to $2,000,000 per municipal project for
breakwater "navigationzl improvements",
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Mariner's Marina « 13605 Fiji Way » Marina del Rey, CA ‘)02‘)2
213823-6321 « FAX 213 305-8109 ot 1959

Sistership

50' HATTERAS 1969
1300 original engine hours.
BEST BUY AT $195,000.

53" HATTERAS 1970
Owner says SELL! $250,000.

BEST BUY - SAIL 39' COLUMBIA 79
40" ISLANDER MS .
40" AVANCE '85. DEMO)
30 CAPO 34, full race, 40" MARINER Ketch ot
30" OLSO-« "84 diesel, race 40' NEWPORTER Kf 1CH ¢
30" NEWPORT, dsk. whi, AP, du(‘ e 2 5K 40" CHOATE, 80, reefer. (NG, AP
30 SANTANA "82, race 1 L 30" KROGEN CUTTER 81 tutlers
30" ERICSON (33 1 MORGAN'ST ¢
30° HUNTER ‘82 dsl whi, holahlv\‘nr 28K 41" KETTENBURG...
30'HERRESHOFF (VTSELKETCH. 07 195K 417 CRC 69, 12 ks, K
e ISLANDER, (4 .. - { 41'(2) IsLANDL Freeport Refurh, Inn 89K 3 'F‘T ‘Bt Sundeck MY, Tow his M d119K
‘JC OLSON “B& yl 1 41" CT KETLH Nu o bottomQrFERS 5" DRAKE "58 S/F, by eng. Loran ... 24.5K
* AL "80, wheel, fu $2CUTTER K. I‘H\R\ ; 95K 36' CARVER 83 D/C. tw dal, rdr. ll‘).SK
31 TASHIBA "85 IO.I(IL 22" WESTSAIL “79 Radar. <af nav, . 124.5K 36" UNIFLITE ‘76 D/C 3Cats, rddr, NC 95K
32' CHALLINGER 7 VI PETERSON "84, 21 hag 36' TROJAN 73 S/F gen. AP rdr ... 65K §
32" WESTSAHL - 42 MORGAN, 8 <k, ap 36" HATTERAS 72 I.Cotslishmach, 99.5K
32 CHEQY LE "OLUMBIA 36" TROJAN 76 D0 gen. AP micra77 8K
32 ERICSON, 34 FTTERSON 36" STEPHENS, 54 fony his st seet33.5K
32 ERICSON 87 tucler, Lo SEOAWAN T he s oset o Torenete. ITOK 36" TROJAN 73, Tri-cab, MY Ivbrd.
32V ISLANDER 77 diesel, ¢ -2) LANCER Powersailer 842 rami 25K 36" UNIFLITE "80 . ...
33" CHEQY LEE 71 Ln“.,('u M()RCA’\' NELSON MkRI(‘K ‘B3 125K 37'PRESIDENT a7 DA L(N r(lr Eorani 59K
33' NEWPORT ........ N 52 233K 37 C &L 78 Tradr gen-radar. Mint . 105K
33" [RWIN '77. h()l «h 112K 37'CHRIS Fis '63 . ...
33' RANGER Y. 47" VACABON[‘ e Ulls.mr( cr CHIOR 37" HERSHINE [ri-cabin .. .
33' ROUGHWATER ‘81, dsl, irig 49 TRANSPAC k. 84 furlin, 189K 38' VIKING, '70. D/C, tw eng,
33 YORKTOWN, 6 sails, dsl ,1 ALLUSIAN Kot 0 CWC, offer, ... 250K 39" BLACKFIN “82 S/F Tw 671 TL. gen240K

33" EGG HARBOR '79, tw dsl, Id'd ..
33' CHRIS '79 fast, fish ceady ...
34" UNITED '82
34* CHRIS SF *6
34' SILVERTON '39
34 CALIFORNIAN 8 ats. mi.to 119K
34 MAINSHIP 7REB, AP Loran rdr 595K
34' SEA RAY "85 SB. gen A'C radas 110K
34" WELLCRAFT Gransport “65 86 pen 90K
“PT 1981, Loaded! ... .139,500

30 CATALINA "85 2)

from $28.5

34 CAL b i IARDY N Hets &1 CE6K 40" MARINER ST 62 ... .. 89K
34 HUNTER 83 e .r MOTORSAILEK .llumq ow 3K 42" CARVER  An Cab 1988 294K
340 DAY 8. dicsel . RN STEEL MS | 42 CALIFORNIAN, ‘79, tw,

42 CHRIS '63 ...
42" GRAND BANKS '80
42' PT '85 ..
43' HATTERAS | ") I)/C, o radar1 95K
44" GULISTAR 79 1/8 MY, b dsh, L 160k
44" TRAWLER F/B, 73 Al Cab . 130K
45' C & L TRAWLER, "79, F/B | 5K
3' GRAN MARINER, le v-dsh. se!
~h BLUEWATER 75, Reduced ..
46' OCEAN 858, fl\s -dsl, S()(lhrs ;‘UHQSK
46' MARQUE MY '8i3. Steal . .
46 NEW DEMO MY, Lovi'd,
50" HATTERAS M/Y,8V7 1S, ofiers
S51'C&LAMS 83, B
BEST BUY - POWER 32' GOLD COAST
53' HATTERAS ‘70
32' BAYLINER S/ 50 twds! 1ike nit04K 35" CHRIS CONNIE MY Cais '61 \40|\
32 TROJAN'ZA, ST vw VHE-RDF DR 165K 56" M/Y LIEN WHA "85 Twgvol
37 RANGER, 71 dsl, foaded 32TUNIFLITE T8 Sced lohre, atras onfy K 58" VANTARE MY, (OWC
38' ERICSON  Chaice of 4 .. 33 CHRIS 81 f\pn'ss, fwen AP L 59K 61 CHRIS MY h2 -
38' CATALINA "81 Loran. electronics 35K 33 CARVER "7BIB.hw.eng pen  nice sk 62' PACE MY 76 871 TIS 495K LOFIL
39" ALLIED KETCH ‘72, 1urler, 2 heds 68K 33' LA PAZ 73 . s RPN Y 65'BURGER CPMY RefitRetat 68789 185
39' LANDFALL 80, p(lulhouﬁe cutter 65K 33 CARVER '79 .. . 70" ELLIOTTCUSTOM MY Ofiers?? Try700K
39 ERICSON 71, 8 sails, fast . 43K 33" 10 METER TROIAN 8. T pen. L UOK © 1 BROWARD MAY Wuad, O.W.C. 095K

aclod
53 HUNTER ‘82 AP, turley
33' 8/S  Cutler 79 1ast redhced
34" BRISTOL 70 refer, proy showr 39K 57' GILES  Cutter "534 OWC
35' ERICSON  70's Model, ..2 from 239K 57' SUTTON M/S  Steel "67 loaderd
35" ERICSON "84, frlr, propane. Loran 59K 65 FREEDOM schooner 't
35' CHEQY LEE LION, dsl, refes ). 66' NEW HORIZON Maxi . cusr
35° ALBERG 65 Dicsel . . 70" NEW HORIZON "84 2
36" ERICSON 78, cruise 1y, 76' BROOKL M/S 78 Steel.
36" ISLANDER '7 78' BROOKE M/S 82 Steed, turling,
36" ISLANDER 7
36' 1ISLANDER 80, 9 bay .
36' ISLANDER ‘74, reier. CNG AP
36’ PEARSON Ket. 77, neww dsl, frir .
36" ISLANDER Freeport ‘79 weadyt2)
36' CATALINA "84 Furler, AP, Avond,
37" TAYANA. 79, sai/nav, ready I3
37" HUNTER 82, asl., iurler, refer

ats, b’ tH-IUI\
34" ISLANDER 73, dsk. AP, reir, Avon 508 505%5 \I:mp/ .39,
34" CATALAC CAT '8b, tw ddl
34' FAST 345, '86. luaded ..

it 149K
TRADIE or OFFERS

Full service marina/slips
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DERIVING W TERS & SHORELINES USE FIGUF 3 FROM
CORPS_OF_ENGINEERS PUBLIC NOTICES: SEATTLE DISTRICT

The Seattle District Corps does not include the entirety of
Washington State, and it does include Idaho and Montana (partial?),
althe the latter two states account for a very small minority
of permit applications, approximately 35 out of over 600,
In 19821 1. 545 ‘real permits' (with public notice) were issued
(59 ‘'letters of permission (no pub.notice) issued*)
2, 180 permit applications were later cancelled

3. 21 ¢ " " " denied

total --- 746 *usually buoys only, discount

Examining only the Washington State Public Notices applied for
we are partlcularly interested in the volume for two types -
public and private works. Difficulties of identifying the
cancellations af{er-the-fact means that the following figures
are the best approximations we can make. In general 27% of
applications were cancelled or denied, 200/746, and this must
be applied as a correction figure.

Categories of Public Notice for purposes stated as i

A. PRIVATE DEVELOPMENTSf- WASHINGTON STATE ONLY
=g .

1. Single family residences and two condominiums:

a. docks, floats, railway launches,
seaplane floats w~=--crmrcccmmccmmecann 145
(18 were for 'retains'=already installed)

b. Erozion control bulkheads, concrete steps 71

c. combinations of above (3 'retains) 19

Subtotal 235

2. Private clubs, resorts, restaurents with

boat moorage 14

3. Dredge only for existing boat moorage 6

4, Private marinas:
a. New construction 1
b. expansion
¢, dredge with expansion or new construct.
d. dredge only for prior construction

wmooN ©

5. Private Actions with any aspect of
'public @mccess; i.e. fishing pier, boat tour
moorage, boardwalk

Subtotal - -~ ~- ~—— 54

#*Exclusive of public utilities, TOTAL -_-<;389
etce
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WASHINGTON STATEs STATE &GENCIES & MUNICIPALITIES - 1982
CORPS APPLICATIONS FOR WORKS IN WATERS: PUBLIC RECREATION

a. WASHINGTON STATE PARKS & RECREATION
COMMISSION:
Renovate public moorage facilities --- 3
Expand " " " .

b. WASHINGTON DEPT GENERAL ADMINISTRATION

construct boating pier & fishing -~ 1
pier, dredge in Capitol Lake

¢. rORTS .
Bellinghams small boat,log breakwater - 1
Grays Harbors: access 1o breakwater
for pedestrian fishermen -1

d. SKAGIT COUNTY «w-
" Improve public boat launch facilities -~ 2

e. Cities
1. Seattle, Don Armeni public park and boat launch 1
improvements
2. Des Moines, artificial reef construct, public 1
fishing

3+ Edmonds - retain sunken tugboat for Scuba divers 1

L+ Tacoma = Ruston Way, Fill for Marine Fireboat

museum and bank protection 1
Total ecmevcemane 13
NOTE o

T e R
For purpose o cﬁﬁﬁérison*”With {ggl,iheré‘is attached a
six months_only - summary for-that year.

Totals for 1982 should be calculated re the number of cancellations,
but for inability to identify these we have simply accepted the
issued public notices in the count.

CONCLUSIONS: The important findings we believe are the measures
of private activity for recreation and preperty
1, protection or expansion, or business enterprise,
289 applications, versus the degree of public
recreational activity, 13 applications.

2 The very large percentage of gingle family residential
docks and bulkheading every year which acts to alter
conditions of tidal waters, sand and beach building,
and in general, intrusions on wildlife habitat these
235 applications represent. Almost invariably these
applications are granted,
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ARGUS

June 12,1981
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Also publised in Magnolia
¢ News and Queen Anne News

Small-boat Owners Should Question Pier 90-91 Decision

FFICIALS OF THE PORT OF SEATTLE have re-
jected a proposed alternative development for a por-
tion of the westerly area of Pier 91 which was submit-
ted by the Seattle Shorelines Coalition. The alternative is
economically sound, completely compatible with the Port’s
own announced plans for the next decade and is nceded
county-wide. It is to develop a facility for launching and
storage of recreational boats under 26 feet in length, the ma-

GUEST OPINION

jority of recreational craft which do not need wet moorage at
marinas.

The Coatition proposed a mechanical elevator hoist system
for launching and retrieving boats, with storage on blocks or
stacked in racks as it is at many private marinas. No new ex-
pensive breakwater would be needed nor would a large area of
surface water be preempied as a marina requires.

Wus that proposal rejected because it might impair future
development of a container cargo facility? Is this another link
in the chain of evidence of the Port’s real intentions? We
ought to evaluate the proposal and consider the Port’s
motives.

Smal} boats are 1the mainstay of the recreational boating in-
dustry which provides jobs in manufacturing, sales, repairs
and supplies. Scarcity and cost of moorage is the main reason
for a continucd stump of that industry. How many apartment
and condominium residents would purchase boats, but are in-
hibited for lack of convenient storage space? How many
people are inhibited by the difficultics of mancuvering a trail-
ered boat in and out of driveways on steep hills and the partial
immersion and personal risk at the launch site?

Access routes to Pier 91 are well-signalled major arterials,
making towing much safer for those who chose to continue
doing so, althugh new small cars are underpowered for tow-
ing. With boats in rental storage neither the trailer or trailering
through the city traffic would be necessary. Parking would be
away from the shoreline, decreasing the hazardous congestion
on Harbor Avenue Northiske Way, and Seaview Avenue
where public boat launches are overcrowded and attended by
long waits. We need 10 reduce the number of boats stored in
residential driveways with the owners’ cars parked cn the
street, congesting and blighting the appearance of neighbor-
houds.

When in use, the trailered boats create an additional
problem. Each vehicle and trailer can ovcupy 400 square feet
of shoreline streets while the owners are afloat. This is ap
mordiate demand on o scarce and  calu cle resonree,

A Port of Seattle plan for development of Terminal 91 (piers
90 and 91) calls for a mix of uses through the 1980s and docs

not preclude the development of a container-handling facility .

_at the terminal afier 1990,

Shoreline parking lots damage everyone else’s access and
enjovment, and ruin beautiful views.

No other sites exist in Seattic for development of launch and
storage facilities. The Parks and Recreation Depariment in-
tends to improve the Don Armenti launch in West Seatile but it
cannot, nor should it, increase the size of its parking lot. The
University of Washington’s construction plans for the west
campus will climinate an existing large marina on Portage
Bay. Construction of the West Seattle Bridge and the Port's
industrialization of the Duwamish will put a number of smail
marinas out of business. Since private marina owners prefer 10
rent to owners of the large yachts who can afford the con-
<tantly increasing costs. the moorage problems can only get
worse so long as marinas are considered the only option. The
probability is that boating will increasingly be limited to the
well-to-do segment of socicty. The Por(Cs recalcitrance will
foreclose boating opportunity for fulure generations.

HE PORT'S ONLY ANSWER 1o the debacle of the
Seacrest Marina project is a plan to add 400 new slips al
Shilshole by building another breakwater, squeezing the car
parking stalls closer together, and squeezing out the small boat
owners by raising lease costs to an intolerable level. Now
estimated to cost $6.5 million, this plan will not help the ma-
jority of boat owners. 1t will increase traffic in the Ballard
g dy nazardous S caview

Avenue and make access to the Chittenden Locks and Golden
Gardens Park more difficult than it is already.

By extending Lenefit to the King County population, the
Coalition’s proposal could not be indicied as being for local
benefit only. There is sufficient land at Pier 91 to store
hundreds of small boats without imposing any of the offensive
impacts associated with a container-cargo operation. Wet

moorage in marinas would be left for yachts and sailbozts re-

quiring it.

As a public municipality and the major owner of Seattle's
saltwater shorelines, the Port owes responsibility to taxpayers
by accommodating to public need and improved land-use
planning. Remember: The land and tidelands of the profit-
making Shilshole Marina were a Seattle city beach park not
many yvears ago. This 72 acres of city property from which the
majority of city residents are now exciuded was given to the
Port for the sum of one dollar! A boat [aunch at Pier 91 would
be a small measur : of compensation for land and tidelands of
inestimable value today.

Despite a posture of omnipotence, and iiie duplicity and
tokenism which the Port passes off as ‘conmaunity relations’,
it is vulnerable to errors of judgemeni. On ai feast two oc-
casions in the past five years the Port spent large amounts of
money to develop facilities for tenants who then failed to lease
the premises (Pier 37 and Pier 66). Environmental Impact
Statements were published and the projects approved by the
Commissioners. For Pier 66 the Port held a series of pubiic
meelings, replaced the substructure pilings and commenced

renovations of the large Transit Shed, and even hired a ™

prestigious law firm to defend it in aaticipation of a legal
challenge by citizen groups! In 1959 a major project was
declared flagrantly unconstituiional by the Supreme Court of
Washington. More than once the Legislature has had 10 in-
tervenc 1o bridic the Port’s ambitions.

The State Shorelines Management Act gives priority ta
navigatio—al uses, which boating certainly is, while the Port's
selected uses give priority to warehousing which can be located
anywhere away from the shore areas. The Port’s publicity is
geared 10 making Lhe objections of the Queen Anne and
Magnolia residents appear as selfish and narrow, when in ac-
tuality the Port deprecates the economic, environmental and
recreational potential for the entire County.

For this reasen the elected officials of the State. County and
City as well as the beating community should be taking an in-
terest in the present and future disposinon of Piers 90-9t.
There is no reason to tolerate the continuing tyranny of the
Pori of Seattle.

BENELI.A CAMINITI
1
B
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MAXIMUM DEPTHS OF WATERS for MOORAGE OF BOATS & SHIPS -
VESSELS OF DIFFERENT SIZES,

Data provided by staff of CORPS oF ENGINEERS and NOAA,

IYPE OF VESSEI LENGTH OF VESSEL

DEPTH MOORAGE MAXIMUM

i
i

NOAA Research;

Cceanographer -—=- 303 feet 20 £t
Surveyor -~ 293 ® T
Crab trawlers - 8 "
Purse seiners - 15"
Pleasure boats
a. small -== 20 feet 6 to 8 feet
b. large === 60 feet 10 feet
+# o .
Marinas designed
for pleasure craft 15 feet
& charter vessels
Sail boats with keel 15 . feet

Compiled by B. Caminiti

* Bqualicum, East Bay in Olympia, Westport marinas
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Equity in Coastal Access:
Income and Spatial Effects
on the Benefits of a

New Boat Harbor in
Metropolitan Los Angeles

Phillip J. Symonds
I Environmental Economist, Center for Natural Areas,
| Oakview, California

The California Coastal Plan of 1975 recommended several policies
on marina construction in California. The Plan accepted projections
of a continuing demand for coastal boating facilities, noted that
H further construction of facilities would be environmentally damag-
ing when dredging and filling of coastal wetlands were required, and
suggested that existing facilities could be more efficiently used. The
Plan did not explicitly raise questions of equity, such as: “Who bears
the costs, and who receives the benefits of new harbor construction?
This article reports a cross-sectional small-ares statistical analysis !
of boat-ownership distribution in metropolitan Los Angeles in an
effort to cast light on the equity issue. The research indicates that !
boat-ownership levels may be explained by family inccme level and
by distance and size of nearby facilities. A major finding is that the
spatial distribution of ownership of moored boats is best predicted
by high household income and distance to the nearest recrealional
harbor. This finding is used to cast doubt on predictions of a con-

tinuing unmet demand for marinas. It is indeed true that new harbor
b construction in Southern California would necessarily incur loss of

IF THE DOCUMENT IN THIS FRAME IS LUESS CLEAR THAN THIS NOTICE

IT IS DUE TO THE QUALITY OF THE DOCUMENT.

irreplaceable coastal wetlands. If a new harbor were built, moreover, '(‘_,J
primary benefits from increased coastal access would accrue to =
: Ll houscholds in the upper one-tenth of the region’s income distribu- J} g
) || tion, especially those living near the coast.
|

Ymd. 444// M"{ N

o> Coastal Zone Management Journal, Volume 5, Number 1/2
0090-8339/79/0101-0083/$02.00/0
Copyright © 1979 Crane, Russak & Company, Inc.
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tors are suitable predictors of boat ownership. A model is&esemed to
explain spatial distributions of boat ownership. Explanatori\variables
are defined explicitly so that they can be measured using %gvailable
census and facility-stock data. The model is then analyzed in t§rmys of
the statistical procedure used to estimate the parameters, and is evalu-
ated in light of empirical results. Finally, the implications of the meth-
odology of the research, as well as the policy, are commented on.

The Geographic Setting: Boat-Ownership Patterns and
Marina Locations in the Los Angeles Metropoliian Area

California’s recreational boating policymakers and analysts have fo-
cused on interregional, rather than intraregional, distributions of boat
ownership. Their major concern seems to have been to establish equi-
table facilities-to-boater ratios in different regions of the state.” In the
Southern California counties, new marina construction has been justified
by pointing to lower-than-average slip-to-boater and ramp-to-boater
ratios. More than one-half the state’s population resides within the five-
county Los Angeles metropolitan area, with the greatest percentage in
the coastal counties of Ventura, Los Angeles, and Orange. Therefore,
an attempt to answer the question of equity in access to recreational
resources must consider the distribution among houscholds within this
large urban population.

California’s boat registration records may be used to analyze spatial
distribution of ownership.® The records contain information on the
registrant’s address (county and zip code), the boat’s location (county),
and the characteristics of the boat itself. Table 1 shows a length-by-
propulsion breakdown for the state’s four southernmost coastal coun-
ties. Data on the South Coastal Region (Ventura, Los Angeles, and
Orange Counties) have been aggregated and compared with data on
San Diego County. Also shown are numbers of boats registered in one

region and stored in the other. Out-of-county storage is seen to be -

significant only for longer classes. About 10% of boats stored in San
Diego are registered in the Los Angeles metropolitan area to the north.
This indicates that South Coast Region boaters place some demand on
storage facilitics in San Diego County.

Some of the largest small-craft harbors in the world have been built
in Southern California. Although there have always been abundant
water recreation sites in the San Francisco Bay and Delta, and on the
rivers and lakes of northern California, relatively few suitable natural

FAJUIEY t18 Stsasveas oo

TABLE1 .
Number of Boats Registerad in Southarn Calitornia (1972)
'__—__—___——‘—__——-_ o .
1s registered in Boats registered in
!::;I e;azh! region® San Diego county?
s
Length Numbar l[ocated Number located

i tal
bor in San Disgo Humber in souu.\ coas
o P"("[:;lhlon rer;“::evedh county® rogisteredd regiona.c -
. e —
>12 Power 9,220 63 1,730 g
Sait 260 _jﬁ 310 2
9,480 77 2.040 8 ’
12-15 Power 52,040 62 9,7(?;2 2; T'L
Sail 4,580 _1(-‘: 1,1 s 5 Z"
56,620 78 10,910 26
16-19 Power 42,860 63 5,5()g 1(1J L', g
Sail 1,710 _Z __63__ 1 . j
44,570 70 6,130 " —
20-25 Power 9,930 81 1,910 12
Sail 3,550 E 750 3
13,480 116 2.660 15
26-39 Power 7,780 169 1,400 112
Sail 2,650 _?i 420 2
10,430 200 1,820 1
40or Power 1,150 18 Zog g
more Sail 1,200 _3~ c 2
2,350 21 200 2

s Includes Ventura, Los Angeles, and Orange COAun!ieVs‘ )

b Estimate based on 10% random sample of registration file.
¢ Praviously unpublished data.

SOURCE: Symonds {1975}

sites existed in the arid southern half of the state. By the .lale 1950s,
available coastal recreation sites at Newport Beach and in ﬂ.\e Los
Angeles and Long Beach Harbors had become congested. During ?he
early 1960s, long-standing plans for the development anq construction
of several new harbors came to fruition. Hatrbor construction, however,
required massive dredging and filling of coastal wetlands.

i
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The parameters displayed in Table 5 show that ownership of the
largest components of the fleet—powerboats between 12 and 25 ft long
——is best predicted by the distribution of families in the income range of
$10,000 and above. These ownership patterns are somewhat modified
by the relative size of the nearest ramp site. Distance to the nearest ramp
site has no explanatory power. By contrast, the distribution of larger
powerboats and all sailboats is best predicted assuming a threshold in-~
come of at least $15,000. For the largest boats, the income range pre-
dicting ownership is $50,000 and above. For the larger powerboats and
for sailboats, the significant negative distance coeflicients indicate that
the probability of ownership falls off rapidly with distance from the
nearest harbor.'® For larger boats, therefore, the probabiiity of owner-
ship is not only strongly affected by the proportion of families in high-
income brackets, but also by where they choose to live in relationship
to available harbor facilities.

From a statistical viewpoint, the selected equations used in the analy~
sis are reasonable. Values of R* between .3 and .5 are acceptable in
cross-sectional analysis. Only three equations, however, had significant
coefiicients for all three variables. These are the equations for small
powerboats, small sailboats, and 20-25 ft powerboats. All the other
equations have iwo significant parameters: (1) the “relative number of
slips™ variable is never significant, although the “relative number of
ramps” often is, and (2) the “relative distance” variables are each, on
cccasion, significant.

Several points should be noted. First, the spatial distribution of ramp
sites is somewhat more diverse than is that of harbor sites. Therefore,
even though there are few “nearest ramp sites” in the metropolitan area,
there are even fewer “nearest harbors.” The latter size variable has a
small variance. Also, there is high collinearity between some of the in-
come variables (especially the upper-income groups) and the distance
to the neatest harbor. This distance correlates highly, in the Los An-
geles arsa, with distance from the coastline. If the analysis were repeated
for a different metropolitan region it is possible that more significant
parameters for the relative harbor size variable would be produced.

Emplications for California Coastal Policy

State of California policymakers must be concerned with the efficient
use of coastal and inland water resources. Net benefits from resource
use should be maximized. Recreational boating is a beneficial use of
offshore and inland waters. The state is properly concerned with en-

i
i
i
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couraging recreational boating. This may be accomplished, in pa.nA,.by
encouraging the combination of additional launch. or storage fac:h_u-es.

This article has focused attention on the recreational beating policies
included in the California Coastal Plan of 1975. The Plan:

1. Echoed widespread belicf in a continuing unmet demand
in California for coastal boating facilities through the next
decade. -

2. Noted that construction of boating facilities would 1?e en-
vironmentaily damaging when it required dredging and filling of
coastal wetlands.

3. Recommended more frequent use of existing boats anfi
facilities and construction of dry-storage and launching facili-
ties and of new marinas in nonsensitive areas.

The Coastal Plan has identified the efficiency question underlying a
decision to construct a new recreational boat harbor. The equity ques-
tion has been downplayed, however. State policymakers. must indeed
weigh the possible inefficient use of recreational boating resources
against the possible irreversible destruction of scarce natural wetland
areas. )

In making the efficiency decision, policymakers must also c'onsuler
equity in allocation of resources. If new facilities were to be bl{lll., who
would use them? Alternatively, if the state were to refuse permission to
build a recreational boating harbor, who would be denied additional
access to the coastal waters? Which alternative sites would be more in-
tensively used, and whose benefits would thereby be reducec:l? Finally,
what proportion of the general public is excluded from the dlrect'b.ene-
fits of harbor construction, because high costs preclude their participat-
ing in boating recreation? These equity questions are not raised in the
Coastal Plan. However, they are important questions. Answers can be
obtained by analyzing the spatial distribution of boat ownership within
the Los Angeles metropolitan area.

During the 1960s construction of large recreational boat harbors
along the metropolitan Los Angeles coastal periphery more than dou-
bled the moorage capacity. Moreover, during the 1950s and 1960s the
state and federal governments constructed a massive system of reser-
voirs which provided a wide range of recreational boating facilities.
There may be a need for further construction of harbor and launch
facilities, but in order to assess this need, policymakers will need spatial




2919 Mayfailr Ave, North

Councilwoman J, Williams Seattle WA 98109
Seattle City Council November 10, 1989
Dear Mrs Williams,

1 wrote the enclosed letter to you some days ago and

did not then mail it.

I assumed that this City/PortfDNR matbter was so tied to the
street vacations issues (Transpo Committee, Sept. 27) that
it could lay in limbo until at least after elections and
budget matters.

But the Mayor has now proceeded to commit the City - via
another Memorandum of Understanding on Central Waterfront,
which was part of the co-mingled issue with vacations of
streets. He signed it as I learned from DNR, on November 1.

I trust you will read my letter to you here attached ~ which
I am sending also to Mrs Galle this morning’s mail.

Whatever the Council can do to forestall funding for this
unworthy project will benefit the city.

For the most part my time has been so consumed by the
Port and DNR - trying to convince them of the error of their
ways - that I've not kept touch with the City Council as
I should haves

Hope the enclosures summarize some issues.

Very truly yours,

"ﬁﬂ( 3

Benella Caminiti

MOV 1 4 1009

JEAMEY
SEATTLE Criv

LN RerdBER

IF THE DOCUMENT IN THIS FRAME IS LESS CUEAR THAN THIS NOTICE

IT IS DUE TO THE QUALITY OF THE DOCUMENT.

NOTICE:




2919 Mayfa. Ave, North
Seattle WA 98109
283-~1052 ~ phone

November 2, 1989

Co'incilwoman Jeanette Williams,
Seattle City Council

Dear Mrs Williams,

You know how long and arduocus the struggle has been for
those of us who believe that the Central Waterfront should
be used as a working waterfront, for needs of commercial
vessels, We have not promoted it as a container cargo or
heavy industrial terminal -~ but for all the classes of ships
which can be accomodated in those deep waters over state-owned
harbor lands.

You may remember that it was the Seattle Shorelines Coalition
which originally suggested (1976) to the Port ef Seattle that
cruise ships could be moored there., The Port then repudiated
even that suggestion -~ which it now promotes.

Now the Port has displayed its alternatives for the CWFront
developments - blue colored alternative document enclosed -
given to public at October 17, 1989 public meeting.
. Committei'~} . .
You will recall the Transportatlon¥meeting of Sept. 27 regarding P«
street vacations gnd the Memorandum of Agreement on which
action was deferred.

It is the Memorandum of Agreement that I want to bring to
your attention, especially on the funding mechanisms. The 1988
page on "Estimated resources for moorage" 1s enclosed - as it
was with the 1989 MOU.

The City, if it should agree to thig MOU and the funding
mechanism - is falling into a trap set by the Port of Seattle.

If Ref 215 or ALEA (DNR's Aquatic lLand Enhancement Act)funds
were to be used the moorage would by legal mandate be restricted
to use of pleasure boats and such public access of other nature
as might be provided. Ref 215 money is the boaters tax -
pleasure boats sources. Commercial vessels would be restricted
to use of seaward side of the breakwater, along with cruise
ships, But most types of vessels would get no protection there
and could not use the location safely.

Note also that the breakwater now proposed would not be the
old I-90 bridge pontoons proposed when this funding sheet was
published. It is now proposed to be concrete piling breakwater,
costing considerable more than anchoring of a pre-~fab pontoon.

There is another aspect of considerable importance in the
CWF moorage, described as to be used by 80 or 90 pleasure
boats for periods up to 7z hour stays. This issue is EQUITY
to the non-boat owners who are obliged to subsidize the marinas
and moorages at such enormous costs.

The Port has approved expansion of Shilshole Marina at =z
cost of up to $8 million dollars. How much of this comes
from the tax levy of $32 million for the Port next year ?

Given the Open Space bond issue, and needs of the Parks

and recreation Dept., should the city be investing such
amounts for a very select use by a very select element of
our population as moorage on the Central Waterfront ?
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Councilwoman ., Williams Page 2 Nov. 2, 1989

There are options for transient moorage users. Now that
the Port is looking for uses at Terminal 90-91, the boat launch
and trunsient moorage could both be sited there at minimal
cogts.
Further gue
1, MOU of 1989 leaves all control for design, construction,
operation and maintenance of the moorage with the Port
which can also contract with outside entities for this
functione.
1t also allows the City and Port to
costs if revenues are not adequate

ngnthe Mayor's recommended Harborfront Public Improvememt
* 4

$

TRANSIENT MOORAGE FEASIBILITY STUDY, Feb. 1987
"The financlial feasibility of providing
transient moorage appears unfavorable {(e.g. unifeasible)

for all the design alternatives since potential revenues
do not appear sufficient to cover capital cost and operation

and maintenance costs." {page 28)

stions to be asked and answered:

share major maintenance
for these.

concludes that

seems likely to be constructed, and
capacity described. Why, then, . should
ts for it be on taxpayers . = for

2, the Elliott Bay Marina
has transient moorage
the burden of the cos
recreational boaters?

In recent weeks 1 have studied these lgsues, a8 1 have in other
years examined the costs to ‘taxpayers of pleasure boat marinas -
versus other developments for the non-boat owning publice 4s
you see Very large sums of money from poris, especially, endow
marinas (enclosures).
Letters providing information on these igsues have been sent to
officials of the Port of Seattle, but in truth I do not expect
consequential responses or changes of directions from that end.
(copies of letters enclosed)s I have long since ceased to expect
rational or defensible action from the Port of Seattle,

1 do continue to have faith i
ability to evaluate what ig in the gener
and fund accordinglye«

Please share my letter and the enclOE
of the City Council concerned by these issuess
information required I will be glad to select T

provide.
Thank you for ¥

n the City C uncii, in its
al public interests -

1losures with other members
Any further
rom my files and

our attention.

Very truly your :
el YA &—7*4"”f

Ms Benella Caminiti

Various enclosures.

##% Considers only pleasure boat use.
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T . iogember 9, 1989

2919 Wayfalr Ave, Noxth

Seattle WA 98109

Attn: Betty
Ms Virginia falle, 283-1052 ~ ph

City Councilwoman
Dear WMrg Galle,

This morning's mail brought me enclosed copy of the
Memorandum of Understanding signed Novemberl, 1989 by Mayor

Royer, et al.

As you see on Attachment A, HARBORFRONT LEVY money - as well
as REP 215 and ALEA money is designated sources.

This should provide absolute confirmation that the City
Administrgtion is proceeding with the Mayor's Harborfront plans
despite negative vote on the issue.

I've enclosted Mr Nixon Handy's letter which came with the MOU.

Mr, Handy is My, Brian Boyle's executive assistant.
Pleage seel also my letter to Councilwoman Jeanette Williams

on this subject - which was not mailled to her. Not expecting
that the Mayor and FPort and DNR would act so quickly, I thought
these matters could wait to post~ election time,

‘-
I
f

Please see 283B 5372 which describes how Boaters tax can
legally be used.

There®s a variety of impediments to the POR{'s plans -
1. Congress must grant waivers from the Passenger ship law .
2. State Harbor Line Commission must graat movement of harbor

lines, (which will be fought by various citizens groups
as unconstitutinnal)

IF THE DOCUMENT IN THIS FRAME IS LESS CUEAR THAN THIS NOTICE
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3., City must locate funds for its share of a yacht harbor,

L, Interagency Committee must allocate the greater portion 3
of its entire annual revenues for Boaters ‘'ax money o
one development - one or two years worth.

NOTICE:

5. Port's Invironmental Impact siatement must be processed -
6, City must egrant street vacations of Port's request for its
upland developments, etec etc.
And ye% the Mayor has proceeded in signing MOU - committing the
City while he leaves town % Its disgraceful, »
sorry we’ve not been in hetter communication - and hope this
proof helps to chop offf City's continued funding of an
absurdity of lezal complications and spending money non-existent.

Benella Caminiti/}Zﬁjjucd?£Z>
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Port of Seatile

ENCLOSURE 2

October 26, 1988

Ms. Shelly Yapp

Deputy Mayor

City of Seattle

Seattle Municipal Building
600 Fourth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98104

Re: Street Vacations
Dear Shelly:

T understand that you have recently discussed with Dan Dingfield certain
matters, including street vacations and right of way acquisition, and that Dan
has summarized the Port's legal analysis of the street vacation issue. We
believe it is important that you fully understand our legal position, and I am
therefore writing to summarize that position. I am writing now in the hope
that we can resolve any differences without adverse impact on the Port's
central waterfront plans.

The Port of Seattle has applicallions pending with the City of Seattle for
several street vacations, notably several necessary in conjunction with the
Port's proposed development on the central waterfront. As you know from
discussions with Port representatives, the Port disagrees with the City as to
whether the Port is obligated to pay for certain street vacations on the
central waterfront and elsewhere. We believe that our agreement with the City
for coustruction of the West Seattle Bridge clearly exempts any vacation
requested during the term of that agreement. The City's position is unclear
to us, but apparently maintains that certain street vacations are not without

cost. T have been asked by the Port Commission to review the matter, and the
following summarizes my advice to them.

Section 15.62.090 of the Seattle Municipal Code provides that a person or
entity seeking a street vacation must pay to the City as compensation one half
of the appraised value of the area Lo be vacated. The Port believes, however,
that there are two reasons that the Port need not pay. The first is that the
July 7, 1980, West Seattle Freeway Bridge Interlocal Agreement (the Agreement)
exempts the Port from paying any vacation compensation except adwministrative
costs during the life of the Apreement. The second is that under current
Washington case law, the City has no right to charge the 50% vacation fees at
all. The basis for our conclusions is as follows.

PO Box 1209

Seattle. WA98117 i 3A
206) 728-3000

TELEX 703433
FAX(206) 728-3252
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Us. Shelly Yapp
October 26, 1988
Page Two

The plain languape of the Agreement clearly grants an exemption for all
vacations sought by the Port. The Agreement was signed by the Port and
City after lemgthy negotiations regarding responsibilities and obligations
of the parties. One of the principal areas of negotiation was the nature
and extent of the consideration the Port would receive in return for the
Port's $10 million contribution to phases I and II of the project. The
City agreed to grant certain identified street vacations at no cost to the
Port under paragraphs III. G, D, and E of the Agreement. Those streets
were identified in Exhibits "A", “B", "C" and “D". The Agreement, in
paragraphs iIL.H, goes on to state the following:

1f, during the term of this Agreement, the Port shall identify
street rights of way (such as Southwest Manning Street if the
roadway is relocated and there is no further need in Phase I1)
in addition to those described in Exhibits A", "B", "C", and
D", in regard to which the Port requests a street vacation or
a street use permit, the City agrees to expedite consideration
of any such Port request. Any street vacations or street use
pernits pranted in_response to such requests by the Port shall
be at no cost to the Port other than reasonable administrative

costs incurred in processing the street vacation petitions or
street use permits.

[Emphasis added.]

The language of this provision is very plain. It was intended to include
all street vacations and street use permits which were not otherwise
specifically identified in the Agreement. Although we do not believe it
is necessary to go beyond the clear language of the Agreement,
correspondence between the Port and City confirms that the granting of
these no-cost vacations was intended to be part of the quid_pro quo for
the Port's participation in the project. Staff memoranda to the Port
Commission also clearly show that the Commission had this expectation in
wind when it approved the payment. Moreover, City actions since the
Agreement was signed are inconsistent with the Gity's present position.

We believe that a court would construe this provision to mean that the
Porf is not required to pay compensation. There is no other sensible way
of reading this provision, and we do not believe that a court would strain

to veach an interpretation of the Agreement which would support the City's
position.
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¥s. Shelly Yapp
October 26, 1988
Page Three

2. The City cannot require compensation for any street vacations. T1f the
City and the Port cannot resolve this matter short of litigation, the Port
is prepared to seek judicial confirmation of its rights., 1In addition to
seeking enforcement of the Agreement, the Port will present arguments that
the City has no right to require 50% of the property value from any party
seeking a vacation. The Port's position is based in part on the case of
Pupet Sound Alumni of ¥appa Sigma, Inc. v. The Gity of Seattle, 70 wn.2d
222, 422 P.24 799 (1967). In that case, the court restated the rule that
property owners on either side of a public right of way own the street and
that the City possesses only an easement for street purposes. The court
stated that "If the easement for public travel has any value to the city,
the street may not be legally vacated.” The court then observed that, (if
the easement has no value for public travel), "[t]lhe city has nothing to
sell in such case," and quoted the following passage from McQuillan's
treatise, which is recognized in Washington as a leading authority on
municipal corporations and their powers:

A municipality is not entitled to compensation for loss of a
public easement in streets in which it does not own the fee.
It thus follows, where a street is vacated by a court on the
application of abutting landowners, the municipality has no
such proprietary interest therein as to entitle it to
compensation,

The Port is aware that, in response to the ¥appa Sipma case, the state
legislature amended Ch. 35.79 R.G.W. putporting to allow the Gity to
charge as compensation up to one half of the appraised value of the area
to be vacated. The City accordingly amended its municipal code to reflect
this. The Port believes, however, that the basic issue raised by the
Kappa Sigma case was neither addressed nor cured by the amendments to the
state law and the City ordinance. The mere fact that the state
legislature amended the statute did not address the basic issue that the
City “has nothing to sell" when it vacates a street, because the easement
for street purposes no longer has value to the City. This statute has not
been challenged up to this tim2, but the Port is prepared to do so if this
matter cannot otherwise be resolved. The State Supreme Court will have to
overrule itself in ocrder to find for the City. The Port believes it has a

very pood chance of success, as the underlying rationale of the case is
logically and legally sound.

The Port does not desire to press the Kappa Sigma issue. The consequences to
the City, in the event the Port prevails on the Kappa Sipma argument, are
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HMs. Shelly Yapp
October 26, 1988
Page Four

significant. Wot only will the City be confronted with potentially sizeable
holes in its futurve budgets, but it may be forced to pay back vacation fees
obtained from other vacation patitioners.

I hope I have clarified our position and intentions. We emphasize again that
the Port does not intend to pay street vacation compensat.on for any vacations
so long as the Agreement is in effect. The Port negotiated the Agreement in
good faith and expects the City to honor its comoitments. We hope this
disagreement can be amicably and satisfactorily settled in the near future
as not to damage or delay the FPort's plans to proceed with much-needed
waterfront revitalization -- a goal I believe we all share.

, So

Sincerely,
e td

Stephen A. Sewell
General Counsel

ce: John G. Belford, Acting Executive Director
Dan Dingfield, Director of Development

4419D/SAS/ jkl
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28/.51052 29 Mayfair Ave, N

seattle WA 98109
.. October 11, 1989

RE: Piers 63-66 MOORAGE COSTS

Councilwoman Jeanette Williams, 007 |4 1086
Seattle City Council 15028

Dear Jeanette, B

At the Sept. 27 Transprtatinn Committee meeting Ruth Moore
myntionned purported sources of State funds for this project,
%i ahown on Attachment A of the 1989 proposed MOU with Port/ DNR/
ty.

Enclosed here is a copy of 28SB 5372, passed in last Leglislative
session, which gives ug an idea of the amount of guch funds from
the ‘hoaters tax' and how these are to be spent.

If we read the sentence on page 17 correctly, then $6 million
is maximum for the grants program, and 30% of this 1is $1.8 million,
total for "public recreational waterway access" grants per year
for the whole state.

Looking at the MOU's moorage expenditures for phases I and II,
the sum (shown as Ref 215) is $1.8 million.

We also understand that the amount of a grant can be limited
for any single project.

There ig a further problem in that if the moorage ig used
simultaneously for the Port of Seattle's Cruise ship facility,
and for commercial ship moorage (most desirable), how can these
funds for public recreational waterway access be calculated or
allocated to meet that goal ?

A problem with the bill 23SB 5372 abstract that we have is
that phrase, "public recreational waterway access" . I'll have
to find a copy of the whole bill. Does it mean what I think it
does, all the forms of access to waterways (i.e. waters) or
ig is limited by the bill's title to recreational boating ?

It does seem to me that such sums as the MOU presumes to
obtain are invalid. Other regions, cities, counties, will have
access needs which would countermand any guch large sums to the
Seattle Central Waterfront moorage projecte

Thank you for your continued interest in this transportation
measure.

Please note also the bill’s allocations for improvements of
boaters faclilities for sewage pumpout/dump stations - very good
measure and I hope will be enforced and put into action., 'The
¢ity Department: of Parks and Réecmeation operates Leschi Marina
on a concession,I believe, and should be aware of this new law
provisions., DCLU should be aware also relative to other private
marinas on Lake Union and elsewhere in the city.,

Thanks again, j{%ﬂ/ﬁ% Q?

Benella Caminiti
Mr. R. Wilder, IAC
CC Mr. Nixon Handy, DNR

Fnecl. Abstract 2SSB 5372 and
Attachment A, 1989 MOU
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2SSB 5372 Recreational Boating

BY Senate Committee on Ways and Means (originally sponsored by
Senators Bluechel, Moore, Nelson, Conner, Owen and Talmadge)

Revising laws concerning recreational boating.

This bill requires the State Parks and Recreation Commission to
review existing literature and studies regarding polluted and
environmentally sensitive waters in the state, Marinas located
in such areas, or marinas with 125 or more slips where pumpout
facilities are not located within a reasonable distance, may be
designated as appropriate for state funding support for the
installation of sewage pumpouts or dump stations. Other marinas
may also be designated based upon specified criteria.

Funding for installation of pumpout or dump station facilities
shall be provided to marinas through contracts with the
commission. Contracts may be awarded to publicly owned, tribal,
or privately owned marinas. Eligible costs for reimbursement
include purchase, installation, major renovation, utility
connections, necessary pier or dock space, or other costs
determined by the commission. Ownership is to be retained by the
state in private marinas, and by the administering local public
entity with respect to public marinas.

Facilities installed must be accessible for public use free of
charge for at least a ten-year period. The applicant must also
agree to pay a fee for periodic inspection by the local health
department, and to encourage public use of the pumpout
facilities. The Department of Ecology is to develop criteria for
design, installation and operation of the facilities.

The commission is to conduct a statewide boater educational
program regarding proper waste disposal methods. Grants are to
be awarded to local governments for boater environmental
education or boat waste management planning.

[ .
Until June 30, 1995, watercraft “excise tax revenues above $5 (
million annually, but not exceeding $6 million, may be used for

the grants program. The amounts allocated are to fund: (1)
blic recreational waterway access~ {30 percent); (2) sewage
pumpouts or dump staticn inStallation (30 percent); (3) state and

local agencies enforcement and boating safety programs (25
percent); and (4) public schools, public entities or other
nonprofit community organizations for boating safety and
environmental education programs (15 percent).

Vessel registration fees above $1.1 million annually are o be
allocated by the State Treasurer to counties for boating safety
and law enforcement, based upon the number of registered vessels
per county and upon approval by the commission of the local

boating safety program.

Fisheries' patrol officers may enforce watercraft registration
and safety laws, and the Department of Fisheries is to report by
1992 on the costs of and revenues from such enforcement actions.

EFFECTIVE: July 23, 1989 . )
7 7

-
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Atachmeant A

ESTIMATRD RESOURCES FOR KOORAGE *

Phase I ~ Breskwater (1988 — 1990)

05788 DNR application for !.lef. 215 $ 750,000 @
63/88 Harborfrunt Levy (City) ,\af“‘*‘{"‘f‘q'; ' _ 1,200,000
07/89 ——”Cit,y or Port upplicat;-ion for Ref. 215 ' 150,0;)0 — @
1980 Port contribution ! 150,000

PHASE I TOTAL $ 2,850,000

Phase II — Mooraze Floats/Public Access
. {1990 - 1992)

05790 DMR application for Ref. 215/Aquatic _
Lund Enhancement Fund *$ 750,000 - Cg)
07790 ‘Port or Clity -application for Bef. 215 150,000 ,,-(§[>
Port Contribution 750,000
1901 City Contéibution (other) o 500,000
PHASE IL TOTAL $ 2,150,000
TOTAL - $c
50,000 @_,,.jo @ 5,000,000
) 50,06%9
750 ,0° o
150,009

“

%'gocb o a ds

)

* Represents the commitment of resources agreed to by each
agency based on a cost estimate completed in 1988. The
schedule for construction and appropriation of resources
by each agency will be updated in the next phase of planning

. for the moorage facility which will be initiated after the
signing of the Memorandum of Understanding.

3374% (S/TR/RRY
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Office Of The Mayor
City of Scattle fj@

Charles Royer, Mayor

SEP. 5 1969
% man
September 6, 1989 AnTo 2

§ATH2

The Honorable Sam Smith
President, City Council
City of Seattle

Dear Council President Smith:

I am submitting for the Council's review and approval a proposed
agreement with the Port of Seattle that furthers mutual goals

of the City and the Port of Seattle for revitalization of

the central waterfront. In exchange for certain considerations
on potential street vacations abutting Port properties, the

Port will pay the City $2.8 million.

The Port of Seattle has submitted a street vacation petition

to the City for a portion of the Alaskan Way right-of-way

between Pine Street and Bell Street, formerly under franchise

to Burlington Northern Railroad, and for portions of Blanchard,
Lenora, Virginia and Pine Streets that abut Port properties

on the east side of Alaskan Way. The purpose of the street
vacations is to facilitate redevelopment of waterfront upland
properties which are currently in warehouse and parking uses.

A Draft Environmental Impact Statement on development alternatives

for the upland properties and Pier 66 will be issued by the
Port late this year.

The Port will pay the City $2.8 million for the following
considerations:

o an expedited review of the central waterfront street
vacation petition consistent with City policies and
regulations;

0 a quitclaim deed to underlying City fee ownership,
if any, of the street area approved for vacation by
the City Council; and

o agreement that the City will charge the Port administrative
costs only for future street vacations abutting Port
property in the areas identified on the attached map
and will not require a payment from the Port based
on the appraised value of the street right-of-way.

An equal employment opportunity - affirmative action employer.
1200 Municipal Building, Seattle, Washingion 88104, (206) £.25-4300
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The Honorable Sam Smith
September 6, 1989
Page Two

The agreement also provides for the development of a multi-use
path/trail along the Port properties in the former railroad
right-of-way, if the City desires to extend the path that

will be constructed south of Pike Street next year. The

City Council recently approved this project which will be
developed by the Engineering Department in conjunction with

a drainage project.

The agreement reiterates the commitment «f the City to pay
a $1.75 million share of the cost of a short-stay moorage
facility between Piers 63-66. The Council authorized me

to execute a Memorandum of Understanding for the moorage
facility with the Port of Seattle and the State Department
of Natural Rescurces (DNR) in legislation to purchase Piers
62/63 (Ordinance 114390). The commitment to the moorage
facility also is a material consideration in the City lease
with DNR for Pier 57 and Piers 62/63.

The Port has agreed to pay the City $2.8 million upon delivery
of the quitclaim deed for the vacated property. The street
vacation petition will be scheduled for Council consideration
in 1990, and the Executive will provide a full analysis of

the impacts at that time. The agreement does not remove
Council prerogatives on the street vacations. The Council
will determine whether the vacations should be granted and
under what conditions, based on established City policies

and regulations for street vacations.

I believe this agreement is consistent with plans the City

has adopted for the central waterfront. It resolves longstanding

issues between the Pori and the City on the cost of street
vacations, and it provides the City with significant financial
resources to offset other obligations.

@m&mym

Charles Royer

Attachments
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For

ceviev with Council members in individual briefings

I.

II.

VALUE CONSIDERATIONS FOR CITY

A. Estimated Property Value of Street Vacations (at
50%)

o Central Waterfront BNROW*: 59,280 square feet
x $65/sq. ft. x 50% = $1,927,000

o Blanchard, Lenora, Virginia, Pine: 29,205 square
feet x $65/sg. ft. x 50% = $949,000

o Potential vacations in other zones: value unknown;
no specific plans by Port (other than vacations
already specified in West Seattle Bridge agreement.)

B. Allocated proportion of cost of Burlington Northern
franchise buy-out by City

o BNROW abutting Port properties represents 27.6%
of total area formerly under franchise to BN.

o 27.6% of $7.2 million ($4.8 million cash + preser
value of bridge rehabilitaticn/maintenance obligations
assumed by City) = $1,996,000

LEGAL ISSUES

A. West Seattle Bridge (WSB) Agreement - Port contends
that all of its street vacations are free as a result
of WSB agreement; not City's intent, but language
of agreement probably would allow Port to prevail
in court case.

B. Litigation - Port would consider litigation to challenge
City's right to charge for street vacations based
on 50% of appraised value, contending that the City
has nothing to sell when it vacates a street. Litigation
would create substantial risk for City.

VALUE CCONSIDERATIONS FOR PORT

A. Port recognizes the City cost of acquiring BN franchise
rights which created development opportunity in upland.

B. Acguisition by Port of BNROW and east/west street
vacations creates flexibility and potential FAR for
development.

C. Port wants to aveid protracted legal battle with
City on cost of street vacations (could take one
to three years to decide.)

D. Port wants City to honor financial commitment to
short-stay moorage facility.
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FRIENDS OF THE DUWAMISH
16205 Pacific Highway South
SEATTLE, WASH. 98188

Seattle Port Commission
Pat Davis, President

PO Box 1209

Seattle, Wa 98111

Sept. 6,1989
Re: Item Six, work session 9-7-89,
Dear President Davis,

We are concerned about the concept contained in Item
3, Page 3 of the memo which states "Any future street
vacation granted to the Port, (in certain zones, which
include any street vacation the Port would likely reguest)
would be at no cost to the Port, except administrative
costs.".

This seems to be a blanket grant to give awasy
significant public resources in the future and doesn't even
define these resources. Especially in terms of waterfiront
access and street ends, these are a very limited resource
and street ends are often the last public access in
developed areas. The Duwamish area has a Comprehensiva
Public Access Plan to address these problems and that plan
contains significant mitigation to the public for any loss
of these street ends. We are concerned that this new
concept could affect that plan since the details seem to be
undefined and other areas do not even have the benefit of a
similar plan. Perhaps first in order would be a
comprehensive plan for all of Seattle or at least for
"certain zones, which include any street vacation the Port
would likely request".
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We are concerned about a process that can camoflage
such a large time bomb undexr the cover of a local
improvement. This is a major policy which deserves ..
significant public imput to regain public trust.

Perhaps there has been a mechanism for public imput of

which we are unaware or the opportunity is still tc come.
Please let us know.

Sincerely
Lee A Moyer Ci‘é@ o
Friends of the Duwamish 7

Yegexr van Asch van Wijeck, Director
Foct of Seattle

Lavry Rnutsen
geaitls Buginesring uept

Jim Street

Ieatile Gty Gouncll

Teanette Williams
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* Seattle Post-Intelligencer, Wadnesday, September 13, 1989 B3

Sea-Tac Aimm't to

get more parking

" By Mike Merritt
P Reporter

The Seattle Port Commission
approved a $92.7 million project
yesterday to ease the parking
crunich at Seattle-Tacoma Airport.

The project, to be financed by
airlines seérving Sea-Tae, calls for
construction of two new parking
towers linked to the existing park-
ing garage, adding 3,500 spaces to
the'current 4,800 parking stalls.

- The port also plans to build
ariother 1,000 spaces for travelers
at a new lot near the north eniry,
to be served by a shuttle bus. To
accommodate expected increases
in airport employmeat, the port
willi-build a new 1,3.0-space em-
ployee lot on 10 acres near 24th
Avenue South.

Construction costs alone
amount to. $82.7 million. The
project will be designed and man-
aged by outside consultants, who

will be paid $7.2 million. Admihis- -
tration. costs and taxes will add

32.7.million. .
-Port officials- said demand for
parking ‘is on the rise.. Garage
overloads are frequent, even with
a boost in daily parking fees from
57 to 310 last year. .
Doug Holbrook, the airport’s

-

terminal rents.

The project was approved on a
3-0 vote, with Commissioner Jim
Wright abstaining; Commissioner
Paige Miller was absent.

Wright, charging he hadn’t
been fully informed about negotia-
tions between the airport and
airlines; said he has questions
about the airlines’ financial
pledges to .the parking project |
after their airport leases expire in
2001. . .

1 could see a scenario where
we would have a financial expo-
sure” if some major airlines de-
parted or.decreased their service
to Sea-Tac, Wright said.

Later, - the commission ap-
proved a three-way agreement
with Seattle and the state Depart-
ment of Natural Resources to
share costs of new short-stay
maorage on Seattle’s waterfront
beiween Piers 63 and 66. The
moorage, with up-to 125 slips, will
be built by 1994. L

- But. Benella Caminiti. repre- |
senting the Seattle Shorelines Co--
alition, voiced skepticism the -j
 moorage will be kept in public
* use. She said “nothing will dis-

suade us” from believinz the
moorage eventually will. be con-

i verted to a private marina for use

ground transportation manager, i by, well-heeled downtown condo-

also.'said. about 6,000 of the 9,500 { minium dwellers.

private parking lots surrounding
the airport likely will be lost. to
devélopment within five years.
Airlines serving Sea-Tac will
pay the costs of port.debt issued
to finance the parking improve-
ments — as well as a proposed
major facelift of the main termi-
nal'§ concourses B, C and D -
through higher landing fees and

Port. officials-

&said the mocrage will have none
of the fueling,. parking or repair
facilities a marina would require.

The estimated cost of the

project. likely to rise, was pegged.
last year between $5.1 million.and’ .
$5.8 million. Final design and cost’
estimates will be prepared over
the pext seven. months, port offi-
cials. said..

IF THE DOCUMENT IN THIS FRAME IS LESS CLEAR THAN THIS NOTICE

IT IS DUE TO THE QUALITY OF THE DOCUMENT.

NOTICE




City of Seattle

Executive Department-Office of Ma_nagement and Budget

Kenneth R. Bounds. Director

Charles Raver. Mayor,
eptem o Y 1989

The Honorable Douglas Jewett
City Attorney
City of Seattle

Dear Mr. Jewett:

The Mayor is proposing to the City Counc.,1 that the enclosed legislation be
adopted.

REQUESTING
DEPARTMENT: Mayor's Office -- Executive

SUBJECT: An  ordinance relating to the ~central waterfront,
authorizing the Mayor to execute an agreement with the Port
of Seattle providing for an expedited review of a certain
street vacation petition by the Port for a portion of
Alaskan Way, delivering a quit claim deed for any City
interest in said area if the petition is granted,
establishing that future street vacations, if any, which
may be grnated to the Port will require only payment of
administrative costs and accepting $2.8 million and other
consideration from the Port therefor.

Pursuant to the City Council's S.0.P. 100-014, the Executive Department is

forwarding this request for legislation to your office for review and
drafting.

After reviewing this request and any necessary redrafting of the enclosed
legislation, return the legislation to OMB. Any specific questions regarding
the legisiation can be directed to Sarah Welch.

Sincerely,

Charles Royer
Mayor

by

KENNETH R. BOUNDS
Budget Director

KB/sw/1wa
Enclosure

Office of Management and Budget 300 Municipal Building Seattle Washington 98104 (. 2€) 684-8080 An equal opportunity empioyer

“Printed on Recycled Paper”
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Portof Seattle =~/ 54 Tl ot %:e_,..

8 September 1989

Mr. Richard Weiner
7908 110th Ave. S.E.
# 408

Renton, Wa. 98056

Dear Richard,

As I promised you after yesterday's Commission work session, here are fuller
answers to your questions and explanations of several related matters. I'm
going to reorder the responses rather than take them as they came up in your
testimony in the hope that this helps establish a logical sequence following

along the lines of "what are we planning to build, what are the multi—party,;f'

agreements, and what are the longer term aspects of both".

First, the short-stay moorage facility at this stage is still a concept. It
hasn't been designed in detail, just schematically. Therefore its costs,
dimensional specifications, public amenity features, and operating
characteristics are still based on rough approximations and not on fully
designed and estimated applications. Tt is, and always has been, conceived as
a multi-purpose moorage facility serving any and all type of craft. The only
limitation on use of the inner area is vessel size in relation to the turning
radius clearances which (again this is an approximation) is probably in the
100’ length range. Assuming a fixed pier/breakwater design, there would be
about 1600' of continuous lineal berth on the outer face suitable for vessels
of any type and length. As conceived to date, this is a short-stay moorage
facility, not a marina. Notable differences are that there will be no parking
agsociated with the facility, it is a water to land facility. There will be
no other typical "marina" facilities such as stores, showers/restroons,
fueling, or rework/repair areas or equipment. In sum, we don't see use of the
short stay moorage creating land side congestion or demands other than
increased pedestrian activity.

We do not have any new cost estimates for construction of this facility other
than those which have been public for more than a year. The City's original
estimates were in the $5,000,000 range with a floating breakwater. Our 1988
estimate for a fixed breakwater approach was roughly $900,000 more than the
City's number. Let me stress that neither concept had what we believe are
necessary public access amenities so further design refinements are likely to
"add to the earlier estimates.

On the operating side, we have assumed very conservative occupancy figures and
market rates for use. These assumptions yielded a “"breakeven" financial
picture for the Port. That is to say, the Port's costs for staffing and
maintenance ought to be covered, with no hope of retiri9§—ggg3 or, put another
way, amortizing the public capital investment. I would be happy to go further
into these numbers with you if you wish. The "bottom line" would appear to
be, at this juncture, that this facility is in itself a public feature

PO. Box 1209

Seattle, WA 98111 US.A.
(206) 728-3000

TELEX 703433
FAX(206) 728-3252
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requiring public finance if it is to procsed. There is a caveat in that last
statement insofar as we are aware of Canadian short stay facilities in
Victoria and Kingston, Ontario that do produce good revenue, Their weather
environments may be sufficiently different to give them occupancies we may not
achisve. I belinsve that the above adresses your short-stay moorage

questions. If you, cr other PortWatch members have additional questions that
I've missed or that occur to you, please call and we'll get together on them.

—n Let me turn to the City/Port agreement reparding street vacations and the BN
right of way on the eastside of Alaskan Way. In August 1988, the Port
Commission authorized peti:ioning the City for vacation of the Lenora,
Virginia, and Pine street ends through the Port's property. At that time we
suggested that Blanchard may be added if we were to acquire what was called
the "BN triangle” parcel on the north end. We have acquired that property and
would now wish to add Blanchard to the request. In addition, the City has
agreed with the Port that the vacated rail right of way extending the full
length of Lhe Upland properties is best utlilized as part of an anticipated
Port development of some type on that property. The City and Port agree that
that right of way may need to incorporate sidewalk/bikeway featurss and such
commitments are included.

This proposed agreement needs to be viewed and understood in two pieces. One
piece would be the four streets running through the property. There has been
an issue between the City and many public agencies whether property value
payment is due the City for street vacations. Additionally, the 1977 West

Seattle Bridge agreement dealt specifically with some streets the Port wished
vacated at _that time and generally with streets to be vacated in the future,

both categories being vacated, under our interpretation, at no cost to the
Port.  This proposed City/Port agreement avoids confrontation by establishing
clarity sround such issues.

First, it clearly reaffirms the City's current and future right to determine
whether or not to grant the vacation. All City ordinances reserving those
rights to the City remain in force so the Port has no unilateral ability to
get a street vacated. ,Secondly, the zone concept represented by the map

(which I've attached) is designed to identify and limit areas where the Port

might possibly seek vacations. This is to avoid concern over the Port being
able to reach out anywhere in the City, areas traditionally not related to
Port property and activity, and seek vacations. Thus, the zones were designed

to encompass existing Port properties and operations.

The second piece of the proposed agreement then, would be the BN right of

way. The City paid $4.8 million for the entire BN right of way. That value
was established via a very complex negotiation, the particulars of which the
Port is not privy to, nor is concerned about. What we have accomplished in
this agreement is to define a basis for an equitable payment to the City for a
portion of the consideration they received from the BN and for which they paid
the $4.8 million. I must say that I think this represents a "win/win"
approach for both parties. Our potential projéct is certainly enhanced by the
additional site area. We can add open spaces, landscape, and pedestrion
amenities through the area that would have been very difficult to achieve
without the added area. The City receives an equitable, and substantial, sum
for property that arguably would have no "market' value to anyone else and
would have little utility for the City or anyone else due to its location and
configuration.
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One final note regsrding the spirit of these agreements. 1It's-a personal
judgment of mine, I admit, but I believe they are representative of an earnectk
desire for cooperation among the parties. For example, the City may well be
willing to vacate the sircets knowing and trusting that the Port will be
providing sufficient wenll designed public access in other places. DHNR
participates because Lhey too believe that collectively we will make
appropriate use of squatic lands and fulfill their mandate us well. It has
been, and continues to be, quite a collaborative effort.

Lastly, let me reiterate my requesi to you of yesterday, following up on
something Commissioner Block said during the meeting. I believe it would be
to everyone's advantage, especially the Commission's, if you and your
PortWatch.colleagues would Qill_EE_EEAEX~§§§§£,fifff.ﬂith questions that
pertain to these projects. "It would make Commission meetings far more
officient and Ffocused on the right makters. I don't believe, as you suggested
to the conktrary, that the issue of trust has to even enter the consideration.
You will get a complete and straightforward answer from us, the game answer
Commissioners would get if they asked. What you dn with the answer is up to
you. At least that way the considerations occurring before the Commissiocn can
be dealing with disagreements over policy implications, substantive findings,
interpretations, points of view and not at the very heginning of an “"I'd like
to know" inquiry.

Thanks for the timeé to read this wheeze. If you have further questions, try
calling.

Sincerely, b

) L
Dan Dingfield
Director of Development

cc: Port Commissioners, van Asch van Wijck, Belford, Swain

}

ITY- OF THE DOCUMENT.
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# 3y

September 28, 1989
File '
Lori Mayfield

Transportation Committee Discussion of C.B. 107547

The Transportation Committee held a discussion on C.B. 107547 on September
27th.

The Conmittee members received a briefing by Jonn Braden of DCD and Mike

Monroe of the Law Department. .Councilmember Kraabel also sat in on the
discussion.

A number of people spcke in opposition to the legislation. Several who
testified mentioned that this piece of legislation contains three separate
issues. The City Charter limits legislation to one issue. They asked that
the issues-be separated in individual legislation.

In addition, many of those who testified spoke in opposition to granting the
Port free vacations forever and expressed opposition to the Memorandum of

Agreement on the proposed Marina, saying that it had changed drastically since
approved earlier by the Council.

Councilmember Williams expressed similar concerns to thase heard at the hearing.
She stated at the meeting that the legislation should be separated out,-and
no action would be taken on C.B. 107547 until after Budget.

c.81078y7y
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c/o 42V BAGLEY AVENUE NORTH, SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 33103 632-6076
Councilperson Jeanette Williams & Members
City Council Transportation Commiitee

Dear Councilpersons,

The Coalition submits testimony now on CB 107547, with
request that the multiple issues in this single bill be

made SEbject of separate leglslation, with public hearings
on each.

We have only last week obtained from the Port a copy of
the Port's commissioned study -

POTENTIAL DEMAND FOR MARITIME USES AT PIER 66 - July 1989

Wg only learned of its existence from a hint in the Memorandum
of Understanding. You will find in it a very significant use
potential for commercial vessels of many types.

In the enclosed letter of Mr. Dan Dingfield and elsewhere #%
you will find that the economic return from transient pleasure
boats will be so minimal that any retirement or return on
the capital invesitment will be minimal or non~existent.

We suggest that the Council examine most carefully this
unmeft demand for commercial vessels. For years the Coalition
has pleaded for their case,meeting obstinate refusal from the

Port for this need, pow affirmed by their own consultant studies.,.

WE PARTIGULARLY REQUEST :

The uses of waters and harbors are a transportation issue.
They are equally transportation as is the waterfrant trolley.

It behooves the TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE TO RETAIN CONTROL
OVER ALL ISSUES PERTINENT 70 HARBORFRONT"REDEVELOPMENT"

These deep waters can not be submitted to the predominant uses
of pleasure Boats, and we hope to see heavy emphasis given to
needs of commercial vessels - which serve the economics of

the City, County, State and Nation.

Last week at a Shorelines Hemrings Board case testimony was
given by the Dept. of Natural Resources Aquatic Lands staff
that there are only two sites in the state with DEEP WATERS
suitable for berthage or moorage, which never need dredging.
A particular site in Tacoma and Seattle was identified for
this. The rariiy of deep water harbor area must be under-
stood. -

So, again, we plead for recognition of the Constitutional
protections of harbors, and the retention of all moorage
issues in the Transportation Commlttefﬂf‘f(%i;w(«e‘;-”

Benella -Caminiti, Board member
for Seattle Shorelines Coalltion
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cague of Women \oters of Deattle

Clleeeq (AT

1402 Eghreenth Avenue
~cattie. Washingron vgi22
Yelephone: 12000 5294548

September 13, 19893 REQEIVED

Sam Smith, President SEP ]91989
Seattle City Council ’
Eleventh Floor, Municipal Bldg. JEANET?EVVHijAMS

Seattle, WA 9810‘? . SEATTLE CITY COUNCIHL MEMBER

Dear Councilmember Smith:

The League of Women Voters of Seattle has a long standing
intéereat in atreet vacetions in Seattle. We participated in
the reviaion of the atreet vacation policieas several yeara
ago. We alao have a long history of interesat and involvement
in development plans for the central waterfront.

Council Bill 107547 deals with both these issues, and we look
forward to sharing our viewa with the Council on thias bill.
The bill needs to be reviewed carefully in the context of the
Street Vacation Policiea and past practice, aa well aa the
particularas of the Harborfront Project. We urge the Council
to work through this in a deliberative fashion and in an open
and acceassible public proceas. We look forward to working
with councilmembers on thias bill and the underlying issues.

Sincerely,

L !
Mary ltrane,

President

cci Jeanette Williama
Paul Kraabel
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FRIENDS OF THE DUWAMISH
16205 Pacific Highway South
SEATTLE, WASH, 98188

Seattle Port Commission
Pat Davis, President
PO Rox 1209

Seattle, Wa $8111.

Sept. 6,1989
Re: Item Six, work session 9-7-89,
Dear President Davis,

We are concerned about the concept contained in Item
3, Page 3 of the memo which states "Any future street
vacation granted to the Port, (in certain zones, which
include any street vacation the Port would likely request)
would be at. no cost to the Port, except administrative
costs.". 3 o

This seems to be a blanket grant to give awasy
significant public resources in the future and doesn't even
define these resources. Especially in terms of waterfront
sccess and street ends, these are a very limited resource
and street ends are often the last public access in
developed areas. The Duwamish area has a Cowmprehensive
public Access Plan to address these problems and that plan
contains significant mitigation to the public for any loss
of -these streat ends. We are concerned that this new
concept could affect that plan since the details seem to be
undefined and other areas do not even have the benefit of a

: similar plan. Perhaps first in order would be a

“comprehensive plan for all of Seattle or at least fox
tcertain zones, which include any street vacation the Port
would likely request®™. -
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We are concerned about a process that can camoflage
such a large time bomb under the cover of a local
improvement. This is a major policy which deserves
significant public imput to regain public trust. =

Perhaps there has been a mechanism for public imput of

which we are unaware or the opportunity is still to come.
Please let us know.

Friends of thg,Duwamish

Sincerely o
lLiee A Moyer 5;222;42/C17 :;);Zl4i;ﬁzéa;7

Zeger van Asch van Wijck, Director
Port of -Seattle :

Larxy Knutson
Seattle Engineexi

g Dept

Jim Street
Seattle City Council

Jeanette Williams
Seattle City Council
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4207 Bagley Ave, North Seattle WA 98103

Port Commissioners, Port of Seattle - Regular Meeting, Sept. 12
Ladies & Gentlemen,

OUR COMMENTS REGARDING AGENDA ITEM 8.a. ARE THESEs

1. The word "PUBLIC" appears here in the MEMORAEDA OF AGREEMENT

inv in the "whereases". Ve request that the word "PUBLIC" be
inserted befeore every use of the word moorage as 1ts definitive
adjective. ' ;

2. Section 3. We request that the word “PRIVATE" as a funding form

be deleted. The: presence of this word tends to confirm our belief
that there is the intention to make this moorage less than public.

3. SECTION 4b . We wish to be provided with all moorage demand informa-

tion being used by the PORT, in particular that regarding COMMERCIAL
MOORAGE.

4, SECTION 4c. We request the deletion of the word "LOCALY and the .
word "OR". It becomes obvious that presence of “LOCAL" - the very . =
first word in the sentence - confirms our belief that the moorage
Tor recreational/pleasure boats is intended te provide an amenity
for residents of condos or apartments on the PORT'S uplands [
development. The moorages would become in-perpetuity leases to
these "local" owners, much as exists at Shilshole marina.

5. SECTION 9 . Delete all reference to the contracts with outside
entities for management functions.
With the Port's experience in managing' commercial, fishing, and
pleasure boat moorage, there's no need to wipe out any profits
that might accrue by payment for private management.
If the intention is to operate a PUBLIC moorage, there's even less
need to introduce private elements of control.

6. SECTION 11. Delete this in entirety. Sharing costs for MAJOR
- maintenance if the PORT is the manager is a grave risk for the
City. The Port's record of general maintenance levels at
Pier 48, & Piers 64 and 65 speaks for itself. If general, day-
to-day, routine maintenance is ignored surely there will be major
funds required to overcome such neglect.

7. Will the information on moorage demand be based on the construction
of the ELLIOTT BAY MARINA which does, in its designs, oifer tran-
sient moorage slips ? Will the "prevailing market rates" noted
for transient moorage be based on Elliott Bay Marina's rates ?

In Conclusion - We find the MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING to b

so vague, so lacking in exactitude, as to be capable of any
misinterpretation or, justification that might Jater be claimed.
This lack of precision derives from 1its prematurity.

Continued ---
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IN PARTICULAR we bring to your attention the cost estimates
that are related to installation of a RUBBLEMOUND (permanent)
breakwater for the area from Piers 63 to 66.

The CORPS OF ENGINEERS 1980 study, RECREATIONAL SM. ALL BOAT MOORAGE -

on Page 62 statest Quote --

“AS a rule-of-thumb, sites with depth of water greater

than 20 to 30 feet at low tide

for rubblemound or timber pile breakwaters. Floating

breakwaters will allow transmission of waves into a marina

and should only be considered for areas that already have 71‘;

some protection irom wave action.,”

Page 63 of the report show that at 1979 price levels the

cost was $4,000. per ft even at depths less than those on Central

Waterfront, and where the subsurface is firm - (EBMarina EIS
appendices) -~ which 1t is not on CWF.

. FL.S.

Very tru ours,

B (imrse
Ms Benella Caminiti for
Seattle Shorelines Coalition

You might examine the Corps itemization of sites -
evaluation made in pocket tables with the study.
Where ELLIOTT BAY is noted as Item 70, PIER 54, the
remark is “NO MARINA DESIGN WAS CONSIDERED BECAUSE OF

HIGH BREAKWATER COSTS AND LACK OF PROPER SPACE.”

BC

are not economically justified
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THE LEAGUE
OF WOMEN VOTERS

OF SEATTLE

Teatimony to the Seattle Port Commizsion Tuesday September 12, 1989 regarding the propozed
Memotrandum of Understanding and Agreement with the City of Seattle concerning transiznt
moorage on the Central Welerfront and street vacations

| am Lucy Copass, spesking as a mernber of the Lesgue of Women Yoters of
Seattle. Some of you may be aware that my usual rale i to maonitor Port
activities for all three League organizations in King County and to give
formal, pre-approved testirmony ah behalf of all three Leacies. 1 am not
doing that today, for two reasons. First, we find that our concerns about
the proposed Memarandurn of Understending and Agreement 1ie mainly with
the City, not with the Part, and are mate appropriately addressed to City

_government. Secandly, we were not afforded the time to produce forma)

three-League testimany, 17 we had wished to do so. We try to be
thaughtiul and deliberstive in our respaonse ta governmental propossls, but
this is simply nol possible when the time between public availability of a
decument and action on it by the Comimission is as short as three or four
days. We wonder haw the Commission itself, sume of whose members did

not have the document in advance of last Thursday's discussion of it, could

e expected ta give it thoughtful consideration either. This is not to
disparage the wori af the outstanding people whose job it is to
disseminate public infarmation for the Porl -- but the staff members wha
deal with the public cannot function successtully without a free flow of
infarmation to them from ather Part departments.

| said that our concerns about the Memarandum of Understanding and the
Agreement lie mainly with the City of Seattle. However, we wanted Port
Comymizzion members to know what these concerns were. Foremost is the
matter of street vacations. Sesttle League members participated in the
devefopment snd adoption of the City's street vacation policies. 'We want
to ba sure that the ceding of City right-af-way is done in a manner
consistent with these policies. we are also concerned-with the lack of
clarity which rasults from the intertwining of two issues -~ stieet
yacations and financing mechanisms for moarage development. For
example, it is not clear whather or nat the City is being paid a Tirm figure
for the vacated street properties; instead; this rigure is expressed in
terms of the difference between Port payment for street and railroad
right-of-ways and City contributions to moorage construction. Finally,
we'd like the Memorandum itself to be absolutely clear on the point that
the moorsge is intended for shert-stay use only, and is for commercial as
well as for recreationsl vesssis.

1402 Eighteenth Avenue . Seattle, Washingion 98122
(206) 329-4348
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The three King County Leagues are on record as {avoring the construction
of moorage facilities on the Central Waterfront. League rnembers have
expressed the view that chort-stay moorage is an appropriate use of the
harbor area, and an appropriate development activity for the Port of
teatlle Lo be engaged in. League has also been o strong proponent of
intergavernimental cocperation. We see intergovernmental cooperation as @
means of avoiding duplication and waste of public resources; of assuring
sound, integrated land use planning; and nf making possible projects which
the public desires hut which cne jurisdiction could not carry out alone. We
realize that agreements between gavernmental bodies can be difficult to
achieve, and we do not wish to undermine any worthwhile cooperative
effort. But ta be worthwhile, any agreement belween jurisdictions must
he faithful ta the policies and processes adopted by each jurisdiction. it
must be clear and easy to interpret, so that it does not lead to
disagreement al some point in the future. It must be done with the public
interest in mind; otherwise, it is not cooperation, but collusion. We hope
that a1l wha put their final stamnp of sppraval on the documents at hand
have an oppartunity ta satisfy themselves that the docurnents, in their

final farm, & serve not only the interests of their jurisdiction, but the h

broad public interest as well.

" NOTICE:
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E DOCUMENT.
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Port Commissioners, Port of Seattle - Regular Meeting, Sept. 12
- Ladles & Gentlemen,

The word "PUBIIC" appears here in the MEMORARDA OF A

only in the "whereases". We request that the word “PUBLIC" be
Theerted before every use of the word moorage as its definitive
adjective.

Section 3. We request that the word "PRIVATE" as a funding form

be deleted. The: presence of this word tends to confirm our belief
that there is the intention to make this moorage less than public.

OUR COMMENTS REGARDING AGENDA ITEM 8.a. ARE THESE: ’
#hg%%JZg' 1777
X

SECTION 4b . We wish to be provided with all moorage demand informa=

tion being used by the PORT, in particular that regarding COMMERCIAL
MOORAGE. A

SECTION 4c. We request the deletion of the word "LOCALY and the

word "OR". It becomes obvious that presence of “LOCAL" ~ the very
first word in the sentence - confirms our belief that the moorage
Tor recreational/pleasure boats is intended to provide an amenity
for residents of condos or apartments on the PORT'S uplands
development. The moorages would become in-perpetuity leases to

these "local" owners, much as exists at Shilshole marina.

SECTION 9 . Delete all reference to the contracts with outside
entities for management functions.

With the Port's experience in managing:, commercial, fishing, and
pleasure boat moorage, there's no need to wipe out any profits
that might accrue by payment for private management.

If the intention is to operate a PUBLIC moorage, there's even less
need to introduce private elements of control.

SECTION 11. Delete this in entirety. Sharing costs for MAJOR
maintenance if the PORT is the manager is a grave risk for the
City. The Port's record of general maintenance levels at

Pier 48, & Piers 64 and 65 speaks for itself. If general, day-
to-day, routine maintenance is ignored surely there will be major
funds required to overcome such neglect.

Wwill the information on moorage demand be based on the construction
of the ELLIOTT BAY MARINA which does, in its designs, offer tran-

sient moorage slips ?  Will the "prevailing market rates" noted

for transient moorage be based on Elliott Bay Marina's rates 7

In Conclusion - We find the MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING to be

so vague, so lacking in exactitude, as to be capable of any
misinterpretation or, justification that might later be claimed.
This lack of precision derilves from 11ts prematurity.

Continued =---
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IN PARTICULAR we bring to your attention the cost estimates
that are related to installation of a RUBBLEMOUND (permanent)
breakwater for the area from Piers 63 to 66.
The CORPS OF ENGINEERS 1980 study, RECREATIONAL SM. ALL BOAT MQQRAGE
on Page 62 states: Quote -- '
"As a rule-of-thumb, sites with depth of water greater
than 20 to 30 feet at low tide are not economically Jjustified
for frubblemound or timber pile breakwaters. Floating

breakwaters will allow tr. "smission of waves into a marina
and should only be consia- ad for areas that already have

some protection Irom wave action.”

Page 63 of the report show that at 1979 price levels the

¢cost was $4,000. per ft even at depths less than those on Central
Waterfront, and where the subgurface is firm - (EBMarina EIS
appendices) - which it is not on CWF.

Very truly-yours,

T e s Lo
Ms Benella Caminitl for

Seattle Shorelines Coalition

P.S. You might examine the Corps itemization of sites -
- evaluation made in pocket tables with the study.
Where ELLIOTT BAY is noted as Item 70, PIER 54, the
remark is "NO MARINA DESIGN WAS CONSIDERED BECAUSE OF
HIGH BREAKWATER COSTS AND LACK OF PROPER SPACE."

BC

'NOTICE:
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PORTWATCH

. September 27, 1989

For City Council Transportatlon Commlttee Meeting, Sept. 27
Re: CB 107547

Dear Chairperson Jeanette Williams and Members,

Board members of Poriwatch who intended to testify and
who have studied the issue of CB 107547 most carefully,
Martin and Dianna Swain, are unable to be present.due to a

family emergency.

They ask ihat the attached pages, remarks that would have
comprised their testimony, be subm1tted for the record and
your attention.

Thank you.

truly urs;
N 117 ,f’f/7

g;‘Mr Jlm Smith, Board Member,
. For PortWatch
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PORTWATCH

COUNCIL BILL 107547 |

9/27/89

STREET VACATION PROVISIONS

The Port pays $2.8 million for BN right-of-Way and streets
adjacent to its upland properties on the Central Waterfront.
The City agrees that it will not charge for future street

vacations. in other parts of the city, noted on zones map.
CITY STREET VACATION ORDINANCE

The ordinance requires payment of one-half appraised value of
streets.

In April, 1983 the ordinance changed deleting exceptions
for institutions of higher learning, public corporations, etc. |
Since 1983 only Federal and State departments obtain free street i
vacations. For instance, City Light would be required to pay, T
as would other city departments. '

WEST SEATTLE BRIDGE AGREEMENT

The Port claims (and city seems to be agreeing) that in 1980 the
Interlocal West Seattle Bridge agreement it gets free street : :
vacations throughout the city until the project is finished. ;

"FRAME IS LESS CUEAR THAN THIS NOTICE

QUALITY OF THE DOCUMENT.

!1
|

Mr. Bob Morgan (Council legislative anhalyst) read to me the language.

It seems clear that this was not the intention: nothing like this

was stated or even hinted. However, by the failure to state this

expressly as otherwise, one can see how the Port could choose to
interpret it as they do.

When the low-level bridge is completed
the agreement expires.

It expressly states that railroad franchises
are not included, hence the Port can not obtain the BN right-of-
way property gratis in any case.

1F THE DOCUMENT IN THIS

IT 1S DUE TO THE

Assuming the Port's interpretation held, the city would probably 5
grant for free the ceniral waterfront uplands streets.

NOTICE:

If the
city does not go aleong with the Memorandum of Understanding, then

it stands to lose the portion of the Port's payments for the
streets. o

At the 0/19/89 meeting of the Urban Redevelopment Committee
David Mosley stated that the BN right-of-way portion payment

out of the $2.,8 million total was somewhere between $1.8 and
$2,0 million. Hence,

in the short-term the city might lose ]
$800,000. to $1 million street vacation payment. ' i




PORTWATCH

COUNCTIL BILL 107547

Page 2

FIGURING PROPERTY VALUE

In late 1986 the Port paid $7.3 million for approximately
3 acres of uplands, equivalent to $2.43 million per acre. Total

_~area of BN right-of-way and streets is about 2 acres (two acres).
.80 1t should be worth about $4.86 million, or $2.43 million (%)

if vacated. Assuming some rise in value since 1986, the Port's
offer of $2.8 million is slightly high o on the money. 70% of
this two acres is BN right-of-way; only 30% represenis streets.

-.30% of $2.8 million is $840,000 - very similar to above calculation.

So in the short term the city stands to lose about $1 million
or less if it rejects this agreement. In the long term future,
it stands to lose a great deal more. Chouldn't the city at least
do some rough calculations as to the value of all future street
vacations this agreement would grant the Port for free ?

The Port has, for some time past, been talking of expanding
warehousing in Zone 5 of the map attached to the Agreement:
offices are another possibility, etec. Shouldn't the city look

~at what it stands to lose in the long as well as the short term 2

a.

OTHER POINTS
What justifies the rush on this agreement ? 'The Port's CWF

- EIS process 1s not scheduled for completion until May, 1990 at

Ce

the earliest.
If the Port gets a special deal, who will be asking for it

next 7 Will the street vacation policy eventually become meaningless ?

The moorage agreement is irrelevant to the issue. It merely
reiterates what DNR, the City and the Port already agreed %o
in Ordinance 114390 of 2/8/89, Does the latter ordinance become
void, given that the Memorandum of Understanding differs in many
significant ways from that now attached to CB 107547 (yet purported
to be the same )?
The Duwaminsh Public Access Plan does not cover the west side
of Harbor Island or the lower half of East side of the Middle
Reach, Would this Agreement compromise the City's ability to
require public access in these areas in the future ?

' NOTICE:

IF THE DOLUMENT IN THIS FRAME IS LESS CUEAR THAN THIS NOTICE
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Councilmembers: RE: CB107547

September 26, 1989

City Councilmembers
Mmnicipal Building
Seattle, Wa. 98104

This proposed ordinance is unclear and confusing. The Title does not state

that the street vacation petition is to include more than the Alaskan Way portion
Nor does it dosclose that a Memorandum

as revealed in the Agreement (Exhibit A).
It portends to relate to

of Understanding for waterfront moorage is included.
the central waterfront while the street vacation petition actually relates to

the uplands. There are too many subjects in this Title to meet Charter requirements

of Article IV , Sec.7.
As you know, the voters denied ~mds for the Harborfront Plan and this is

almost identical. Before the city proceeds any further with this project, the

public has a right to know what funds are to be used. Ref.215, the Boaters' Tax,
and Aquatic Land Enhancement Funds are designated sources for $1.8 million.
Neither of those funds provide more than $150,000 for any one project. This

would consume almost all the funds for Outdoor Recreation for the entire State for

This MOU would

a biemmium. What assurance does the City have of commitment?
What is

comnit City funds of a minimum $1.7 million for capital construction.
If this MOU is signed, there is no escape clause

the source of those funds?
If this

as in the original MOU. Is the origimal MOU, Ord. 114390,null and void?
proposed Ordinance is passed,does it commit the Mayor and City Council President

to sign the agreement and the MOU?

: The MOU has glaring deficiencies.
moorage. What defines transient as opposed to permanent or long term? This

is not identified as public moorage and there is no assurance it always will be.
There is little mention of commercial moorage and no assurance that the design

will offer nmqgh%gken slips for larger commercial vessels.
Will future Port or private construction projects gain bonus height or

It doesn't state this is to be transient

bulk or diminish their required view corridors or public access by choosing to
contribute funds to this moorage facility as an alternative. This could become

a liability if buildings swell to satisfy the moorage facility funding needs.
The public has not been apprised of information on moorage demand for

commercial boats at this site. The Port has always insisted there is no demand
for moorage of commercial vessels on the central waterfront although there is

now a report prepared for the Port of Seattle POTENITAL DEMAND FOR MARITIME USES

AT PIER 66 which reveals such a multiplicity of demand that it cannot possibly

all be satisfied at Pier 66. What information does the City Council have?on
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. which to base a decision?

On p.4, item 4c the reason for the word local is not apparent. It is
necessary to assure the public in the MOU that this moorage is never to become a
long term facility for local residents to store their boats. The City's Transient
Moorage Feasibility Study for the Harborfront Plan concluded there would be no
recreation moorage demand for seven months of the year. Finawial feasibity
appeared unfavorable and unfeasible since potential revemue did not appear
sufficient to cover capital cost and operations and maintenance costs. Will com-
mercial boats make those seven months profitable? Or will the Port decide to
lease moorage sites to recreation boats?

P4 , item 4d. Does Lenora St. provide the best pilic access for all waterfront
visitors or just the best from the Port's upland property development?

This MOU contains design commitments befora City/Port/DNR design review
process is devebped. Is the cart before the horse? Costs are subject to-design
review but only after the MOU has been signed. Shouldn’'t the City know the costs
before committing taxpayers' funds to this project?

The Port is to be responsible for design, construction, operation and main-
tenance. Can the City assure the public that this moorage facility will be
properly operated and properly maintained as a public transient moorage facility
with this MOU as written? i

Should the City Council insist on an escape clause in the MOU in case hest
intentions should go awry?

I am urging you to divide this into three ordinances, to rewrite the MOU to
assure the public interest and public benefit. Navigation and commerce are
basic transportation issues and as such we are looking forward to a proper
public hearing on the moorage facility when the City has provided the public
with necessary design and financing information. We are expecting there will,also,
be another public hearing on the Port's request for street vacations and
Burlington Northern right-of-way vacation when the Port has a completed request and

the City has a new ordinance proposal.

Ruth Moore

4 L;--c__.t'[/ ﬂﬁb—@«k
4303 4th Ave. N.E.
Seattle, Wa. 93105
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City of Seattle

Zhartes Rover. Mayor

Office Of The Mayor \ ‘\

September 6, 1989

The Honorable Sam Smith
President, City Council
City of Seattle

Dear Council President Smith:

I am submitting for the Council's review and aporoval a proposed
agreement with the Port of Seattle that furthers mutual goails

of the City and the Port of Seattle for revitalization of

the central wateriront. 1In exchange for certain considerations
on potential street vacations abutting Port properties, the

Port will pay the City $2.3 million.

The Port of Seattle has submitted a street vacation petition
_to the City for a portion of the Alaskan Way cight-of-way
between Pine Street and Bell Street, formerly under franchise
to Burlington Northern Railroad, and for porticns -of Blanchard,
Lenora, ¥Virginia and Pine Stcreets that abut Port properties
on the east side of Alaskan Way. The purpose ¢i the street
vacations is to facilitats redevelopment of watzrfront upland
pcoperties which are curresntly in warehouse andé parking uses.
A Draft Enviconmental Impact Statement on develcpment alternatives
foc the upland properties and Pier 66 will be issued by the
Port late this year.
The Port will pay the City $2.8 million for theo following
considerations: ‘ =
o an expedited review of the central waterfront street
vacation petition consistent with Citv poiicies and
regulations:

0 a guitclaim deed to undeclying City fse cwnecship,
if any, of the street acea approved for vacation by
the City Council; ang

o agreement that the City will charge the Port administrative . =%

costs only for future street vacations abutting Port
property in the areas identified on the attached mag
and will not require a payment from the Port based
on the appraised value of the street right-of-way.

L= 23l eMOIoYMENt SODOIUNILY « ATIEMALve ACHNN Amoinver

TS aumimg Rpgrtnn Seqttta Sakpunoess 04 TRy 208 s
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The Honorable Sam Smith
September 6, 1989
Page Two

The agreement also provides for the development of a multi-use
path/trail along the Port properties in the former railroad
right-of-way; if the City desires to extend the path that

will be constructed south of Pike Street next year. The

City Council recently approved this project which will be
developed by the Engineering Department in conjunction with

a drainage project. :

The agreement reiterates the commitment of the City to pay
a $1.75 million share of the cost of a short-stay mocrage
facility between Piers 63-66. The Council authorized me

to execute a Memorandum of Understanding for the moorage
facility with the Port of Seattle and the State Department
of Natural Resources (DNR) in legislation to purchase Piers
62/63 (Ordinance 114390). The commitment to the moorage
facility also is a material consideration in the City lease
with DNR for Pier 57 and Piers 62/63.

The Port has agreed to pay the City $2.8 million upon delivery
of the gquitclaim deed for the vacated property. The street
vacation petition will be scheduled for Council consideration
in 1990, and the Executive will provide a full analysis of

the impacts at that time. The agreement does not remove
Council prerogatives on the street vacations. The Council
will determine whether the vacations should be granted and
under what conditions, based on established City policies

and regulations for street vacations.

I believe this agreement is consistent with plans the City

has adopted for the central waterfront. It resolves longstanding
issues between the Port and the City on the cost of street
vacations, and it provides the City with significant financial
resources to offset other obligations.

o

Charles Royer

Attachments

NT IN THIS FRAME IS LESS CUEAR THAN THIS NOTICE

IT IS DUE TO THE QUALITY OF THE DGCUMENT.

g
1=

IF THE DOCUM

NOTICE



AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT, made this . day of

14

1989, between the PORT OF SEATTILE, a municipal corporation {"the
Port") and the CITY OF SEATTLE, a municipal corporation, (“the
City"). The parties agree as follows:

1. Th2 ity will convey to the Port, in the manner
provided in Section 3, the City‘s ownership interest as that
term is described in-Section 3, in 1) the "Burlington Northern
Right of wWay" ("BNROW") that abuts the Port Upland Properties
and adjeining streets and rights-of-way as generally shown in

:Exhibit 1, BNROW, Parcels C, F, B, E, A, K, and that triangle
area. south of Pine and north of Pike Streets, and in 2) the
~portions of the adjoining streets and rights~cf-way of
"Blanchard, Lenora, Virginia and Pine Streets as shown in Exhibit
1. In addition, should the Port acquire ownership of Parcel J,
and/or additional properties south of Pine and north of Pike
Streets. and abutting the BNROW, this Agreement shall include
transfer of the City-owned BNROW abutting these parcels in the
manner .provided in Section 3. £ '

2. The Port shall construct or cause to be constructed a

public trail through ihe lcngth of the BNROW which abuts the
Port Upland Properties, and grant the necessury easements, if

any, for such a trail; provided the City, in consultation with

NOTICE:
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the Port, selects a central waterfront trail route, by January
1, 1991, requiring use of the BNROW for a continuous trail.  In
this event, the Port, or its developer, and the City shall share
equally in the cost of trail construction and the. Port or its
déveloper will work with the. City to ensure that design,
easement requirements,'and routing of the trail are consistent
with Ccity standards.

3. The BNROW describes an area conterminous with a
certain former franchise granted to a predecessor(s) of the
Burlington Northern Railrocad Company (“BN") and lying generally

within a portion of the Alaskan Way right-of-way between Pine

Street and Bell Street. The use of said fran~hise by Burlingtbn

Northern was discontinued in January 1989 pursuant to Ordinance
113497. The City’s ownership interest, if any, to the
underlying fee of said right-of-way area shall be conveyed by
quit claim deed to the Port following vacation of the BNROW by
the city. The City’s ownership interest to the underlying fee
of said adjoining étreets and rights-of-way of those portions of
Blanchard, Lenora, Virginia and Pine Streets (as shown in
Exhibit 1) shall be conveyed by quit cla_.m deed to the Port
following vacation of these streets and rights-of-way by the
City. The City makes no representations, promises or warranties

that it has any ownership interest in the underlying fee to said

areas.
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4, Upon execution of this Agreement the City shall,

consistent with all applicable statutes, ordinances and
procedures. promptly review a petition submitted by the Port for
the vacation of the BNROW and portions of the streets and

righcs-of-way abutting the property identified and as shown

generally in Exhibit 1. The City shall use reasonable efforts

to act upon such vacation not later than one hundred and twenty
(120) days following execution of the Agreement; provided that,
nothing contained herein shall be construed to alter the City’s

legislative authority to review and decide upon said vacation

petition.

5. Any future street vacations granted to the Port as a
result of the City street vacation application and review
process in the zones identified on the attached map (Exhibit 2)

shall be processed expeditiously and shall be at no cost to the

Port except for the City’s administrative costs only, and shall

not include any payment based upon the fair market value of the

area vacated, provided, however, that the City shall review each
petition consistent with city Council Resolution 27527 or other
City resolutions or ordinances concerning street vacation
policies; and provided further, that this Agreement does not
relieve either party of its obligations as contained in the

adoﬁted "Comprehensive Public Access Plan for the Duwamish

s
Waterway." ) E

REAORSEE

Y
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6. The Port, the lepartwent of Natural Resources and the
Ccity have entered into a Meworandum of Understanding ("MOUM)

dated the day of , 1989 (a copy of

which is attached hereto as Exhibit 3), to develop and share
jointly in the costs of a short-stay public boat moorage
facility between piers 63 and 66 as provided in the MOU. The
City’s contrlbutlon toward the public moorage prOJect at Piers
64 and 65, pursuant to the terms of said MOU, is estimated in
Attachment A to the MOU to be $1.75 million.

7 Upon'delivery of the above-referenced BNROW quit claim
deed and street vacation quit claim deeds as described in
paragraphs 1 and 3 of this Agreement, and in recognition of the
consideration set forth in this Agreement, the Port will pay the

city $2.8 million.

PORT OF SEATTLE

By

CITY OF SEATTLE

By

071584 .M101
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N , 28SB 5372 Recre ‘ional Boating //f/Q/\f 1 {fi:mx% [(ym/
.. -

rifrb/ BY Senate Committee on Ways and Means (originally sponsored by
: Senators Bluechel, Moore, Nelson, Conner, Owen and Talmadge)

Revising laws concerning recreational boating.

This bill requires the State Parks and Recreation Commission to
review existing literature and studies regarding polluted and
environmentally sensitive waters in the state. Marinas located
in such areas, or marinas with 125 or more slips where pumpout
facilities are not located within a reasonable distance, may be
designated as appropriate for state funding support Efor the
installation of sewage pumpouts or dump stations. Other marinas
may also be designated based upon specified criteria.

Funding for installation of pumpout or dump station  facilities
shall be provided to marinas through contracts with the
commission. Contracts may be awarded to publicly owned, tribal,
or privately owne® marinas. Eligible costs for reimbursement
include purchasc installation, major renovation, utility
connections, necessary pier or dock space, or other costs
determined by the commission. Ownership is to be retained by the
state in private marinas, and by the administering local public
entity with respect to public marinas. S R A

Facilities installed must be accessible for public use free of
charge for at least a ten-year period. The applicant must also
agree to pay a fee for periodic inspection by the local health
department, and to encourage public use of the pumpout
facilities. The Department of Ecology is to develop criteria for
design, installation and operation of the facilities.

E IS LESS CLEAR THAN THIS NOTICE
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The commission is to conduct a statewide boater educational
program regarding proper waste disposal methods. Grants are to
be awarded to local governments for boater environmental
education or boat waste management planning. .
} . - _
Until June 30, 1995, watercraft excise tax revenues above $5 d

million annually, but not exceeding $6 million, may be used for -
the grants program. The amounts allocated are to fund: (1) %f

IF THE DOCUMENT IN THIS 7

public recreational waterway access (30 percent); (2) sewage

pumpouts or dump station installation (30 percent); (3) state and

local agencies enforcement and boating safety programs (25

percent); and (4) public schocls, public entities or other ':;ﬂ[H“'
Zo nonproflt community organizations Efor boating safety .and _/,,f//
> environmental education programs (15 percent).

NOTICE

Vessel registration fees above $1.1 million annually are to be
allocated by the State Treasurer to counties for boating safety
and law enforcement, based upon the number of registered vessels
per county and upon approval by the commission of the local
boating safety program.

Fisheries' patrol officers may enforce watercraft registration
and safety laws, and the Department of Fisheries is to report by
1992 on the costs of and revenues from such enforcement actions.

EFFECTIVE: July 23, 1989




Potential Demand For Maritime Uses

at Pier 66

Prepared for

Port of Seattle

July 1989

IF THE DOCUMENT IN THIS FRAME IS LESS CLUEAR THAN THIS NOTICE

IT IS:DUE TO THE QUALITY OF THE DOCUMENT.

NOTICE:




Table of Contents

l. Introduction/Summary
IDtrodUCHION  coceieiniiciiicieeeeeeieirececaneeen e reseenereeeseansasnenensmensnes

SUMIMATY  ieimiirioiiminnaeemeeeereioacsanernsansrnnsssrnncassserenssses cevrnren i

IL. -Fishing Industry Moorage Demand
Overview OF INQUSITY ..o icceeeeiercneeesanncssnns riaeien
Facility Requirements ...cccccvvuirecimiimrrerinieneeeensivnernernensennennsens
Suitability Of Pier 66 .eeeeieserereerssiinermemeieesiomieeeemasaencnseasenens

lll. Cold Storage Demand :
Overview Of INAUSIIY i e et eeceneeeeeseeneeensaennonenneanns
Facility Requirements .....ccccoeeueee Creeeseceseisananersrenernnensanressonses
Suitability of Pier 66 .ctecieveveievrinnrerceaneanens cevesessneaneraneann

1IV. Fish Processing Demand
Overview OF IndustTY coeoniiie it eeeeeee e veeeeesaaseans
Facility Requirement ...occ.ooiiiiiiniiiiiiiiiiesciie e e eeeeeeenearaanns

Suitability 0f Pier 66 ...ccvcccremiercerierienreieieerinesienereenresenssnis

V. Demand for Freight Transportation Facilities
Overview Of INUSIEY .ovieiiiiiiiiciiiieineeaeeeeeeeensaesansassensnsessenns

Breakbulk Carriers ............ Creveteenarrantasaernsateersananesesrence i

Tug and barge Operations ......cecceceeveeerereeieeenseveerssseeens
Facility ReqUIremMents ....eeeeveviniienineenenoieresesioreensesnsssnsesnsarones
Suitability of Piler 60 .cuviveveieiiiiieiieeeieeeenrcresessnensonns ceterieenan

V1. Demand for Marine Research Uses
Overview OF ACHVILY oottt eeectereaaaaeasesseanennens
Facility Requirements .....oouiiiiiiiie it e eceeereeneecsasaannns
. Suitability of Piel 66 .eerniniiiciciiiiiei i eeereiesataesanreas

VH. Demand for Coast Guard and Navy Facilities
Overview Of ACHVITIES tioviiiiiiicriniiicieneiieeeereecsesncasnvasnsones
Facility ReqUITEIMENS ..ceveeeiciiieeieieiiiineiieraenresasassssesasnsnsnnes
Suitability Of PIer 66 .oereeieiiriireieeeeceeeeeiensnssesnsneeesasessnans

... VIll. Harbor Police

s Overview Of ACHVILY  wvvvveiiiiiiiieiiiiiieeiressneeeonenanns ceaearennen
Facility Requirements .......cccovuiemmeiiiiiiniieeireeieenceaanss cereenenns
Suitability 0f Pier 60 cccvirerniiiiiiriiiiiivecireieeeien e eeeesasaaaes

IF THE DOCUMENT IN THIS FRAME IS LESS CUEAR THAN THIS NOTICE

IT IS DUE TO THE QUALTITY OF THE DOCUMENT.

NOTICE:



Table of Contents

(contents )

IX. Ship Repair Demand
Overview of Industry ................ ereran
Facility Requirements ................. eseesnnne

Suitability of Pier 66 .....cocu....... verenreens

X. Maritime Educational Demand

Overview of Activity .ccccceveerviirnnnninnne..

csssenee ssesessesssroncsace seea

...............................

.............................. .

...............................

Facility Requirement ...cc.cccoieiiiiiniiiiiieiniieiiinenenreeresesencasacaaen
Suitability of Pier 66 ............. etutereseresesterensanstantensrsrernennanes

X!. Passenger Ferry Service Demand

Overview Of ACHVITY 1ol ereencearacensasconrncnansansanenns
Facility Requirements ..cicciiiciiimioiiiiie e icivitneensienaonenasnsns

Suitability of Pier 66 .....ccceevvrnnnnnnnnens

bGesesessssanssarcassracsnssrerns

Xil. Vessel Supply and Service Demand

Overview of Activities .......ccceeunennn.n..
Facility Requirements ...cc.ceeeveiiiicinnnnnnn.

" Suitability of Pier 66 .ocvvvvcriiniiiiennnninns

................................

.......... tesesscssirsisannsccne

bevebsssonces dedddsasibsesidonad

XIll. Recreational Boat Sales Demand

Overview of Activity ....cccceeenel. cererenens

....... éseesessrsosrsntnescteans

Facility Requirements ................ eeereresaressesseneasesacencsasaeneinnace
Suitability 0f PIer 60 uenvieieiiiiicieeeeeeiereceveomareceaeaaans ceereenenn

XIV. Retail Fish Sales Demand

Overview of Activity ...... ettt btearnntaasearnsanniannnranains erseinees

Facility Requirements .....ccccceeveenennn...
Suitability of Pier 66 ...cccccevvenvennnnn....

XV. Summary of Potential Demand

Appendix

.................................

.................................

............ tevnscssesssnsssnians

AR THAN THIS NOTICE

E

IF THE DOCUMENT IN THIS FRAME IS LESS CU

- -NOTICE:

IT IS DUE TO THE QUALITY OF THE DOCUMENT.




.y g SEE s e

List of Tables

I-1 Factory Trawler Fleet . it e e 6
II-2 Factory Trawler Support Facilities ............ eeesiessesensnssennrresnsasan 8
MI-1 Storage and Freezing Capacity .......cccovrrmmmimeniiciiennsensseseseennee 10
IX-1 Seattle Drydock and Lift Facilities ........ ceteeeereee e eneten s eaene 2

IF THE DOCUMENT IN THIS FRAME IS LESS CLEAR THAN THIS NOTICE

IT IS DUE TO THE QUALITY OF THE. DOCUMENT.

NOTICE:




I. Introduction/Summary

Introduction

The Port of Seattle is considering the redevelopment of a Key piece of the
Seattle central watertront, Pier 66, the water area to the south, and property
~across Alaskan Way. Pier 66 continues to be used for a variety of maritime
uses, although at levels well below historical levels. Continued use of all or
part of Pier 66 for maritime uses would serve at least three. functions:

1) to accommodate maritime activities seeking suitable sites,

2) to provide an mterestmg and compatible use to complement non-
maritime uses of the pier, and

3) to respond to public interest in traditional maritime activities on
the waterfront,

A

While there is interest at the Port in accommodating these uses, the amount and
nature of demand by such uses is not well understood. Accordmgly, the Port has
asked for a study of this demand. . s i

The purpose of this study is to consider candidate uses and determine:

the level of potential demand,
the nature of faciiities required, and
the suitability of Pier 66

supportable rental rates

The study approach involved a series of personal interviews with representatives,

of potential user groups. Thirty-seven interviews have been completed to date.

This report documents the results of those interviews. It is organized by user
group. The demand by each user group is presented in terms of:

»  Qverview of Activity
» Facility Requirement
e  Suitability of Pier 66

The findings of the Study are summarized below.
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Summary

Of 16 uses considered for Pier 66,

12 are cronsidered suitable.

Their

characteristics can be summarized in terms of the amount of moorage, building
area, current market rents, water dependence (necessity for waterfront location

to conduct their activities) and compatibility with publ

ess objectives.

Activity

Mooroge Desond

Building Desand

Fishing Indusiry Moornge
{vesssls over 200°)

Cold Storoge
Fish Processing

Yug Boot Mooroge
{100 vassels)

Barge Mooroge
(100° x A00® barges)

Morine Research

Governnent Vessals
{potenticlly Naval
Reserve Canter)
Seattle Police Harbor
Patrol

Moritine Education
{Moritine Center)

Pczsenger Ferry

Recrsationol Boat Sales/
Shows

Ship Repoir {dockside)

Yotol ceed 1,900
lineal feet peck
pericd by 1882

Pier desiroble
for off-looding

Pior desiroble
for off-looding

Up to eight 100°
tug berths per
operotor

Posaibly require
woorage for 30
after 1982

Terporary Booroge
for 300' veassls

1,000 linsal feet
plus tronsient
BoOroge

) A0° slips

Pier for tron-
aient motoge

two B80' vesssls,
four sncller
vessels

12 slips for
brokerogs

100 to 125 slips
for shows

Reloted tc large
vessel demand

5,000 af or more
depsnding on
nurber of tenants

50,000 of typical
focility

29,000 &f to serve
current sarket

Up to 10,000 ef
scrshouss per
operator

Kene

1,AB4 of

35,000 of closs-
rooms, office ond
staroge

675 st foar office,
locker romm, ond
storope

35,400 sf exhibit
oreo ond support

Boording. orea

8rokeroge of fice

Included with
vesssl support

Compotibility
Current Yater with Public
Morket Hents Derpend: A Objectives |
$113 to $115 per Yos Nesd for security
vessel per day
$1.00 to $3.50 No Industrial
per 3f per year octivity
$2.00 to §£3.50 No Industriel
per of per yeor octivity
$4L00 o $800 per Yz Nesd for --cu;'ity
vessel per month
$100 to 3800 par You Need for sscurity
barge per sonth
-0 Yos Corpatible
-0~ Yes Need for sscurityij
(mooroge)
~in-kind services” Yeou Carpatible
$1.00 par af/yecr No Canpatible
(proposed}
Not ovalloble ot Yo Cowpatible
this tive
Pravoiling slip Yes Corpatible
rental raotes
Included with Yes Industrial
nooroge rote octivity

ragquirement

Pier 66 (DRAFT) ~ page 2
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Four activities were found to be not suitable for Pier 66 o

Activity Comments

Ship Building/Major Repairs industriol activity with noise and other
- impacts from sandblasting, spray painting,
: ond steel fabrication
Breakbulk Carge Handling Seek locotions-on Loke Washington Ship
Conal outside union jurisdictions
Vessel Supply/Service Need for convenient truck access and low
rents Tor space-consuming octivities

stand-alone retail focility requires steady

Retail Fish Sales
year-round traffic

AT : %

Obvious demand exists for moorage of a variety of large vessels. Development
of maritime uses on the pier or uplands may be constrained by the Port’s needs
to recover development costs through rents. The non-industrial uses would be
compatible with public access objectives, although provision must be made for
some security for almost all uses. These uses could be compatible with each

other as part of a maritime center.
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ll. Fishing industry Moorage Demand

Overview of Industry

The North Pacific fishing industry has experienced significant growth and change
in recent years as a result of the 1976 Magnuson Fishing Conservation and
Management Act. That act provided for the "Americanization" of fishing in the
waters off Alaska as the harvesting and processing of fish were reserved fo
U.S. participants. Many of these participants are based in Washington State, and
many of the changes in Alaskan waters have created impacts in Washington and
Puget Sound.

The most significant change has been the U.S. harvest and processing of
groundfish. The U.S. harvest has grown from virtually nothing prior to this
decade to the entire 2 million metric ton harvzst in 1988. The growth in U.S.
harvest has been accompanied by the growth in the factory trawler and
mothership fleet. These vessels, generally 200 to 300 feet in length, either
catch and process fish at sea or process fish delivered by other catcher vessels.
The factory trawler and mothership fleet is based in Washington.

The ~factory trawler/mothership fleet produces surimi (a paste created from the
edible portion of fish and suitable for reprocessing as imitation seafood
products), fillets, or headed and gutted. All of the headed and gutted product is
exported to Japan as well as much of the surimi. Fillets are generally destined
for U.S. domestic markets. Char

The factory trawler/motherships are on the fishing grounds virtually year round.
They typically offload their product at sea or in Alaskan ports. The product is
either exported directly or transported to Puget Sound for storage or further
processing. All of the product destined for U.S. markets comes through Puget
Sound ports. A portion of the product destined for foreign markets may be
shipped to Puget Sound and stored as dictated by market conditions. The product
coming to Puget Sound ports is either transported in refrigerated containers or
stowed in refrigerated holds of smaller breakbulk carriers. In the first case,
containers are offioaded and transported by truck to their destination. In the
latter case, product is offloaded directly to. cold storage or into refrigerat
trucks for delivery to their destination. g

The factory trawler/motherships return to homeport in Puget Sound once every
12 to 24 months, for periodic maintenance and repair and offloading of product.
Minor repairs are accomplished in the water at the vessel’s moorage, while
inajor repairs occur at local shipyards. Minor ship repairs include installation
or relocation of winches and other gear. Nets and other gear are replaced or

Pier 66 (DRAFT) - page 4
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repaired. The vesse! is reloaded and outfitted prior to departure for the fishing
grounds. Typical layover perwd is three to eight weeks depending upon the
extent of required repairs. S

Based on fleet projecticns prepared by Natural Resource Consultants in Recent
Growth and Associated Economic Impacts of the Washington and King County
North Pacific Commercial Fishing Fleet and moorage demand projections by Reid
Middleton in North Pacific Fishing Fleef Shores1de Facilities Needs Analysis,
moorage demand is eshmated to be:

Table l1-1

Factory Trawler Fleet
Peak. Demand

Jotal Total Vessels Yessels H

Vessels Vessels in Repair

in Fleet in Port Yard v
1389 50 7.7 1.8
1990 52 12.6 3.0

3.2

Sourco: Reid Middleton

Based on these patterns, the fleet will require 1,900 lineal feet of dock space
for moorage during peak demand periods (generally April and May). Currently,
these vessels moor at the new Northwest Dock at Fisherman's Terminal, various
private docks on the Lake Washington thp Canal, Port docks at Pxer 66 and
Pier 91, and other Puget Sound ports. :

The Port charges for moorage based on published tariffs and negotiated’

agreements. The published tariff for Elliott Bay calls for dockage charges of
3567 per day for working vessels up to 107 meters and half that rate for idle
vessels. Vassels requiring dockage for extended periods may negotiate rates as
low as $150 per day. Published rates at Fisherman’s Terminal are 80¢ per
iineal foot per day for vessels over 125 feet ¢r 36 per month. Arctic Alaska
has a priority use agreement for the Nortawest Dock calling for $4,500 per

Pier 65 (DRAFT) - page 5
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month for priority use of 400 feet of the dock. DBased on this experience, the
moorage charge for a 300-foot fishing vessel would be approximately as follows:

Vessels Extended
Short~-Term Stay
Fishermen’s Terminal $240 per day $113 per day!

$567

“Elliott Bay

‘Based on Arctic Alaskaon rate

$150 i

Source: Reid Middleton

Vessels would pay additional charges for utilities and equipment rental.

Pier 66 (DRAFT) - page 6
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Facility Requirements

As described above, the factory trawler/mothership fleet requires moorage and
support facilities during the periodic home port calls. The Reid Middleton study
identified the following mcorage and support requirements:

Table 1i-2
Factory Trawler Support Facilities

wWharf or Pier
¥ Sufficient Length for Vessel
» Apron Width of 50 feet
P Apron tive Lood Copacity of ot Least.250 pounds/sq ft
P Additional Uplend Staging Area B

Utilities and Seryvice
» Shoreside Power
® 200- and 440-volt service
* Service size of 200- to 400-amperes
» Woter Service =
® 1- to 3-inch supply line
» Sanitary Sewer
* 4-inch connections )
P Telephone Hookups e
» Garboge Disposnl
¢ Minimum of 40 cubic feet per vessel

Vehicular Access
» Vehicle Parking
® 10 to 25 vehicles
*. Some van and large truck parking
> Large Truck Access to Vessel Side

Other Facilities ond Services
P> Short-Term Warehousing
® Up to 5,000 square fset
* Available for 1 to 4 months (period in port)
» Er~losed Work Areas/Shop Space .
®* Size rage of 200 to 5,000 square feet
P Mobile Crane. Service
* 20~ to 100~ton capacity

Source: Reid Middleton

Generally, the vessels require adequate facilities to accommodate their repair
and outfitting activities. Accordingly, sufficient dockside work area and vehicle
access are the most important requirements. Control of access by the general
public is also important to provide security and minimize liability.

Pier 66 (DRAFT) - page 7

iF. THE DOCUMENT IN THIS FRAME IS LESS CLUEAR THAN THIS NOTICE

IT IS DUE TO THE QUALITY OF THE DOCUMENT.

NOTICE



Suitability of Pier 66
e needs of the fleet can be assessed. in

The suitability of Pier 66 to meet th
ts and its overall desirability to users.

terms of meeting minimum requiremen
Its suitability according to minimum requirements can be summarized as follows:

Pier. The existing pier with 240 feet of berthage along the north
face, 825 feet along the west face, and 390 feet along the south
face, provides sufficient berthage for any existing or planned
vessels in the fleet. In addition, it could accommodate 1,455
lineal feet out of the total potential demand by the fleet of
1,900 lineal feet in 1992. Water depth is adequate.

Weather protection and wave action from other vessel activity
in the harbor are.not ronsidered to be problems for vessels in
this fleet. Some of the smaller vessels in the crabbing and
dragging fleets may require more protection -than the -site can '

provide.
A

Apron Area. Presently, only the south pier face offers -the
required 50-foot apron. While some industry representatives
indicated that the 50-foot width is not absolutely necessary, it
could be provided through demolition of the. transit shed.

Backup Areas. The support area requirements--primarily open and
covered storage and parking--are relatively modest but. would
require demolition of the existing transit shed.

Access and Security.  Access is required for supply vehicles.
Industry representatives would prefer that access be provided

via a security gate. -

Clearly, Pier 66 meets the minimum requirements of the fleet. AN
representatives contacted believed it would be a suitable facility. In terms of
desirability, it was considered less desirablc than Pier 91 because of its location
in a non-industrial zone. Potential conflicts identified included: L

m traffic congestion inhibiting vehicle access

®m  noise/light impacts on adjacent uses from ship repair activity
(generally two shifts)

Pier 66 {DRAFT) - page 8
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lll. Cold Storage Demand

Overview of Industry

Cold storage is a critical part of the infrastructure necessary to support the
fishing industry. Fish and fish products are generally frozen when they arrive
in Puget Sound and must remain in cold storage prior to processing and during
shipment to their ultimate destination. Cold storage capacity in the Puget Sound
area is sumrnarized in Table III-1,

Table 1lI-1

Storage and Freezing Capacity
Puget Sound Cold Storage Facilities in 1988

Storage Capacity Planned Freezing |Processing#
Location of Expansion! Capacity Area
Facilities Number| mil ft? mt mil ft? 1b/day Sq Ft
Bellinghom-, 3 12.20 | 9,767 | 0.21 | 2,150,000 40,000
Everett - 2 0.70 1,016 - 210,000 10,000
Seattle-Auburn 13 21.45 307,193 2.05 890,000 214,000
Tacoma Area 3 2.61 37,948 1.55 240,000 2,500

Source:; Reid Middleton, North Pacific Fishing Fleet. Shoreside Facility
Needs Analysis T T o

Cold storage is used for a variety of food-related products. Of the capacity
shown in Table 2, approximately two-thirds or 320,000 metric tons is devoted to

seafood. Much of the seafood handled in area cold storage facilities arrives by

truck. As described in the previous section, seafood products often are shipped
to Seattle in containers and are transferred to cold storage by truck. In the

case of breakbulk vessels, the seafood products are often offioaded into vans ..
and transported to cold storage. Only about 20 percent or less of the total -
volume of seafood is offloaded directly to cold storage. Several of the-

facilities in this area are not iocated on the water at all. Cold storage is not a
water-dependent  activity although a waterfront location is desirable to
accommodate the share of total product offloaded directly to cold storage.
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There are three major public cold storage facilities in Elliott Bay. =

3.4 million cubic feet

Terminal 25 Rainier Ice and Cold Storage

Terminal 91 City Ice 1.1 million cubic feet

t

Terminol 115 seafreeze 3.0 million cubic feet
i putabiiivinintehalilling dedll

The Port leases improved land and/or cold storage facilities at these sites for
rates ranging from $1 to 32 per square foot of floor area per year. These
rates are relatively low in light of typical rents of $2.40 to $3.60 per square
foot for industrial buildings (shell space) throughout the market area.
Generally, cold storage operators do not pay high rents and are prepared to
locate in less expensive peripheral locations to keep their costs low.

At the same time that demand for cold storage has grown, the supply has been
reduced as a result of fires destroying several facilities. All three major public
cold storage operators in Elliott Bay are planning expansion, and at lease one of
them is currently looking at potential new sites. :

Facility Requirements

While cold storage facilities vary in size, a minimum stand-alone facility would
have the following characteristics:

Total Caopacity 1 million to 1.5 million cubic feet
Floor Areo 50,000 square feet

Site Area 2 acres

Ceiling Height 20 to 30 fest

Truck Access for 40-foot trailers
Raoil Access desirable
voter Access desirable

As shown, a minimum site requirement is 2 acres to accommodsts a 1- to 1.5-
million cubic foot facility. A multistory facility is workable. Ce:iling heights of
up to 30 feet are desirable to accommodate larger racking systems and pallets
three high. A typical facility will be served by thirty-five to fifty 40-foot

Y
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trailer trucks per day during peak periods. Both rail access and water access ; 1
are desirable but not essential. In the case of water access, it is convenient to , |
offer direct offloading of fishing vessels or breakbulk carriers, but it is also :
possible for them to offload elsewhere. Locations adjacent to other food storage
facilities are attractive as they provide consolidated storage and distribution
opportunities. Fish .processing facilities are often located adjacent to cold
storage facilities, but this is a matter of convenience to the processors rather

than the cold storage.

Suitability of Pier 66

Pier 66 can be evaluated in terms of its meeting the basic requirements and its
overall desirability as expressed by industry representatives. In terms of basic
requirements, Pier 66 would offer adequate site area if the existing buildings
were demolished. 7he floor loads are greater than the existing capacity of the
pier. While it would be possible to provide adequate capacity under . the pier, it
might be preferable to site the facility on the land portion of the site. The
higher ceiling heights desired may not be accommodated in a general purpose
commercial structure at the site. Access for 40-foot trucks would have to be
designed to minimize conflicts with pedestrian and vehicular activity on Alaskan

In terms of desirability, the waterfront location is considered a benefit.
However, the location in a non-industrial area is considered a negative because
of potential incompatibility with their uses including smells and traffic
congestion. Further, time lost by trucks due tfo congestion during pick up or
delivery provides a disincentive to users and trucking firms. Of the three
firms contacted, the overall reactions were:

m  The representative of one firm indicated that his firm would
be interested in Pier 66 as a site immediately.

m The representative of the second firm indicated that the site
would be desirable because of the potential for larger fishing
vessel moorage in conjunction with cold storage.

m The representative of the third firm indicated that the
compatibility issues would be so significant as to preclude their
considering it as a site for expansion.
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IV. Fish Processing Demand

Overview of Industry

The fish processing .industry in Puget Sound includes both cleaning and freezing
of fresh product as well as reprocessing of already frozen fish. In either case,
cold storage facilities are essential to the processors. Processors either have
their own cold storage capacity on their premises or are located adjacent to a
public cold storage facility. Generally, the presence of a major public cold
storage facility attracts processors but the opposite is not necessarily true.

At one time there were many processing operations along the central waterfront.
Presently there are two remaining operations, both at Pier 66: Dressel Collins
occupies 6,446 squarc feei of the tramsit shed and Pacific Salmon occupies  a
total of 15,647 square feet, 12,828 of which is in the Port’s office building.
Both firms are tenants under 2l-year leases terminating in 1998. The leases
provide for access to the pier face for product offlocading. Approximately 160 to
200 vessels offload each year, ranging from gillnetters, who require. one-half
hour to offload to 80-foot halibut boats which require two days. Fish and fish
products also arrive by truck. Virtually all outgoing product is shipped by truck.
Approximately 20 to 30 trucks serve the processors each day with approximately
five larger trailer trucks, and the balance smaller pick-up trucks or step vans
serving markets and restaurants. Pacific Salmon has its own cold storage and
processes both fresh and frozen fish. It also offers retail fish sales during the
summer as fresh fish is available.

Rental rates under the terms of the lease are $2.16 per square foot per year for
the transit shed plus incidental charges for common electrical use and storage
areas. The overall rental rate is well below prevailing rental rates for
industrial space of $2.40 to $3.60 per square foot per year in the market area.
As with cold storage firms, processors are price sensitive, and will locate in
peripheral areas to keep their cost low. This price sensitivity is one factor
which has led to the abandonment of the central waterfront by many processors.

Unisea, a major seafood processing firm is expanding its operation in Redmend. -

A new firm is opening a plant in Monroe,
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Facility Requirement

While there are still small processors operating out of 5,000-square foot
facilities, a minimum size new operation would require 20,000 to 25,000 square
feet. - Pacific Salmon was explicit about their reqmremems for relocated and/or
expanded facilities at Pier 66: .

Floor Area 29,000 square feet (would include
space for Dressel Collins)

Ceiling Height 20 feet adegquate

water Access .- North Berth preferred

Truck Access 7 40-foot trailer trucks

Public Access Controlled aoccess for viewing, retaoil
i fish soles. No access to apron.

Parking 20 stalls for employees

‘1 2 to 3 stalls for visitors

Suitability of Pier 66

Pacific Salmon considers Pier 66 to be a suitable location for its processing
operation. They are comfortable with their facilities under the current lease,
and would be amenable to expanding and relocating their facilities as part of a
redevelopment of Pier 66. The only negative aspects of Pier 66 is potential
conflict with pedestrians and vehicular traffic on Alaskan Way. However, the
conflicts have been manageable because they are limited to the 2-1/2 summer
months and because employees are available to direct trucks and oncoming
traffic. Further, John McCallum feels that the problems which do exist can be
reduced if not eliminated by improving truck access by widening the driveway
and moving the existing fence. Redevelopment of the pier could eliminate the
need for backing trucks across the sidewalk or onto Alaskan Way.

The suitability of Pier 66 will ultimately be determined by the Port’s required.-

rental rates. Jobn McCallum has indicated that he is willing to negotiate with
the Port. He considers the negotiations to include two phases. The first phase
covers compensation to Pacific for buy out of their lease and relocation to
another site (possibly on temporary basis). Once that issue is resolved, he
would enter the second phase of negotiation regarding lease of space in the
redeveloped pier. His comments suggest that once the first phase is resolved,
he will evaluate Pier 66 in comparison with alternative sites for a fish

processmg operation. It is likely that competitive rents will be a major factor,

; the decision as to where to relocate.
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V. Demand for Freight Transportation Facilities

Overview of Industry

The freight transportation industry in Puget Sound utilizes a variety of vessels:
container ships, breakbulk ships, liquid bulk and dry bulk carriers and barges.
While the central waterfront is considered by the Port to be unsuitable for
containerized or bulk carrier facilities, the facility needs of the breakbulk
carriers and tug and barge companies were considered.

Breakbulk Carriers

The breakbulk carriers are smaller vessels of less than 500 tons ranging in
length from 170 to 200 feet. There are three carriers engaged primarily in
Alaskan trade. They generally deliver fishing-related supplies to Alaska and
return with fish and fish products. Fish is often loaded from floating
processors in Alaska. As a result, cargo is stowed by hand or on pallets in the
vessel hoids and loading and unloading is labor intensive. The cost of union
labor for such operations is considered to be prohibitive.  Traditionally, salt
water terminals in Elliott Bay are within the jurisdiction of the International
Longshore Workers Union (ILWU). The major breakbulk carriers have located

on the Lake Washington Ship Canal where they employ non-union crews. There
are -three such carriers on the Canal; -

Western Pioneer 10 vessels
Sunmar 2
Coastol Traonsportation 5

17 vessels

Western Pioneer is located on the north shore of the canal just east of the
locks. They own their site and have 400 feet of dock face and the ability to
dock eight vessels at one time (four boats side-by-side). Coastal Transport is
purchasing the Champion Mill property east of Fisherman’s Terminal on the
north shore of the canal. They will have adequate moorage initially with the
potential to expand. Sunmar leases its site from Washington Fish and Oyster
and is located just east of the Coastal site. Recent property sales along the Ship
Canal indicate prevailing values of approximately $4.00 per square foot for water
areas and $8.00 per square foot for land areas.
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The carriers require significant staging area and covered warehouse space. The
Coastal site includes 15 acres and about 140,000 square feet of buildings.
Coastal will demolish half of that and use 20,000 to 30,000 square feet of the
remainder. Storage is generally short-term only, with the cargo offloaded,
staged as necessary, and shipped by truck or rail.

As described earlier, the carriers typically offload fish products into vans at
their own terminals. They will offload at cold storage facilities (such as
Bellingham Cold Storage) if the customer so desires.

All carriers have experienced increases in volume as the Washington-based
fishing fleet has grown.

Tug and Barge Operations .

Tug and barge operations are also active in providing service to Alaska,
particularly ports with shallow harbors. Barges are loaded and discharged at
barge loading facilities at several Port-owned terminals. The major ongoing
need is for -moorage space for the idle tugs and barges.

Tugboats in Elliott Bay may be engaged in one of two activities, each of which
suggest different moorage requirements. Harbor tugs assist other vessels in
docking and maneuvering within the harbor. These tugs are on call ‘within the
harbor area around the clock and moor for short periods between operations.
The barge tugs are involved in towing barges and may moor for several days
between assignments. In the first instance, the crew remains on board, while in
the latter case they return home until their next assignment.

Foss Tug operates its harbor tugs out of Pier 91. They rent 230 lineal feet of
pier and moor tugs along a 124-foot barge which they have moored. The harbor
tugs are generally 100 feet in length. It is not uncommon to moor six tugs at a
time (when the locks are closed, and they relocate tugs from their terminal on

the canal). Provisioning and minor repairs are completed at Pier 91. Foss alsd-

operates barge tugs with regular service to Alaska and local services within
Puget Sound and Alaskan waters. Idle barges are moored at dolphins on Port-
leased land at Kellogg Island on the Duwamish and on State tidelands in Tacoma.
Approximately thirty-five 100-foot by 400-foot barges can be moored at Tacoma
and six small barges at Kellogg Island. Virtually all of this moorage is required
in the winter when services ‘o Alaska are curtailed. Foss expects. that its lease
in Tacoma will not be renewed in 1992. Alternative locations for barge mocrage
will be necessary at that time. Foss does lease moorage to other operators on
occasion. Rents are approximately $800 per month for a 100-foot by 400-foot
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barge. This compares to a Port of Seattle tariff rate of 775 for working
barges or $3%0 for an idle barge. Negotiated rates for long-term moorage might

be as low as $200 per day.

Crowley operates harbor tugs and barge tugs out of Seattle. They operate eight
to ten harbor tugs regularly with as many as 12 to 14 tugs during peak periods.
Tugs range in size from 65 feet to 135 feet, with an average size of 100 feet.
Harbor tugs are moored at Pier 17. Crowley may moor tugs six deep along the
800-foot dock face. Including barge tugs, Crowley has as many as 60 tugs
operating out of Seatile. All outfitting and repair activities (except engine
removal) are done at Pier 17. Crowley uses Terminal 105 for barge moorage
(up to nine 100-foot by 400-foot barges three deep along the 1,400-foct dock)
and major tug or barge repairs. Three acres of uplands are available at this
site. Moorage for at least two barges is always required. Moorage for ten
barges is often required. Pgtroleum barges require a security watch while they

are moored.

Knapton operates barge tugs out of Seattle. FEighty percent of their activity is
contract transportation services to Alaska. DBarges are loaded at Pier 16 and
other sites on the Duwamish. Barges are moored at dolphins at Terminal 18,
and tugs are moored at Knaptor’s hume terminal on the north end of Pier 46,
The Pier 46 facility includes a 600-foot dock face with 50-foot apron, 1,500
square feet of office space and a 13,000 square foot warehouse - and shop.
There are seldom more than two tugs moored even during the winter. Light
mechanical work as well as provisioning is conducted at the terminal. Parking
for 20 cars is generally required (for crews at sea and terminal staff).

Western Towboat operates harbor tugs as well as a twice weekly barge service
to Alaska. Two of these tugs are operating within the harbor most of the time
with four or five tugs operating the Alaska service. The tugs range in size
from 65 feet to 117 feet. They have their own terminal in the Ship Canal as
well as leased moorage at the Harbor Island Marina. They have adequate
moorage for their tugs, but moorage for idle barges is always at a premium.
They moor barges at their site on the Ship Canal, at mooring dolphins in West
Seattle, and at various private facilities. They occasionally rent moorage. for
barges owned by others at $100 per day. .

The effective rental rate for tug moorage is difficult to estimate because the
pier facilities are used for a variety of activities and the number of tugs
moored varies significantly. If the entire pier rental is attributed to the

maximum number of vessels moored, the indicated rate is $400 to 3$60C per tug

per month.
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Facility Requirements

Terminal facilities for breakbulk carriers will continue to be located along the
Ship Canal because of the meed to use non-union tabor. Barge loading facilities
are appropriate for the facilities on Harbor lIsland and the Duwamish where
adequate marshalling areas and rail access are available. The remaining facility
needs are for tug moorage and barge moorage. The facility requirements for
tugs can be summarized a< follows:

. Pier Reguirements 100 feet par tug with potential to
coubls wp

| Truck Aczoss for fual trucks and supply vessels

| weother Protestion | | Calm woters desiroble for harbor tugs

! with ¢rows on standby status. Idle
torge tugs requira loss protection.

Security 1limi% public occess to pier apron

Shere Power for stoadby tugs ‘
. Porkiag 20 stolls for pier gccommodating & tugs

Gffite Spote tepeads on whether officoe staff on site

WarehousefStorog

up to 5,080 sgquure feel
a i

The facility requirements for barges can be summarized as follows:

Pisr Roguir

not pecersory, dolphins ore odequote

. Woter Arsa 1 gcre par borge for largast borges
! {1309 % 400')

Truck Access ot necessary
| Waother Protection desiroble Hut not necessary

Security gsecurity watch required for loaded
patroloeun bargos

Suitability of Pier 66

Moorage spac: for tugs and barges is al a premium on the waterfront,
particularly ia ‘n: winter when barge operations to Alaska are curtailed,

Operators are willing to consider any and all potential sites. Pier 66 is
considered 10 be s suitable site for both tugs and barges. The only potential
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rconcerus are related to weather protection and security. While weather
protection is mot a major concern for idle tugs or barges, it is a concern for
Foss who maintains harbor tugs oan standby status with crews on board.
Security is required for petroleum barges and public access must be limited for
all other activities. Barge moorage does consume lurge water areas and
provides little visual interest to the public.
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V1. Demand for Marine Research Uses

Overview of Activity

There are a variety of marine research programs conducted out of the Seattle
area. The major pregrams are affiliated with the University of Washington or
the National QOceanographic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA).

NCAA conducts scientific research from its Maritime Center at Lake Union. It
operates nine vessels ranging in size from 50 feet to 300 feet. The Maritime
Center consists of two piers (which can accommodate all nine vessels during the
month of the year when all vessels are in port) and an upland area
accommodaling shops, warehouse space, and parking. Ships at the center are
loaded, unloaded, and undergo minor repairs. NOAA recently renewed its lease
at Lake Union for another 20 years. Its needs at the central waterfront are
limited to moorage for vessels whea the locks are closed, or when a ship is
undergoing sea trials. X
The Naticnal Marine Fisheries Service is a division of NOAA. NMFS operates
several smaller boats. There may be periodic needs for transient moorage or a
permanent facility for a marine mammal rescue station.

The School of Oceanography at the University of Washington operates several
research programs. It has one 253-fool research vessel as well as three to five
smaller boats, While there are no permanent facilities required at this time,
there may be occasions when temporary moorage is required.

The Fishery Research lastitute (FRI) and Applied Physics Lab (APL) have a!. -
expressed interest in space on the central waterfront. Both require access to
salt water for research related to fisheries and measuring systems for sea
conditions.
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Facility Requirements

The facility reguirements can be summarized as temporary moorage and
research space.

Pier muorage spuce for vessels up to 300 feet
Truck Access for smaller trucks/vons
Apron Areo adsquate width for trucks, small crane

or davit for loading/unlooding

Othor Focilities
FRI Cold Room: 7' x 12
Culturing Room: 20 x 20
Lorvol Rearing Room: 20" x 40°
APL 1,000 square fest

10° x 16’ aond 3° x 7' holes in pier

providing occess to galt water
79 e, e

Suitability of Pier 66

The research vessels requiring moorage are generally 100 feet or less in length.
They will require protection from wind and waves if they are moored for any
extensive period.  Vessel service requirements are similar to those for other
uses considered and could be casily accommodated.  The research facility
requirements are modest but would be feasible as part of a larger complex at
the site.
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VI Demand for Coast Guard and Navy Facilities

Overview of Activities

Both the Coast Guard and the Navy operate vessels and programs in the Puget
Sound area. Each has used Port facilities in the past.

The Coast Guard operates a Suppori Center at Pier 36 (including Pier 35 and
portions of Pier 37) in Eiliott Bay. The center serves as homeport for two ice
breakers and two cutters. With the surplussing of the Coast Guard site on the
Ship Canal, several buoy tenders will be transferred to the center. The center
also provides administrative office space, warehouse and support space, ciew
quarters and recreation facilities, training, and classroom space. The Coast
Guard updated their master. plan for the center in 1987 and many identified
projects are underway. The plan calls for consclidating operations at the site,
The Coast Guard has acquired additional property at the site and no further
expansion is anticipated based on needs in the next ter years. .

The Navy leases 100 lineal feet of dock space from the Port at Terminal 91.
In addition, Navy ships dock at Pier 66 on occasion. Long-term Mavy needs are
dependent upon progress on the homeport in Everett. The Navy is currently
studying the impact of closing the Naval Air Station at Sand Point and
consolidating its activities in Everett. Peripheral facilities on Elliott Bay may be
affected by those decisions. :

The Naval Reserve Center on Lake Union is considering alternate locations.
While they are content with the facility there, the City of Seattle has discussed
their relocation in order to consolidate park sites on Lake Union. The Reserve
is willing to relocate if the City provides comparable facilities to what they
currently occupy and pay all relocation costs. Generally, the reserve facilities
are limited 1o classroom and assembly space, although they could move their 300-
foot frigates to the Seattle area if salt water moorage were available. The

City considered Pier 69 as a site and concluicd it was adequate but perhaps-

would be more expensive than other sites. Planning for the South Lake Unjon
park is proceeding slowly, and the City has not pursued relocation aggressively.
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Facility Requirements

Other than transient moorage f
for the Naval Reserve Center.

or Mavy vessels, the only facility requirement is
Their requirements would be:

1,000 lineol fest
% gcres

35,000 square faot Tor classrooms,
office, ond shop zpoce

8,000 squore feot

2060 stolls

occessible, visible, secure

. Pier
| Site Areo
! Building Arec

Assembly Areo
Parking
other Requirements

Suitability of Pier 66
able for both the Naval Reserve complex as well as the

Pier 66 would be suit
f the Coast Guard or Navy.

transient moorage nceds 0
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Vill. Harbor biice

Overview of Activity

Prior to 1976, the Seaitle Police Department Harbor Patrol had responsibility for
law enforcement in Elliott Bay. [a that year, the City County transferred that
responsibility to the Fire Department. However, the Fire Department’s budget
was not increased to allow it to aggressively fulfill that responsibility. With
increased boating activity in Elliowt Bay, there is increased interest in funding the
Harbor Patrol to resume its responsibility there. The Harbor Patrol is
conducting a study of the needs ard resource requirements for that service and
the City Council will consider such action as part of its budget decisions for
1690.

‘The Harbor Patrol currently operates out of its headquarters near Gasworks
Park at North Lake Upion. It has moorage facilities, its office, and a storage
facility. It also uses moorage at Shilshole Bay. That moorage is provided by
the Poit at $1.00 per year in return for the Seattie Police providing security and
law enforcement there.

If the Harbor Patrel were to return to Elliolt Bay, it would require a facility
there. The facility could be an independent Harbor Patrol facility or developed

in conjunction with a downtown subslation. The Harbor Patrol could pay’

market-based rates or arrange inland services as it provides at Shilshole.

Facility Requirements

An independent Harbor Patrol facility would include moorage and support
facilities. It would not need io duplicate Lake Union facilities for major storage
and secured moorage (for imgouaded vessels). The requirements can be

summarized as: .
| Mooroge one 40° protacted slip (plus second 40! }f
slip or tie-up on non-dedicated besis). 13
| Building Area 15* x 15* offico orev

315* x 30* locker roocn grea
20° x 15° storage boy {optionol)

. Perking 4 stolls
. Security
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Suitability of Pier 66

Pier 66 would be a very desirable location for an Elliott Bay Harbor facility.
Moorage couid be provided in the proposed small boat basin south of Pier 66, and

T F

the support buildings could be provided anywhere at Pier 60.
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IX. Ship Repair Demand

Overview of Industry

Ship repair activities can range from minor gear work which can occur at
dockside to major medifications requiring drydocking. The major drydock
facilities in the Deattle area are summarized in Table VI-1

Table IX-1
Seattle Drydock and Lift Facilities
{Largest)
pimensions
Lifeing
Length | Width Capacity
Compony Ronk {ft) (fr) (LT)
To-id to. 1 50y 118 v
Unimor {Loke Union) No. © 550 81
Unimor {Dwwwamish) 389 83
. Uninor {Syncrolift) 400 105
f.oke Union DrygockH Ho. B 340 77 .
Foss ¥o. 2 240 48 i
? Marco to. 3 235 % 54 1

Source: Roid Middleton

yards, such as Marco, require site areas of six to eight acres.
There are smaller shipbuilding ang ship repair facifities in the area. Unior, bay
Shipyard can build or repair vessels up to 130 feet in length on a site of 2-1/2
acres. The activities common 1o shipyards of all sizes include:

Even the smaller

w  sandblasting

®m spray painting

®  steel fabrication
These activities are generally acknowledged to be appropriate only in industrial
aress.

can be accomplished dockside wherever a vessel is moored.
lude repair or replacement of winches, electronic systems, or
% is done within the vessel,

Minor repairs
Activities might inc
processing equipment. Because much of this wor

Pier 66 (DRAFT) - page 25

——

£ IS LESS CUEAR THAN THIS NOTICE

IT IS DUE TO THE QUALITY OF THE DOCUMENT.

IF THE DOCUMENT IN THIS F

NOTICE:




noise impacts are minimized. Elimination of sandblasting or spray painting
reduces impacts on edjacent properties.

The larger shipyards in the Sea
operation in some instances
involved in fish vessel constru

construction or  conversion may slow down as the
Overcapitalization, periodic mainterance and repair
cycles for larger factory trawiers call

8100,600 during their returns to port every yvear or cighteen months, More major
work might occur every five years at g cost of approximately 3} miilion,

Even
the latter activities could be accomplished dockside as was under
Golden Alaska at Pier €6.

ttle area have suffered econ
in recent years. However,
clicn or conversion have been

omically and ceased
the smaller Yards
active.  While new
fleet  approaches
will continue. The repair
for repairs amounting to approximately

Arciic Alaska undericok much of jig OWR conversion activities at
Crowley operates its own repair facilities at Terminal 105,

Pier 28,
can be completed by contractors at the regular moorage location

However, repairs

Facility Réquiremenzs

While the Pier 66 site is adequate in size to accommodate a medium  size
shipyard (approximately six acres), such a

ctivities are incompatible with existing
activities in the area, However, minor repair at dockside is a suitable use.
Facility requirements can be sumrmarized as:

- - - . e —
. Pior adoquatn lenghh for vessols under repair m
L Apron 50 foot 5
' Load Capacity 230 In/square foot T
| Equipront

€rones, genaratoe

apron aren alequate
5,000 squore feout accosgible b
sSupnl trailors

| Open Work Arpa
| Covered Storage
Yehicle Access

¥ feorklift

Suitability of Pier 66

The suitability of Pier
suitability for |

66 for minor ship repair
arge vessel moorage. As described in the
section, Pier 65 js suitable although pe

is related directly to its

fishing vessel moorage
rhaps no: as desirable as Terminal 91.
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¥. Maritime Educational Demand

Overview of Activity

Educational activity can stimulate appreciation of maritirme interests in this area
as well as provide an attraction for resdents and visitors.  Educational
programs and facilities can focus on the past ot the present and future. Two
programs are active in the Seattle area and seeking permanent facilities. The
Maritime Center is proposed as a conlemporary maritime museum and Northwest
Seaport is a maritime historical center.

The Maritime Center has been proposed by Waterfront Awareness, a non-profit
corporation building public understanding and affection for the urban waterfront.
Waterfront Awareness has recently prepared 2 draft report Program Plan for the
Maritime Center, a Conlemporary Maritime Museumn for Seattle.  That report
identifies a mission and objectives, architectural program, business plan, and
action steps. The goal of the Maritime Center is “to stimulate broad-based
public understanding of how maritime activities shape the character of the Puget
Sound community and molid its destiny to global affairs." The eight objectives
of the Center are to provide: cultural enhancement, a waterfront destination
attraction, a maritime communily ceater, educational enrichment, visitor
information and orientation, a civic issues forum, youth services, and training
and public asgency information. The facility would feature a "great maritime
hall,® galieries, bookstore, cafe, library, auditorium, and access to vessel
aclivities on the pier. It would also offer spaces for related programs such as
research labs apd a Marine Exchange, The center would feature an active tour
program including: visiting ships, historical ships, active vessels, historic sites,
and active industrial activities. The Center seeks a pier and building shell to
house its activities. It would pay a remt tied lo its operating receipts. The
percentage share is proposed at 10% inmitially but could be adjusted over time.
Pier 66 is one of three sites considered for the center {the others being Piers
62/63 and Pier 69).

Northwest Seaport is a non-profit corporation proposing to develop a maritime
heritage center. Northwest Seaport already owns four vessels:  the schooner
Wawena, the tug Arthur Foss, the fireboat Relief, and the ferry San Mateo.
The first three are moored at the south end of Lake Union where Northwest
Seapori is conducting restoration activities. The Seaport seecks a permanent
center where it could restore and display its vessels, It cruld serve as a visitor
attraction with on-boerd interpretive exhibits, visitor tours, and special events,
The Seaport is envisicned as being a part of a larger center which would
include the existing Center for Wooden Boats, a taunch site for water sport
craft, and complementary commercial facilities. South Lake Union is the

Pier 66 (DRAFT) - page 27

TO THE QUALITY OF THE DOCUMENT.

IF THE {)QCUMENT IN THIS FRAME IS LESS CUEAR THAN THIS NOTICE

IT IS DU

NOTICE:



preferred site for the Seaport because of its compatibility with the Center for
Wooden Boats and

the need for protected waters. The central waterfront is
considered to be a harsh environment for the f{ragile historic vessels, The
Seaport would require 450 feet of pier, and two acres of upland featuring a
shipyard (for restoration activities) and up to 5,000 square feet of buildings for
classrooms, a library, and office space. The Seaport is working with the City
of Seattle as an EIS is prepared for a South Lake Union park. Once a site for
the center is secured, they can undertake the fund-raising necessary to finance
programs. Even if the center is located at Lake Union, Seaport vessels could

participate in special events at a facility like the Maritime Center if it were
located at Pier 66.

Facility Requirernent
The Maritime Center seeks 2 site on the central waterfront because of:

its presence in 2 busy international harbor, i
its historic position as birthplace of the city,
its current vessel moorage activities; and

its proximity to employment centers and
attractions in downtown Seattle,

existing visitor

The space requirements are as follows:

~taem g

| Exnibit Areas

7
17,100 sf
Other Public Use 8,700
| Support Speces 8,600

Lo
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Overall facility requirements can be summarized as:

. Pier moorage for visiting vessels ond exhibits §
i Apron adequate arso for vessel support activities I3
[ Building Area 35,400 square feet ;

Parking necessary within wolking distance 12

Compotible Uses ony octive moritime usos

= Ty

Suitability of Pier 66

Pier 66 has been identified by Waterfront Awareness as a suitable site for the
maritime center. The suitability would be enhanced by other maritime uses such
as fishing vessel and tug moorage, ship repair, and fish processing. The Port
would have to evaluate the adequacy of the proposed rental payment. Based on
the Center’s business plan, the Cenier would pay 10% of operating receipts as
rent. This formula would provide $40,000 in rent the first year, equivalent to
$1.14 per square foot. This is well below prevailing market rents or the levels
necessary for the Port to recover its developinent costs.
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X1. Passenger Ferry Service Demand

Overview of Activity

A study is underway of the f-.-iviliy of developing various passenger ferry
service routes to supplement thc -~ ing Washington State ferry service. Routes
considered include:

B A north route from Snohomish County to downtown Seattle.
® A south route from Pierce County/South King County.

® Routes from communities on the east side of Lake Washington.

While the specific routes and their potential ridership have not been finalized at
this time, there is likely to be the need for a waterport on the central
waterfront o serve as the terminus for the porth and south routes.

A

Facility Requirements

The requiremenis for a typical waterport (such as the central waterfront)
include: .

®  Mixed-use site, high density activity center.
®  Pier for two 80-fcot vessels (250 passenger) and 3 to 4
smaller vessels (50 passenger).

#  Facility for weather-protected boarding space (200 to 1,000
people} with restrooms.

m  Passenger arop-off and short-term parking (30 cars). .

Vessel maintenance would probably occur at one of the suburban water ports.
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Suitability of Pier 66

Pier 66 has been evaluated as a possible site for the central waterfront
waterport (along with Piers 48, 52, and 57). The site is deemed to fit the
program well. The only constraints are the pier’s relative distance from the
Central Business District and possible conflicts with cther future activities. The
feasibility study of the service idemtifies all four sites as suitable and will not
offer a recommendation for a preferred location. No rental payments havje been
proposed at this time.
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Xll. Vessel Supply and Service Demand

Overview of Activities

Vessel supply and service activities include equipment supply, provisioning and
repair services. While the services are performed at dockside as described
elsewhere, the businesses themselves require a facility for their offices and
warehouse functions. At pressnt, such businesses are concentrated in Ballard
and along the Ship Canal as well as South Seattle near Port industrial areas.
These locations are logical in that they are close to activity centers such as
Fisherman’s Terminal and various cargo terminals. Marine supply firms are an
example of one of the larger businesses in this category.

Obert Supply operates a marine supply business at Second and Spokane Street.
It serves primarily commercial accounts. There is virtually no walk-in trade.
Supplies such as anchors, chains, cordage, floats, and shackles are all
transported by truck lo locations such as Fisherman’s Terminal. The distance
from their site to Fisherman’s Terminal is not considered a problem. They
receive their materials by trailer truck and deliver by flatbed truck.

Seattle Marine and Fishing Supply is located on Commodore Way near

Fisherman’s Terminal. Is was located at Pier 59 before they moved to .

accommodate the development of the Seattle Aquarium. They supply commercial
fishing vessels. In retrospect, they were pleased that they moved.  Their
customers did not require a waterfront location. The biggest problem with their
operation at Pier 59 was the difficulty in accommodating the trailer trucks
delivering their equipment and supplies.

Fisherie’s Supply was also located on the central waterfront, They moved from
Pier 55 to north Lake Union when the pier was renovated. They considered
moving back but determined that it would not be economically justified.
Fisheries Supply differs from the firms mentioned above in that their primary,

market is recreational boaters. Their current location near Lake Union is ideal

for that market. They are considering a small retail outlet in downtown Seattle
o serve office workers. A location on Third or Fourth Avenue would be
preferable to the central waterfront. Their previous experience indicated that
the visitors attracted to the central waterfront were more likely to buy
souvenirs like T-shirts than marine accessories.
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Facility Requirements

A marine supply operation like Obert Supply would require the following:

Pier none requiraed

Site Aroa . 2 ocres
Building up to 50,000 squore foot warehouse

Equipment Required crones
Fruck Access semis with trailers

Suitability of Pier 66

Pier 66 is considered to be a poor location for such operations. In addition to
the poor truck access, the site is perceived as likely to be “too expensive."
While the site might be considered more desirable if a variety of maritime
activities were concentrated there the expense issue would still discourage such
uses at the site. .
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¥1ll. Recreational Boat Sales Demand

Overview of Activity

Recreational boat sales are an important retail activity in this area. Sales of
new and used boats statewide totalled $196 million in 1988, up 30 percent over
the previous year. Recreational boat dealers in the Seattle area are concentrated
on the shore of Lake Union. Existing sites on the lake are occupied. While ¢
some new opportunitics may be available as properties along the lake are
redeveloped, there appears to be pressure 1o support boat sale outlets at other
locations. Representatives of the Northwest Marine Trade Association (NMTA)
have indicated that the central waterfront would be a logical site for retail
sales.

The NMTA is an organization of maritime businesses engaged in the sales,
service, distribution, and manufacture of boats, engines, and accessories, or
allied businesses. The purpose of the organization is to sponsor and produce
boat shows; to promote the boating industry; and to promote legislation beneficial
to the boating public. NMTA sponsors two boat shows in Seattle: the Seattle
International Boat Show held in the Kingdome in January and the Boats Afloat
Show held at Shilshole Marina in August. The former show has drawn up to
125,000 people over ten days while the latter has drawn up to 18,000 over five
days. The International show has virtually outgrown the Kingdome. NMTA
would like to use a marina facility in the central waterfront to expand its boat
show activities. Their intent would be to "turn the City into a boat show." The
facility could be a part of the existing shows as well as an additional show in
the spring.

|

Facility Requirements

Boat sales or boat shows would take place in a protected marina as already.
proposed for the area south of Pier 66. while the special events could use’ the
entire marina, a sales outlet would require at least 12 slips forty feet or longer
in length. Office space would be required.
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Suitability of Pier 66

The marina considered for the water area south of Pier 66 would be very -
desirable for these activities. Some office space on the pier may be required.
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Xiv. | Retail Fish Sales Demand

Overview of Activity

Fish and seafood products are enjoying increasing popularity. Fresh fish sales
are particularly popular. Pacific Salmon offers fresh fish to the public on Pier
66 on a seasonal basis.as available. Fish markets in the Pike Place Market are
active year round.

Facility Requirements

A retail fish outlet would be relatively small, 2,000 square feet at the largest.
Rusiness would be highly seasonal because of the availability of fresh fish and
the seasonality of visitor activity on the water. Retail sales would probably be
feasible as part of a fish processing operation of a large wholesale operation.

Suitability of Pier 66
Our contacts with retail fish markets in the Pike Place Market indicate that the

central waterfront would be a difficult location for retailers. Generally, the
Pike Place Market offers much steadier year round retail traffic.
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XV. Summary of Potential Demand

The potential demand for facilities at Pier 66 will be a combination of the
demands from a variety of uses. The strongest demand is that for large vessel
moorage. Because such mcorage is scarce, all potential users expressed interest
in Pier 66. Some of those users would be transient, such as the factory
trawlers calling once every 12 to 18 months. Alternatively, tug companies could
use the facility continucusly {with a variety of vessels). While these operators
are satisfied with their current facilities, Pier 66 would be desirable if the Port
sought to relocate them from their current sites. An obvious current need and a
significant future need is for barge moorage.

Cold storape was identified as a possible commercial upland use. Devealopment
of cold storage at the Pier would create further demand for fish processing.
Cold storage is not likely ‘to pay the rent levels necessary for the Port to
recover its investment in the project, however, and there are possible impacts of
truck traffic and odors. The Maritime Center is a very interested and
compatible use for the Pier. It too, would not offer the rents necessary for the
Port to recover cost.

Several of the maritime support supply businesses which indicated that the Pier
is a less than desirable location, might find it acceptable if it were devoted to a
maritime center. However, they o0, will not pay remts necessary for the Port
10 recover its investment.
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l-ist of People interviewed

Fishing Vessel Operators
Ted Smits, North pacific Fishing Vessel Association
Bert Larkin, Formerly Marine Resources
John Schmitke, Arctic Alaska

Tug Boat Operators
Lioyd Reed, Foss Maritime
Pete Campbell, Foss Maritime
Steve Collar, Crowley Maritime
Bruce Reed, Jr., Knapion
Norm Davis, Knapton
Rich Shrewsbury, Western Towboat

Fish Processing
John McCallum, Pacific Salmona
John Schmitke, Arclie Alaska
Barry Collier, Pacific Seafcod Processors Association
George Pigott, Sea Resources Engineering

Cold Storage
Frank Breen, Seafreeze
Mike Roberts, Rainier Ice and Cold Storage
Jack Rosling, City lce

Marine Transportation
Pete Strong, Coastal Transport
Larry Soriano, Western Pioneer

Ship Repair
Tom Dyer, Union Bay Shipyard
Bob McMahon, Marco

Government Vessels
Capt. Michael White, U.5. Naval Reserve
Capt. Michael Dunn, U.S. Coast Guard
Commander Fred Squires, U.S. Coast Guard
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Research Yessels
Mark Her “man, Marine Studies, University of Washington
Capt. John Carpenter, National Oceanographic and Atmospheric
Administration
Linda jones, National Marine Fisheries Service, Marine Mammal
Research Station

Harbor Patrol
Lt Jerry Tayolor, Seattie Police Depariment

Passenger Ferry
Juli Rodwell, Rodwell Research
Vince Vergel de Dios, NBBj Group

Marine Services Supply
Paul Hilborn, Seattle Marine and Fishing Supply
Woody Haislit, Obert Supply
Carl Sutter, Fisheries Supply

Recreational Boating
Grant Griffin, Northwest Marine Trade Association
Patty Lane, Northwest Marine Trade Association

Retail Fish Sales
John McCallum, Pacific Salmon
David Levy, City Fish
, Pure Fish

Other Uses
Blair Pessemeir

Port of Seattle
Jan Kelly
Joe Stunz
Jirn Rice

Real Estate Market Conditions
Richard Hesik, Kidder, Mathews and Segner
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HEHORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

This Memorandum of Understanding is executed this ___ day
of , 1989, by the Washington Department of Natural
Resources (DNR), acting through the Commissioner of Public
Lands, the City of Seattle (City) acting through the Mayor of
Seattle and the President of the City Council, and the Port of
Seattle (Port) acting through the President of the Port

Commission.

WHEREAS, the DNR, the City and the Port, on the 11th day of
September, 1987, executed a general Memorandum of Understanding
stating the intent to work together to establish policies and
objectives for development of the harborfront, and specifically
Lo develop an implementation strategy for a multi-use public

noorage facility between Piers 63 and 66;

WHEREAS, senior staff from each agency have met
periodicall’ since September, 1987 to outline principles of
development for a moorage facility and to identify a funding

strategy; and

WHEREAS, the City and the Port have received consultant
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reports which analyze preliminary design concepts and estimated

costs of a noorage facility; and

WHEREAS, the Port is undertaking further studies and has
developed additional design concepts for the moorage facility;

and

WHEREAS, the City with the help of a pr:ivate consultant has
completed a moorage study which identifies a significant demand
for transient recreational moorage on the Seattle central

waterfront; and

WHEREAS, the City has acquired Piers 62/63 for park, open

space and recreation uses; and

WHEREAS, the DHR and the Port intend to develop a Port
Management Agreement for all property eligible to be included in

such an agreement; and

WHEREAS, the Port Commission is scheduled to consider
during 1989 the future use and possible redevelopment of its

properties on the harborfront; and

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted a Harborfront Public

Improvement Plan on June 13, 1988; and
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WHEREAS, the parties recognize the desirability of locating

a public moorage facility in the area between Piers 63 and 66;

NOW THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:

The parties shall implement the phased development of

a moorage facility which can be in operation by 1994.

The parties shall make equal contributions to a
moorage facility, subject to the terms of this
agreement. Any costs associated with the
rehabilitation of Pier 66, with facilities
incorporated for the accommodation of a one- or two-
berth cruise ship terminal, or with any incremental
increase in costs attributable to constructing a
permanent rather than a floating breakwater, shall be

borne solely by the Port.

The parties shall pursue a shared funding strategy and
develop a realistic timetable for development of the
moorage facility and make a good faith effort to seek
other public and private funding as may be necessary

to complete the project.
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4.

The parties shall design a moorage facility based on

the

(a)

(b)

(c)

(Q)

(e)

following concepts:

a floating or permanent breakwater extending from
either Pier 63 or Pier 66 to protect recreational
and commercial vessels, subject to the provisions

of Section 2:;

noorage capacity of approximately 125 slips with
the potential for a three-phased approach to
developmer.t of moorage slips based on financial

considerations and moorage demand information;

moorage capacity for local, historic and/or
visiting vessels (e.g. research, naval, historic,

recreational and commercial);
public access to the water along the breakwater
and at Lenora Street if cost, security and

management considerations permit; and

consideration of future maintenance costs.

The parties shall establish a City/Port/DNR design

review process.
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10.

The parties shall recognize that cost estimates based
on the design concept, as set forth in Attachment 3,
may change as the result of nodifications to the
design, and must ke refined through the design

process.

The parties shall develop a written agreement on the
final de.ign, final cost estimate and financial
contributions of the parties which has the approval of

all parties.

The parties shall recognize tvhe Port is responsible
for the design, construction, operation and

maintenance of the moorage facility.

The parties shall recognize the Port, as manager for
the moorage facility, may contract with outside
entities for this function by mutual agreement with

the cCity.

The parties agree that prevailing market rates for
transient moorage shall be charged and that revenues
shall be applied to support administration and ongoing

maintenance of this central waterfront noorage
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facility which is the responsibility of the Port. Any
excess revenues will be diracted to a major
maintenance fund for the breakwater, moorage floats,

and public access elenments.

11. The parties agree that if revenues are not adequate to
fund ﬁajor raintenance, the City and the Port will
share costs based on a formula to be determined in the
design process and to be approved by the Port

Conmmissioners and the City Council.

Patricia Davis, President Brian Boyle, Commissioner

Port of Seattle Commission ¥lashington State Public Lands

Charles Royer, Mayor

City of Seattle

071585.11101
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Attactment A

ESTIMATED RESOURCES FOR HOORAGE *

Phase T . Breskwster (1988 - 1990)

05788 Dy spplication for Ref. 215 $ 750,000
59/88 Harborfront Levy {(City) 1,200,000
07739 City or Port appllcation for Ref. 215 150,000
1990 Port contributlion ! 750,000

PHASE I TOTAL $ 2,850,000

Phase II - Hoorate Floats/Public Access
(1990 - 1992)

05/90 DHR application for Bef. 215/Aquatic
Land Enhancement Fund $ 150,000
01/%0 Port or City spplication for Ref. Zi5 150,000
Port Contribution 750,000
1991 ¢ity Contfibution (other) ) 500,000
PHASE I1I TOTAL $ 2,150,000
TOTAL $ 5,000,000

* - .presents the commitment of resources agreed to by each
..gency bhased on a cost estimate completed in 1988. The
schedule for construction and appropriation of resources
by each agency will be updated in the next phase of planning
for the moorage facility which will be initiated after the
signing of the Memorandum of Understanding.
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ORDIHANCE

AN ORDIHNANCE relating to the central waterf ont, authorizing
the Mayor to execute an agreement wits/the port of

Seattle providing for an expedited reyiew of a certain
ctreet vacation petition by the port/for a portion of

Alaskan Way, delivering a quit claip deed for any city
interest in said area 1if the petition is granted,
establishing that future street vdcations, if any, which
may be granted to the Port will require only paywent of
administrative costs and accepting $2.8 million and other
consideration from the Port therefor.

BE 1T ORDAIMNED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLIOWS:

Section 1. As requested by/the Mayor in the attachments
hereto, the Mayor is hereby duthorized to execute an
rgreement, substantially in the form attached as Exhibit "A"
hereto, with the bort o(fScnttle (hereinafter the "Port"),

providing for the City/agreeing to undertake an expedited

review of a street mﬁcation petition to be submitted by the

Port concerning a/portion of the Alaskan Way right-of-way
between Pine Strgbt and Bell street (and within the former
gurlington Nortﬁern Railroad franchise area) and, if granted,
to execute anﬁfdeliver a quit claim deed to the port for the
City's interést, if any, to the underlying fee of the vacated
area; estaﬁ&ishing that any future street vacations
petition%{ if granted, to the Port within certain designated
areas of!the city, including the aforementioned Alaskan Way
petition, would require a payment for administrative costs
only and would not require a payment based upon the fair
market value of the area vacated; and authorizing acceptance
of two million eight hundred thousand dollars ($2,800,000.00)
and other valuable consideration from the Port, all as more
particularly described and identified in Exhibit A.

Section 2. Any act consistent with the authority and
prior to the effective date of this ordinance is hereby

ratified and confirmed.
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HEHORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

This Memorandun of Understanding is executed this _ day
of , 1989, by the Washington Depuctment of Natural
Resources (DHR), acting through the Conmissioner of Public
Lands, the City of Seattle (City) acting through the Mayor of
Seattle and the President of the City Council, and the Port of

Seattle (Port) acting through the President of the Port

Connission.

WHEREAS, the DHR, the City and the Port, on the 1ith day of
September, 1987, executed a general Memorandunm of Understanding
stating the intent to work together to establish policies and
objectives for development of the harborfront, and specifically
to develop an implementation strategy for a multi-use public

meorage facility between Piers 63 and 66;

WHEREAS, senior staff from each agency have met
periodically since September, 1987 %o outline principles of
development fur a moorage facility and to identify a funding

strategy: and

WHEREAS, Che City and the Port have received ccrsultant

EXHIBIT 3
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reports which analyze preliminary design concepts and estimated

costs of a moorage facility:; and

WHEREAS, the Port is undertaking further studies and has
developed additional design concepts for the moorage facility;

and

WHEREAS, the City with the help of a private consultant has
conpleted a moorage study which identifies a significant demand
for transient recreational moorage on the Seattle central

waterfront; and

WHEREAS, the City has acquired Piers 62/63 for park, open

space and recreation uses; and

WHEREAS, the DNR and the Port intend to develop a Port

Management Agreement for all property eligible to be included in

such an agreement; and

WHEREAS, the Port Commission is scheduled to consider
during 1989 the future use and possible redevelopment of its

properties on the havrborfront; and

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted a Harborfront Public

Improvement Plan on June 13, 1988; and
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WHEREAS, the parties recognize the desirability of locating

a public moorage facility in the area between Piers 63 and 66;

NOW THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:

The parties shall implement the phased development of

a moorage facility which can be in operation by 1994.

The parties shall make equal contributions to a
moorage facility, subject to the terms of this
agreement. Any costs associated with the
rehabilitation of Pier 66, with facilities
incorporated for the accommodation of a one- or two-
berth cruise ship terminal, or with any incremental
increase in costs attributable to constructing a
permanent rather than a floating breakwater, shall be

borne solely by the Port.

The parties shall purxsue a shared funding strategy and
develop a realistic timetable for development of the
moorage facility and make a good faith effort to seek
other public and private funding as may be necessary

to complete the project.
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The parties shall design a moorage facility based on

the

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

following concepts:

a floating or permanent breakwater extending from
either Pier 63 or Pier 66 to protect recreational
and commercial vessels, subject to the provisions

of Section 2;

moorage capacity of approximately 125 slips with
the potential for a three-phased approach to
development of moorage slips based on financial

considerations and moorage demand information;

moorage capacity for local, historic and/or
visiting vessels (e.g. research, naval, historic,

recreational and commercial):
public access to the water along the breakwater
and at Lenora Street if cost, security and

management considerations permit; and

consideration of future maintenance costs.

The parties shall establish a City/Port/DNR design

review process.
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10.

The parties shall recognize that cost estimates based
on the design concept, as set forth in Attachment a,
may change as the result of modifications to the
design, and must be refined through the design

process.

The parties shall develop a written agreement on the
final design, final cost estimate and financial
contributions of the parties which has the approval of

all parties.

The parties shall recognize the Port is responsible
for the design, construction, operation and

maintenance of the moorage facility.

The parties shall recognize the Port, as manager for
the moorage facility, may contract with outside
entities for this function by mutual agreement with

the City.

The parties agree that prevailing market rates for
transient moorage shall be charged and that revenues
shall be applied to support administration and ongoing

maintenance of this central waterfront moorage
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facility which is the responsibility of the Port. Any
excess revenues will be directed to a major
maintenance fund for the breakwater, moorage floats,

and public access elements.

11. The parties agree that if revenues are not adequate to
fund major maintenance, the City and the Port will
share costs based on a formula to be determined in the
design process and to be approved by the Port

Commissioners and the City Council.

Patricia Davis, President Brian Boyle, Commissioner

Port of Seattle Commission Washington State Public Lands

Charles Royer, Mayor

City of Seattle

071585.1M101
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INTRCOUCTION

Mayor Royer's Reccmmended Harborfront Public Improvement
Plan places a high premium on encouraging new econcmic uses
{especially water-dependent uses where feasible) for the
piers along the cencral wateriront. In order to further

these goazls, the

Depariment of Coamuwnity Levelopwent

initiated this study with the primary gurpose of assessing
the feasibility ard cost of providing transient moorage at
selected sites alorg the Harborfront frem Pier 48 to the
entrance of Myrtls Edwards Park. ‘

Previous studies

have examined the potential uses of the

Harborfront for commercial vessels which in some ciroume
stances have significant viability for this area. (L This
is especially true for commercial vessals such as: ferries,
tour and cruise ships, visiting vessels ard other miscella
heous working beats. Commercial vesssls ara currently being
provided for by private operateors at several of the piers in
the Harborfront {e.g, Piers 48, S2, 53, 38, 57, 66, 69 and
70). the alternatives preszated herein are compatible with
continued moorage by cormercial vessels,

This study concentrates upon transient moorage for recre-

!

L vessels.

angie
ShOrt termm moorage laski
a few hours up to as man

< Vg i
Transient soorzge is gengrally defined as
n frem as a short a time period as
7 &5 thres days.

Five gites are evaluated for akiitional tramsient
recreational mcorage, namely:

O the water

=70

space betwesn Plers 48 and 52

o the Pier 64/55 area in canjunction with a proposed

cruise ship
0 the north

0 the water
tle Ediards

temninal at Pier 66
side of the rdgewster Hotel

pace frar Pier 70 to the encrance of Myr=
X

-

1) Supply ard Demand Analysis and Needs Assesswent for Com-

mercial Vessel doorase Throuahout the Seattle Harbor, TAMS

Consultants parfo

rrad for the Yort of Seattle, 1985

2) An Asseszment of the Future Meeds of Yater Uecendent

Users in Seattle,
Lard Use, 1984

Seattle Department of Construction And

iy
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These sizzs were ch
within the Zarko

se they are the larger sites
2 gither in public control or
adjacent 0 a street-snd ience, they are the patyral arsas
to censider for additional sublicly owned transient recre-
atioral wmocrage, 2ier 71, thougn privately controiled, was
also ircluded because it afZsrds a substantial open water
Space with no a2djacent structutes and is close to Myrtle
Edwards Park at the north end of the Harzorfront,

Y

Each of these areas will be evaluated in this report ard
compared separately and in carbination with other sites, The
report wiil procesd as follows:

O Assesswrent of the potentizl demand for transient
MOGIRES

o Presentaticn of basel

yoan

"2 cencepes for moorage

© Presentation of altermative wuorage concepts within
each subatea

0 Comparison of potential moorage sitas

© Evaluation of alternavive methods for managing
aoorage

o Preliminary financial feasibilivy assessrent

0 Bummary of pertinent study resalts and conclusions

S

’
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POTENTIAL DEMAND FOR TRANSIENT MOORRGE

In detennining the ultimate concepts for thase areas, closer
scrutiny must be placed upon the type of demand that is
likely o cocur. At this time, the general assumption has
been made that there is a latent demand for transient moor-
age facilities, However, the type of wcorage provided, the
veration/sdministration procedures of the woorage and, most
importantly, successful maxketing and subsequent return on
investment deperd greatly upon the type of vessels to be
served and their particular requirements,

Transient moozage in the central waterfront could be attrac—
tive 1o several types of users including but not iimited to:

o varicus sizes of rectsational vessels for waterfrent
proximave events (e,g. Seahawks foothall or Mariner
basebzll gawes, maritime celebrations and the like).

o smail- to mediun-sized zecreational vesssls for com-
miters

o large recreationsl veszels from out of town (e.g.
Victoria or Vancouver 3.C.)

o szalle o medium-sized recreational vessels which
constitute 4 portion of the sizable visiting transient
boater pogularion operating thrcughout Puget Sound

providersg of transient moorage in
! that there dees indesd apgeal to be
2 latent darard for recreationsl transient mcorage in the
Seattle Harkorfront, Many ina opevators wentioned that
their custarers weald fimd secure, raasonably priced moorage
in this area a wery attractive feature.

During the course of the study, the following providers of
transient moorate were interviewed:

O Washingoon
~Port of Friday Hart
~Port Orchar ris
-2ore of Port Towns
~Port of Rirgsion
~Port of Poulsho
~Port of Seattle (Shilshole)
~-Port of Edmnonds
~Port of Rellirghan
~Port of tverett
~Port of Olympia
~Port of Shelton
~Totan Marina (Tacoma)

<)
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f 3an Frarcisco
Oakland
Baltirere
< that Lracsient
fully occupied
weil as during
the winter, It should
2rage in most of the
£ largar trips through-

out Puget hrougn the 3an Juan Is~
lamds),

Withour conducting a rore detailed davard analysis, it does
&agpear that sove level of rraamsieas Toorage provision in the
Seattle Harborfront would be used by local boaters. It also
gppears that this derand could be further stimulated by mar-
xeting aired at changing the boater's habits and providirg
the types of facility attributes that boaters degire (e.g.
secure, reasonably priced, clean, and proximate to the
events found throughout the Central Business Districe), [t
is extremely difficult to pren by quantify how large this
demand for transient recreatic moorage in the Seattle
Harborfront might be bur it dces IPCear Lo be quita signifi-
canit,

—
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BASELINE CONCEPTS

Facility Requiremerts

Focusing on the needs of the bo.
short-term transient moorage (
time) requires fewer services such as electricity and
utilities while longer term transient usage (especially
overnighters) requires electricity

minimm, and may also require other
facilities associated with these var

therefore significantly different, In addition, operation
and administrative functions (e.q,

revenue collection,
security, etc,) are also quite different,

aters, it is clear that
e.g. for a few hours at a

utilities. The cost of
ving types of demands is

Weather and Design Considerations

The climate of the central waterfront ig influenced by the

Cascade Mountain Range on the east and the Olympic Range on
the west. The Cascade range protects the area from the west-
ward drift of cold air in winter; however, occasionally a

southward flow of cold air from Canada will flow west of the

Cascades causing mederately cold weather in the Puget Sound
area,

As recorded by the Natisnal Weather Service, the prevailing
direction of the wind is almost always from the Southwest,
The central waterfront is protected frem longer fetches
which primarily arise frem the southwest by Duwamish Head.
The protection provided by this lard mass is greater in the
southern portion of the study ares; however, the design re-
Quirements for moorage facilities ars not significantly dif-
ferent at either end of the Harborfront to warrant different
desians, Herce, the unit cost of providing mcorage facili-
ties is similar at each location within the Harborfront,

The design of the transient moorage facilities should be un-
dertaken with a design wave of 1 1/2 feet. This means that
the proposed facility should be designed to accommodate a
wave which is 1 1/2 Feet in height, In addition, facilities
should be construict

ed to remain in place year around even if
moorage is concentrated in the May to October season.

‘he design of transient moorage facilities must also be sen-
sitive to the existing facilities in place and existing
usage of the area by other vessels, Each of the existing
piers in the study area hzs open piling. This means that
without additional protection by means of 3 breakwater,

waves off Elliott Bay can come in almost unobstructed to the
moorage areas,
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METEORCLOGICAL DATA

PREVAILING HEAVY
MONTH DIRECTION OF WIND FOG DAYS

January Ssw 5
February SW 4
March SSW 3
April SW 1
May SW 1
June SW 1
July SwW 2
August Sw 3
Septamnber N 7
October S 8
Noverber S 7
December Ssw 6
Year SSW 48

Source: US Ammy Corps of Engineers

In addition, the Washington State ferries and to a lesser
extent the tourships operating in the area also create
surges that will affect mcorage. The design concepts pre-
sented below take into account all of these factors., (1

Other Considerationsg

The design of ard location of potential transient moorage
facilities should also be sensitive to the needs of the
user. It is important to understand features such as:

o proximity to parking facilities,

o proximity to work and leisure events,
© compatibility with existing uses,

o traffic considerations.

We have assumed that hoaters using transient moorage will
have a minimal need for parking., Indeed, if the trip is of
short duration, the transient use could be considered in
lieu of vehicular parking. It is, however, also clear that
boaters will need access to public transportation. This
would be provided by the Waterfront Streetcar and access to
taxis at the streetends.

W

-
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There are several exis
throughout the area, most
Pioneer Square,
southern and northern reta
the rest of the CpD. It is

analysis to rank these attractions,
proximate to all of the attractions
heart of the Harborfront) must be co

Compatibility with existing
ample, there is a concern that a lar

the Aquarium. Similarly, the moorage ax
is used by visiting military and commer

Consequently,
incompatible,

Finally, traffic considerations ar

traffic flow to the Colman
exit from the south at Yesl
at the south end of the Har

Harborfront (especiall

ting and potential attraction zones

notably: the Pike Place Market,

Y the Aquarium ard the
il districts), the Kingdome and
not possible at this stage of
However, moorage that is
(e.g. moorage in the
nsidered optimal.

uses is also important, For ex~

ea north of Pier 70
cial vessels.

proximate moorage to this berth could be

e important. When the
Dock is rerouted to enter and
er Way, this will impact moorage
borfront by impeding pedestrian

access to Pioneer Square. However,
mitigate this problem by providing
management techniques,

All of these considerations are evaluated below in a
to design configurations and cost estimates.

the City and WSDOT can
more efficient traffic

ddition

1) Mr. Arun Bahlaik, a st

ructural engineer licensed in the

' “ P LeY

State of Washington
the primary source £
addition, during the course
reviewed with several other
naval architects.

with considerable maritime expertise, is
or the following design concepts. In

of the study, the concepts were
local structural engineers and
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'
SUBAREA ANALYSES :

As indicated above, the following five subareas are evaly- !
ated in greater detail below:

o The water area between Pier 48 to Pier 52
o Waterfront Park

o The P
cruise s

r 64/65 subarea in conjunction with a proposed
hip temninal at Pier 66

o North side of the Zdgewater Hotsl

The area from Pier 70 north to the entrance of Myrtle i
Ecwards Park

0 THE QUALITY OF THE DOCUMENT.
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The first site for evaluation ig
(owned by the port of Seat:le and
rine Higiway Systam) and Pier 52 (
Washington State Ferry System). This is currently ore of the
larger areas available ge, It is also the location
of the only publicly provided transient moorage in the atea

at the Washington Street Boat Larding {owned ang maintained
by the City of Seattle Parks Department)

the water area from Pier 48
operated by the Alaska Ma—
ovmed and operated by the

At Pier 48 the avera e north side of the
dock is 35 fest increasing to 55 feet at the face of the
dock, Pier 52 water depth is 40 feet op the south side in-
creasing to 50 feet at the face,

ge water depth at th

The Alaska Ferries back into the loading ramp on the north
side of pier 48 utilizing scme of the water area available
between the two plers. The Port of Seattle is also currently
attempting to introduce the Princess Marguerite and other
private B.C, ferries to use pier 48, The Port will also

evaluate the feasibility of buildirg a hotel on the uplands,

With this additional
pParamount :hat PLOposed transient moorage be planned with
the safety of jts users in mind. In order to provide for
safe operations, we have limited Roorage within the Inper

Harbor line ang have concentrated in to the north of the
available water area,

activity proposed for bier 48, it is

The water area is also limited by the proposed full develop-
ment of pier 52 (Colman Dock), In an EIS issued in 1982, ws-
BOT recommended development of additicnal vehicular parking
area to the south of pier 52 as noted in the attached draw-
ing. This alternative has not been developed to date and may
never be fully implerented, a Lamp may be constructed acrose
the water area from the south to allow south access to the
ferry terminal to Le fully implemented,

The net result of these impacts arg the timing for proposed
improvements is uncertain at the present time. We have
therefore used the recommended alternative of the EIS as a
starting point for concept developrent,

The existing Washington Street
imately 220 feet of mcorage for
Toorage is managed ard maintain
Partment but little is known a
mard or its seasonality,

boat landing provides APProx-—
transient vessels. This

ed by the Seattle Parks De-

bout the actual level of de-

This area is generally considered to be the MOst sheltered
available sites in the Central Waterfront. However,

Surges frcm the Washington State ferry system create a

Potential concern for project design characteristics, By

E NOTICE
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Washington

State FFerry &~
System (WSFS}
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S S Existing Moorage=222 lin. ft.
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FIGURE 1 Proposed Moorage=740 lin. ft.

SITE 1 )
Pier 48 to Pier 52 ’ paul sorensen & associates



Tcorage in the protected area
® north side of the water area)
have z1s0 assumed that the
&d buildout of Colman

iZe more sheltar *o the
the surge from the

In addition, security at this site has heen considered prob-
lematic due to the large muwber of transients that frequent
the park on the north side of Pier 48, However, provision of
acditional mcorage may require on-site security whicn will
also minimize this ccncern.

This site is most convenient for trigs to Pioneer Square ard
the Kingdome. It is also conven

ern retail district of the Harborfrent but not particularly
weil suited for trips to the Pike Place Market or the north-
ern retail district of Harborfront.

The existing Maricn Street overpass from Colman Dock is alsn
an attractive mezns of facilitating pedestrian access from
the moorage across Alaskan Way, which will likely receive

heavier traffic when vehicular access is repositioned to the
south.

As shown in the accompanying drawing, moorage could be pro-
vided to the north of the existing Washington Street Boat
Landing and would consist of useable TCorage space of
approximately 740 lineal feet, Variations on this design
concept could be presented which attach the additional
moorage directly to the Seawall, This would allow
development of transient moorage prior to the completion of
the Colman Dock redeveloprent,

Assuming an averade vessel length of 30 feet , this moorage
could acccmmodate 49 vessels. This meorage is estimated to
cost $369,600, {1

1} A cemplete estimate of construction costs 1= presented in
section 8 below entitled “Unit cost estimates”, Readers who

desire more information on cost estimates are referred to
this section,

10

ient I0r access to the southe
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Advantades of the Site:

o proximity to other transient moorage

o proximity to Pioneer Square and southern retail area
of Harborfront ’

o Sheltered area which does not require a breskwater

Disadvantages of the Site:

0 Surges from Washington State Ferries

o additional water traffic from potential relocation of
B.C. ferries to Pier 48

o Additional vehicular traffic on Alaskan Way from
repositioning of Colman dock traffic to the south

-
|4
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: ~Iian access to the water and
ed bridge tewween the piers. This concept

u after design and concerr was expressed
abcut the stability of the design. The original concept did
ot censider trar

isient Toorvage,

2a30r corcern regarding woorage des
peculiar angles 3 wi tha

-]

ign in this area is
¢ parX. These angles
aCT 2S5 3 constraint to
cent to the existing

/eNL Corage withis

orent of acoras

&

This arez is also guite exposed to the wave climate of
Ellictt pay.

Finally, concern has been expressed by Seattle aAquarium
staff reparding the potential water quality denigration from
illegal discharge of human waste by users at this site ag
well 25 concarns about fyel spills, The intake system to the
Agearium is located at the northern end of Pier 59 approxi-
mately 35 feet beolow MIL. Design alternatives to safequard
these concerns agoear t¢ be available pat expensive (e.q.
the intake system could be extended offshore ard/cr addi-
tional filtering systems could be proviced), Developraat of
cost estinmates for thess facilities are beyord the scope of
this study,

Moorage within the pari is proximate to all Harborfront and
Central Business District activities as well as the pike
Street Hillcelinn,

We have provided two baseline moorage corcepts for Water-
front Park. The first (Figure IIA) waximizes mcorage within
the water space betwten the Plers. Under this scenario, ap-
proximately 1,680 feer of usesble moorage space would be
provided for approsimately 56 vessels. This concept which
includes a breakwater which Teasures 260 feet in lerych, 16
feet in width and 10 feet in depth (including 3 feet of
freeboard). This floatiog breaxwater which will provide scme
protection to small recreational vessels during inclement
weather. The entire concept is estimated to cost $6561,840,

The second alternative (Pigure 1:3) provides nworage for 18
boats (e.g. Figure I1B provides 1130 lineal feet of useable
moorage spacel, It also inclides a floating breakwater which
could serve the dual purpose of sheltering small craft
moorage as well as providing a place for nsorage of larger

IF THE DOCUMENT IN THIS FRAME IS LESS CUEAR THAN THIS NOTICE

IT 1S DUE TO THE QUALITY OF THE DOCUMENT.
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= Proposed Breakwater= 260 lin. ft.
FIGURE IT A Proposed Moorage= 710 lin. ft.

ol TE I :
Waterfront Park paul sorensen & associates



Seattle &
Aquariuny?y

Proposed Breakwater=230 lin. ft,
SITE 11 Proposed Moorage=450 lin. ft.

Waterfront Park paul sorensen & associates
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fom bl

visiting vessels. Total develupment costs For this concept
are estimated to be $507,120,

It should be noted that moorage for visiting vessels (like
the Tallships) which is parallel to Alaskan Way and hence
fully visible from Alaskan Way is currently unavailable in
the Harborfront. Views of existing visiting vessel mcorage
sites ara obstructed by piersheds. In addition, these
moorage sites are perpendicular to alaskan Way. The
corbination of these features denies full views of these
visiting vessals, The proposed breakwater would provide this
visibility because it provides unobstructed views for
viewers standing on Alsskan Way. Several other cities have
"showcase" meorage sizes for wisiting vessols,

Advantzges of the Site:

o proximity to all waterfront and CBD activities
¢ ability to moor large visiting vessels

Disadvantzces of the Site:

o potential incowpatibility with Aquarium water quality
¥ y, 2t 3

© may requirs & breakwater for Eull usage

NT.
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o3 to squthvesterly waves but can
: s ¥YP2 moorage, The design of the
AP berth can alleviate much of this exposure,

The £irst concegt for {e.g. Pigure
1118} conss £ e oximat:el;/ 1,450
fes 3 tratcdate around 48 vessels,
Porize CLAte provides some Frotection for amall veszels
iram the save Climave ¢ roceeding dirietly through the Spen
pile piurs, This design which is limited o one gide Of tie
ROOrage floars iz estimatod <

o5t aporoximately $633 ,000,

i Site (Figure I1ip) ircludes

& ekl as the perimeter TEOrage

Provided in alternsrive EITA. This would allow 2748 lineal
tige space or berths for aroursd 91

RRINALIVE would cost AFPrOLimately $341,600,

O Proximity o Harborfrope and CED activities
© ctmgatibility with existing angd PEOpROSed uses

o accorvmaxdate 50 to 160 vessels

O parimerer wrageE Is wore e per lineal feoot

BEE (O S wave olimare
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cruiseship berth / &
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FIGURE 111 A
SITE I
Pier 62/63 to Pier 66 paul sorensen & associates

Proposed Moorage=1,450 lin. ft.-
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SITE IV : THE NOKTH SIDE OF THE EDGEWATER HOTEL

The Bdgewater Hotel currently has no provision for woorage,
However, the design characteristics of the pier make moorage
provisicn m:z:tzcalarly attractive since much of the northern

face of the fac cility is more protected from the wave climate
than at other piers,

Proximity to activities at the northern end of the Harbor-
frent and to the Pike Place Marker are attractive, In addi-~

tion, the potential rehabiliration of Pxe:s 66 and 69 would
provide zcditional consuver amenities

Water depth in this area ranges from 35 to 45 feet below
MLLW,

Continuous s moorage of 520 fear could be provided on che
rorth side of the hotel as swm in the ace:ompanying drawing
{Figure IV}, This would provide moorage for around 17
vessels and is ostimated to cost af‘pro.urrataly $228,000,
Moorsge is only availacie on one side of the Float,

Ly owith existing uses
S

o of advantage to the ngw:wer Hotel which could
encourate private construcking

O woorage oniy available on one side of float

IS LESS CLEAR THAN THIS NOTICE

IF THE DOCUMENT IN THIS FRAME
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FIGURE IV Proposed Moorage=520 lin. ft.
SITE 1V

Ldgewater Hotel

paul sorensen & associates
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Myrtle Edwards Park

Alaskan VWay

gil(f}gi\{l]: V Proposed Moorage=1,350 lin. ft.

Pier 71

paul sorensen & associates



2 70 TO THE SNTRANCE CF MYRTLE EDWARDS
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Mocrage of

Pier 70 lLirx r2a o approximately
W to 30 £ firl 4 ; 2ffectively eliminates
transient mocrage from b ariiern side of Pier 70 except
for these wires “ten the large wisini ¥ vessels are not at
bery?

ter 7L is not well suited for
is very exposed to the wave
rovides litela protection for
fn addition, Pier 71 is in

25 unknown whether futyre plans
sient vessels, A marina for
w85 conslidered by the owers/developers in
4 cordeminiun residences op the uplands byt
these plans are curantly on hold,

Provi on of wosrige aroend the border of Pier 7L is possi-
b is would allow 1,350 limmal
33¢ or space for 45 vessels, Moorage would be
side of the floats. This alternative would
itely 3994000,

N

o
‘t,k

™ oy
a

=

2
2

I zootage could be olaced north of Pler 71 bue thig
traciive £or two ceasons. First, it would Leuire a
ter Lo protect it from the ogen wave c¢limate of
Ellictt Zay. Second, it ig quite ravoved frem Harkorfrone
and CBS activities, por thesa reasons it was not pursued in
greater detail, (1

1) The permanent Toorage considered as a part of this
residenrial develearent incloded a eimber pile breakvater to
felly protect vessals from the wave climate, while this type
of facility is srpropriate £or pesnanent moorage, it is
consicersd 160 expensive for consideration of transient
morage,

s
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Advantages of the Sita;

O proximity to Pier 7¢

O proximity to ¥yrtle Edwards park and

the Seattle
Center

vantages of the §)ce:
-2z VL the Si%es
0 maorage available ap one side of float only

O reroved from mos: Harborfront and CBD activitieg

O open to wave climate

FRAME IS LESS CUEAR THAN THIS NOTICE
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CTMPARICIY 2F poTmy

o3
IR}

LYy @ 7430r consideration is the cosk of each altar-
3% 18. As shown in Table 2, the lowest

785 ate fourd in Site L (the area between

Z). This is orimarily due to the ability to

provide moorage on both sices of the floats under this

&f¥

alternstive while at the others meorage is generally
provided on onz side of the floats, Consequently woorage
under the kower cost alternagive is approximately $8,000 per
slip, Per slip costs under other alternatives ranges from
$10,000 ro $13,000C.

wWateziront Park ard Pler 46 are the optimal sites for full
access to all aress of the Harborfront & BO., However, Site
1 offers access w Pilonear Siquare and the Southern arsa of
Harborizont and Sits 4 off

the Plke Place Market and the Northern area of Harzorfront,
Only Site 5 fs considered a poor locaticn for oroximity to
o] 4

ther uses since it is far renoved from the CBD and Harbor-
front areas,

ers equally actractive access to

S

All sites are compatible with other usas with the exception
of Site 5 (Pier 70 5 north}, This site contlicts with access
to visitirg vessel coorage at Pier 70 ard potential private
user of Pier 71, Moore » at Materfront Park could create a
tisk vo the Aguariuss's water quality, but in the long tem
this impact could probably be mitigated through an improved
filte: system or other alternatives, It should be noted that
the cost and impacts of these petential improvements are
currently unknown.,

Tralfic is a concern for gedestrians at Site 1 after cecout-
ing of ferry traffic to tre southern access to Colman Dock.
However, this can be mitigated by the overpass at Colman

J——Y
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CURIPARIEART OF POTFNTEAL HOJRAGE SUTES

08T OOGF PER OUEWATIBILITYE FUOXIMITY 10 TRAFFIC WEATHER PRIORI'EY

SUTE BRSCRIPTION f SLIPS ESTHANTE  SLIP 044 O3HER USES  MARROUFRONT & O CONSIDERATIONS CRIDLITIONS  RANKING
BITE 1 PLER 48 to PIER 52 49 $369,600  §7,492 ol falv falr good goad
SITE 2 WATERERONT PARK

-hlternative 11p 56 §661,840  $11,819 geor/fale good gocd falr peor/fale

~Aterutive 110 38 £507,120 $13,453 poor/faic gaod gaod falr poor/falr
SITE 3 PITR 66

-Mtermative 1A 48 634,600 $13,200 gl good good falc good

~hltermative 1118 91 $941,600 gig, 300 gl goexd good fair good
BITE 4 NICHESTER 180eL 17 $228,800 513,209 Gl falr good falr falr
SITE 5 PIBR 70 5 tonm 45 $5%4,000 513,290 fakr peor gaod poor puor

Source: Psul Sorensen & Associates
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Dock and improved signalizaticn and other tratﬁ.c managament
techniques,

As shown in Teble 2, the highest rankis g potential alterna-
tives are t:‘c areas betwsen Piers 48 and 5 and the acea
south of Pier 66,

These areas sppear to cifer the lowest per slip cost
estimates while still ranking highest under othex criteria,

If the City is coasidering develogment of addizional woar-
age, these areas are the best near-teon alternatives. Other
areas should be considered as longer range alternatives daw
perding upon the ectual stremgth of transient moorage de-
mard,

£: IF THE DOCUMENT IN THIS FRAME IS LESS CUEAR THAN THIS NOTICE
IT IS DUE TO THE QUALTTY OF THE DOCUMENT.
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The remaining Sites at the Bdgewater Hotel ard Pier 70 &
north are adjacent to privately cwned piers. (1

It is uyseful as a courparison to understand the established
standards for collection and secursity at existing regiomal
transient meorage sites. For mosc of these opekations, tran-
sient moorage is provided as an ancillary function to perma-
rnent moorace, Registration is generally cmvxdr&d at the of-
fice or ancther aporopriate place (on the dock). After a
grace period of two to four hoursz, transient moorers are ax—
pected to sign registration and pay the wocrage fee, In Tost
cases, marina staff patrsl the arsa to ascertain whether
beaters are cm&yim with these remeirarents and provxde
security checks, If boaters are not oozplying, marina staff
may place & reminder sticker gn the vessel, if the boater
renains non-curgpliant, marinag staff can ?'.a.f” thae vessel un-
til the mme:/oc»emtcz mezzs facility requirsmencs,

Py

PY

Since transient moorage staff
rins ﬂparatmns, it is not cor
providers. In some cases, it
swaner assistants but still ¢
provision is minbral compare

ancil J.t.l'.j to other ma-

3 & major cost facktor by
il ni iring of part-tine
associated with this
1

wwira operation,

e

»‘:s,e;i altarnative tram
k. Sseurlty is eve
s expense must be ap-

This is clearly o
gient moorage sit
o e
XS

ot
L5

o
&
%

&
i
BE
-
Fid L')

tramely lrportan
plied to the tra
In order to evaluate mana Gl ruabives, seourity re-
guiranents can be evakw oa m‘:‘ a contimum from very
lua to very high as showm in Table 3, ’

L

Sar P

rea between
an the State

1) The zzm "cwne
the Inne~ and (ut
Depasrimant of Jatural
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LEVEL OF B2CURITY CHAPACTERISTICS
very low 00 attendants, very
infresuent checks
moderately low no attendants, mwore
Erequent checks
moderataly high live aboards as
atuendants,
very frequent checks
high

on duty atterdants,
secyrity system

Liscussions with regional marina

need for security tated with transient moorage on the
Barborfront 1o o boater proger v, It is apparent,
therefore that security must be at “hs | ith end of che abave
continuum, However, security should o . aterfere with other
stated oublic goals such as the peed for public access to
the wateefrenz, As a CUnSEUArLe, security systems such as a
mag~card type systam ave considered inappropriate, In addi-
tion, liveatoards should probably not be encouraged at this
lecation,

grators @mphasized the

e
b
o

There zppear to be several alternatives for providing roder-
tely high security and the potential for revenue collec

First, if transient meoorsge is provided by a public agency
{e.g, the City and/or Pore), security ard collections could
be enforced by the Police Pepactrent (either City or bort),
This optiovn is pariicularly advantageous if City Meter pa-
trol are designatad for all Harborfront parking duties in
zddition Lo transient anorage. Meter Patrol officers would
be in the area thrcughout the day from 3:00 MM uncil 6:00
M, During this time, transient meorage ould be charged on
an houtly basis. At the close of shift, a daily rate could
be azgolied 1o all rarainirg boators,

An office could be provided in a visible place near the
selected transient eoorage site{s) to aid security, For
exanple, an office or concession use could be added to the
old harbor patrol station at the Washirgton Strest Boat
Landing, Siven addizionsl meorage facilities the harbor
patzol might be re-instated on Eiliott Bay. Nighttime

22
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security checks could be provided by later patrols in t.e
area,

Secord, if transient moorage is provided by private opera—
tors, sscurity and collecticns could be controlled by the
adizcent pier owner mach as is the case at regional marinas,
This is the menagavent procedure that will be employed at
the planned transient moorage on the north side of Pier 56.
Security will be provided by constant checks of office staff
overiooking the facility. However, revenue collections are
mot being considered for this tramsient moorage. This methcd
could be used at the tdgeuwater Hotel site since the moorage
would berefit the hotel,

Third, a private cparator (like Diamond Parking Services)
could operate the moorage. A full-time parking attendant
could be on duty at the site or the attendaant could periodi-
cally check the site along with other parking lots,

Any of these managarent altarpatives could meet the stated
requizerents of providing moderavely high security as well
as the potential for revenue collections. If public and pri-
yate moorage are both asserhled on a large scale, a harbor-
master could be assigned to these duties under juint spon-
sorship of the private owner(s) asd public agescy.

23
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FINANCIAL TIASIBILITY ASSISSMENT

analysis of transient
on investment is not pos-
analysis since the demand
urderstcod. Instead of

£ mocrage may pay for itself,
Pe City is evaluating

nt moorage, private pier
tion of traasient wcor-
2rs of Plers 33 ard S6

s £ of transient meorage at

n In addition, the owners of Piers
2753 ars the intreduction of transient
moorage in conjunciion with their retail project,

The question remains is there enough derand to justify de-
velopment of transient meorage? If so, how many feet should
be developed? In recent discussions with private owmers, it
w25 apparent that they would proviie the moorage without
charge for users up to 2 hours, and that they would adninise
ter the moorage theamsaelves.

1f private meorage is provided at zero cost it could signif-
icantly affect the potential returns frem public pay facili-
ties. These issues should e more clearly defined ard quan-
tified before significant gublic investment is urderxtaken.

Revenyes

The Port of Seattle charces $.30 per foot per day for tran-
sient woorage during all seasons. This amounts to $9.00 per
day for a 30 foot long wessel, Other marina operators have
an off-geak {winter) rate which is lower than the stated
peak (suarer) rate. However, off-pesk moorage rate induce-
ments at the Harborfroat are not considered in this analy-
sis. A year sround rate of $3.00 per day per 10 foot vessel
is considered an approptiate revenue rarge for this analy-
sis,

Revenve stresms depend upon the demand for moorage under the
vavious seasunality factors. As previously stated, the de-
mard for transient moorage is not kaown at this time, How-
ever, for this amalysis it is assumed that moorage will be
occupied approximately 20% of the vime during the peak seaw
son {e.g. the five months from May through September) and
only 15% during the remainder of the year, The resulting av-
erage ¢oouparcy rate is 42%,

24

IF THE DOCUMENT IN THIS FRAME IS LESS CUEAR THAN THIS NOTICE

IT IS DUE TO THE QUALITY OF THE DOCUMENT.

£

NQTIC




eduras, it is,
e arcund 80%,

tial of 34
or around 31,120 per

I

£csts
transient wooraze
ide, This type of
r floats since it
nd sizes of vessels,
floars {which would
docx s decendent
5 would be provided
stability,

isruss:on.s with Port of

cencrete over goly {without piling} are esti-

mated to Cost 2.ew } for construction (without
installiavion), This rate filler slabs, galva-
nized steel weldrents, Fa;,rica‘_:d and treated wooden waller
systars, galvenized steel thru-rods, galvanized iron cleats,
and tubvlar gteel pedestrian rg amps. (Source: Port of Seattle
3nd local vendor.?

The genaral method of installation depands upon the width
and ic4gtb of the fzca‘. if the floats are 8 feet or less in
widih they can be subasserbled at the construction site and
towed to the woorage site, (f the floats are wider and/or
looger they must be assasbled at the roorage site at addi-
tional cost. Installation con add 512 ro $13 fer square
foocr, {(Source: local verdor,)

Treated piling at an average length of 40 feet and 129 butts

is estimated to cost §9.60 per lineal foot. Since we have
assured that the design will include 4 piles at each corner

of the udorage every 40 feer, the .dd;czopal cost of piling
is $4.80 per souare foot, €S-u§.t<. : Buildirg Construction
Cest Data 1935 by MEMNS.)

Total estimated unit costs for construction and installation
ar2 therefore between $30 and $35 per square foot for moor—
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nave been used

-z = 25%
- = 33
hs 15%
-~ = 20%
~subsonzl = 68%

2 estimated ©o range from $30 to
of this study we have chesan an aver-
fzcr for moorage facilities.

& for each slip range from
G40 deperding upon whether mcorage
28 of the float, If ovr:;.-ght

sidered, additional capital and OsM
i for electrical and water hookups.

TET we {osts. Malntenance costs for the
floats are m‘a;:*m%y i ow ¢onsisting of tightening all se-
cuzirr; rods and repairing any boat davage, It is estimated

that maintenance costs would be approximately §.12 per

square foot per year, This amounts to srourd $30 per slip
P2 year,

¢rztions costs degend upon the selected management alter-
native{s)., ¥ ’ wEer, Eor toe sake of this analysiz, it is as=-
sured that the Czt provides a Meter Patrol for the facil-
£ the day osperations of the ieter Patrol are allocated
v DeUAsen m@:m- ard parking responsibilities, the ree
suit‘n; TOST L0 moorage would be aggzcx.mately $50,000, 'This
s three ET#s at an wurly rate of $10.50 per hour plus
t of 53%, The resulting estimated cost per slip is
350(3 assuming that the patrol bas responsibility for 100

Preliminavry Firarcial Feasibility Assasswent

E’nder *‘1& aboy

2 asgumpti fons, the financial feasibility as-
s@sgvent is shown in T

able 4,
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TABLE 4
PRZLK’*@E Y PINANCIAL
FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT

Annual
Cost/Revenue Fachtor

0 & M cost per slip
Ravenua

Cash flow
{tefore depreciation)

Net Praosent
Value (20 years) (1
Dapreciation (2

Vet Present
Yalue (20 years) (1

2} asssumes $10,000 BT
straightline

Estimate (S)

(S 330}
$ 1,120

§ 590

$ 5,023

(3 300}

5756

Source: Paul Sorensen & Asscciates

Urder these assar;tzcus, ha
acpesrs to be marginally feasi
CcprMC1at}Cﬁ if

provision of transient moorage

ible before acycuntxng for

the average cest per slip is $5,000 or less,

Sirce the average cost of slips is estimated to be §8,000 at

a minklmuan, transient noorage

encugh revenue to pay for cons

is not expected to generate
truction even hefore

zocounting for depreciation, Thore does appear to bte enough
revemie generated to cover 084 costs and a portion of

capital ceses,

It should be noted that t

5y
central watzrfront could gen
re%ail sales aod tax
lections

raverye ool
.
S

this repor e

ient moorage facilities on the

erate econcmic tenefits (e.q.

’ﬁVG”JQb} above ardd beyord potential

no attenpt has been made in
econonic benefits,
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r However, when and
i etailed demand
st to

(14

T

P

Site 4

52 b2 the oprimal sites
20T Weorage bassed ypon a
ibutes and cost

SS CUEAR THAN THIS NOTICE

IS DUE TO THE QUALITY OF THE DOCUMENT.

-
£
to

st

ent Stratocis: veral managament altecnatives exist
T34 =X collecting revenues, OF the
the most straightforward and cost=

£

strateglies would ke to

[
-
—~
"y
-
14
Il
2
o
T
<
4]
T
t

I i
v woorage patrol under the v
wparument Meter fatrol, This would =
atlea and contimuous levels of -
Z
Ll =
&
=
lude working with the WSDOT or the [ 8
to provide nartormaster/security =
w25 waich are directly adjacent to ‘ ¥
2.5, Pler 52) or POS facilities (e.g. =
to 66}, [ s
Finally, if the facility is developed at the Bdgewater Hotel i
or Pler 71, security and revenue collection may be provided [ et
by the private sector fe.3. a vendor like Diavond Parkirg 5
Services or the terminal operator). =
Tipancial Feasibilits, The financial feasibility of i

Providing transient wuorage appears unfavorable (e.q.
ible) for the all design alternatives since potential [

7ues o 6ot appear sufficient Lo cover capital cost ard
operations and maiatenarce costs,

Potential zcorage revarues do, houever, appear to cover
eperations arnd malnteninge costs amd A portion of capital
cosLs,
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In zddition, transient woorage on the central waterfront may
generate substantial econcmic benefits such as increased
retzil sales and sales tax ravenus. However, these
arfiditicnal ecoromic berefits have not been direstly
estimated in this report.

1t should alse be noted that this financial feasibility
assessment is preliminary and dspends upon namerous broad
asswrptions regarding cccupancy and asscciated revenue und
cost streans, Before meorage is provided, a more detailed
financial feasibility analysis is recommended.
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ORDINANCE

AN ORDINANCE relating to the Department of Parks and

Recreation; authorizing and approving an agreement for
and acquisition of certain property commonly known &s
Piers 62 and 63 in exchange for certain property rights
in Pler 57 and cash comsideratlon; transferring certain
bond covenants in connection therewith; authorizing a
Memorandum of Understanding beiween the Port of Seattle
and the Department of Hatural Resources, and making an
appropriation from the Cumulative Reser : ~und therefor.

WHEREAS, certain property commonly known as Pier 57 and more
particularly described below was acquired by the City pur-
suvant to Ordinance 99471 and by the Forward Thrust Bond
proceeds pursuant to Ring County Resolutfon 34571, Section
3(F)(5) for park, recreation and open space purposes; and

WHEREAS, the Clity desires to acquire cvrtain property commonly
known as Plers 62 and 61 and more particularly described
below for park, vecreatlon and open space purposes and the
owners desire to sell sala property in exchange for $3.8
millien and transfer of ownership of Pler %7; and

WHEREAS, the City has determined that the value of the prop-
erty and property rights to be received by the City from
the acquisition of Piers 62 and 63 is equivalent to the
value of the property and property rights to be conveyed
and the cash to be paid by the City; aad

WHEREAS, the City has determined that the property and
property vights to Piers 62 and 62 are comparable and
equivalert to those in Pler 57 for park, vecreation and
open space purposes and thereby constitute "equivalent
land and facilities”; and

WHEREAS, the Maycr und owners of Piers 62 aud 63 have agreed,
among other watters, to the conveyance f Pier 57 for
Piers 62 and 63 and settlement of cecrtain other claims
between the parties and such agreement is contingent upon
approval aad ratification by the City Council; and

WHEREAS, an essential part of the consideration for the
hgreement and conveyance of the Piers 62 and 63 Properties
is agreement by the pDepurtment of Natural Resources for
the State of Washlngton ("PNR"} to execute a new 30 year
Harbor Area lease for Pier 57 which would include, anong
other things, terws assuring that any new {mprovements
censtructed upon Pier 57 by the leagee would remain the
leasee's property insofar as vent calculation for a cer-
tain period of time; and

%HHEREAS, the DNR has expressed a willingness to enter finto
such a lease in order to assist the Clty in acquiving
Piers 62 and 6§63, on the condition that the City enter into

i a meaorandum of understanding concerning development of a

\ shovt stay mworage facility on the central waterfront; and

y

<8 tvx
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WHEREAS, those certain 1968 Forward Thrust Bond conditlons and
covenants encumbering the City's Pier 57 pursuant to King
County Resolution 34571 must bo transferrved to the
Piers 62 and 63 Properties; Now, Therefore,

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OP SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. As requested by the Superintendent of Parks
and Recreation and Director of Community Pevelopment and rec-
ommended by the Mayor in the materials attached hereto, the
Agreement attached hereto and labeled as Exhibit "A", which
has been executed by the Mayor but the effectiveness thereof
hes made expressly contingent upon approval by the City
Council, is hereby ratified and confirmed.

Section 2. The Mayor and the Ci&? Comptroller are hereby

!
authorized and directed pursuant tg;said hgreenent, for and on

I

behalf of the City of Seattle, to execute and deliver a war-
ranty deed substantially irn the form attached and labeled as
Bxhibit "B" to the following describsd real property and prop-
erty rights located In King County, Washington and commonly

known as Pier 57; to wit:

THAT PORTION OF BLOCK 176, OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL PLAT
OF SEATTLE TIDE LANDS, IN KING COUNTY, YWASHINGION,
AS SHOWN OH THE OFFICIAL HAPS OF FILE IN THE OFPICE
OF THE COMMISSIOHER OF PUBLIC LAYDS AT OLYMPIA,
WASHINGTON, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: .

BEGINNING AT A POINT 485.94%1 FEJ? SOUTH 25 DEGREES
21748% EAST FROM A POLNT CH SALD TIDE LAND PLAT
MARKED *"POIHT 81" ON REPLAT OF SEATTLE TIDE LANDS;
THERCE SOUTII 25 DEGREES 41¢48* BEAST ALONG IMMER
HARBOR LINE 159.306 PEET;
THENCE DUE EAST TO THE WESTERLY LINE OF RAILROAD
AVENUE IN SAID REPLAT:
THENCE NORTH 37 DEGREES 45°10* WEST ALONG SAILD
UESTERLY ' LINE OF RAILROAD RVEMUE TO A POINT
DIRECTLY: EAST FROM THE POINY OF BEGIHNING;
THERCE DUE WEST TO THE IHNER HARBOR LINE AND POINT
0OF BBGIQHIRG {SAME BEING A PORTION OF LOT 10 AND
ALL OF LOTS 11 AND 12, BLOCK 176, SEATTLE TIDE
LANDS SUPPLEMEHTAL PLAT):
EXCEPT THAT PORTION THEREOF LYING WITHIN UMNIVERSITY
STRERT:

[/

s
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TOGETHER WITH THAT PORTION OF THBE VACATED NORTHERLY

20 FEET IN WIDTH OF UNIVERSITY STREET (AS VACATED

BY ORIDHANHCE NUMBER 4907) ADJOINING LOT 12, BLOCK

176 OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL PLAT OF SEATTLE TIDE LANDS

ARND LYING BETWEBN THE WESTERLY LINE OF ALASKAN WAY

{ FORMERLY RAJZLROAD AVENUE, AS PLATTED 100 FEET IN

WIDTH IR SAID SUPPLEMENTAL PLAT) AND THE INNER

HARBOR LIFE; aub

ALSO, TOGETHER WITH THE PORTION OF THZ HARBOR AREA

ADJOIRING, LYING BETWBEN THE WESTERLY PROLONGATION

OF THE NORTH ARD SOUTH LINBS OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED

TRACT AND LYIRG BASTERLY OF OUTER HARBOR LINE.
In exchange for conveyance of Pier 57, the Mayor is authorized
to accept by warvanty deed substantfally in the form attached
and labeled Bxhibit "C" to the following described real prop-
erty and property rights located in King County, Washington
and commonly known as Piers 62 and 63; to wit:

PARCEL A:

LOTS 1 TC %, INCLUSIVE, AND THE NORTH HALP OF LOT

6, BLOCK 173, SEATTLE TIDE LAMDS, IM KING COUNTY,

WASHIRGTOH.

PARCEL B:

ALL HARBOR AREA IYM FHONT OF LOTS L, 2, 3, 4 AND 5

AND THE RORTH HALP OF LOT 6, BLOCK 173, SEATTLE

TIDE LAKDS, IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTOM, AND BOUNDED

BY THE INNER ARD OUTER LIHES AND THE PRODUCED 8IDE

LIRES OF SAID PORTION OF SAID BLOCK 173,
Upon said conveyance of Pier 57 and the acquisition of piers
62 and 63, the covenants and conditions encumbering the pier
57 property established by Ring County Resolution 34571
{Forward Thrust) are transferred to and impressed upon the
Piers 62 and 63 property and said latter real property has
been found and is hereby declared to be "squivalent lands and
facilities” and suitable for the transfer of sald encumbrances
and the public trust associated thevewith. Y

Section 3. Rs part of the cousideratjon for the acquisi-

tion of Pievs 62 and 63, the Mayor and Comptraller are Further

autherized to make payment to the owners of 4aid Piers in the

-3~
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amount of Three Million Eight Hundred Thousand Dollars
($3,830,000.00), For purposes of paying said amcunt the sum
of Three Million EBight Hundred Thousand Dollars
(53,890,000,.00) is hereby appropriated from the Cumulative
Reserve Fund and the City Comptroller is authorized to draw
and the City Treasurer to pay the necessary warrants, N
e
Section 4. Upon execution of a new lease by the
Washington State Department of Natural Resources ("DNRY) for
Pier 57, consistent with the limitations previously described,
the Mayor is further authorized, on behalf of the City, to
execute a Memorandum of Understanding among the Port of

Seattle, DNR and the City substantially in the form attached

and labeled Exhibit *p=*,

Section 5. Execution of any of the aqré§§;nts authorized
herein or any other ackt consistent with the authovrity and
pricor to the effective date of this ordinance are heceby

ratified and confirmed,

4~
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RESOLUTION 27793
i

2034109 the Harberfront Public [morovement Plan

S210% Oromenade. roadway, 2arks, ang mograge; ang defining a
93y Tor Wplementing gublic Improvements

M s
e
“r

iEe Centeal Malerivgny represents 3

priceless element of
eattle's culturai, CTNGIC, and natyral

neritage; ang

HaIREAS, 3 communiny 2ffore nas createq 4 plan to develop the

intgy
risrfeont . unrealfreqd parencigl 4s 2 major public resource
Wczssidle 1o alg- 24

ot
$

Hizatron of the Harbarsrong

WILT resylt 1p new econg-

T ACLE My gag fncressad tax rvenue for logal ang state covern-
L, 8 zadition to other substantial public benefits; ang
MHEREA

e Gutdelines For Domntown Alternativag Pians, aa0pteq by
tn Resolutton 25593, August, 168), directed that
3tetan Clecuiat tan shaula have arigrity along the centraj
Lerfrant and 4 “ide peysstrian gromenade inteqrareq with the
terfront Strestcar, reduction of ratlrpgg tracks ang diversion
£augh vehicatar traffic shoyld be investigatea; ang

£ 2
e Sy

e
'

2asrl For An Alasian Way Waterfrone

Park (ang Findings
Binary ?eaitbi?ity Study) was presen

ted for cop-
2 Lo th2 Myyor, City Council, Progerty Owners, Civie
WTGINEAL fong yng Statete réstdents 1n Auqust 198z, By the Alaskan
427 witarfrgny Parp Committes

%2, 4 A0n-prafit communtty group; gng
5pariation Plan for down tawn Jeattle,
282823 By esolyian 27221 an June 10, 1983, established tho
52rer4t gobicy directioy for davelopmaent in the downtown
Hirtieeleone 5p Framous: « Poliey (N). Shoreline, ape n Pylicy 35
it Palicy 17 ipecifieg lang use guidelines gng development svan.
42058 31 Qavntown Hyrbarfront.l yng Oawntawn Harborfront-2; ang

WHEREAS, pmo Seatgte Shareling Master Program, adapted by Ordinance
3E2A% ca yyne B, 1357, establishas the yrbag Harborfront eayiron.

¢ Lamt tYie gng Iy

LT 20 definng ge BUrpase as the ENCQursgrmant of +ishle water-
EPLITRON yigs 10¢ sravisian opportunities [op public access angd
€rtypving of tpa shorabine; ang

MHTREAS, the pang Yse and Teansporeation Plan far Downtows Seattle fn
Pokiey 41 FeRgty the Lity tg "undertake a Conprenens ive planning
A immn gy davelgamans pregram ta the Alaskan Way Hartorfront

iT dnnteys the Aauntown Plants

HEL I Bay xrr;mw;nt grov

TUATELEY 1a harmany wirn MIciting eomarcial
sharefiear, snq py i

3 plan foe Rareorfeant

Shygre ¢

S. Eeqyra Klaszan iy b0 wigen by 4 LG or three lane Facility ang
e <9nsideration Lo relecating 09rkigns of the street south of

e IRl g tha €43t of 4% Cyrrang location;
Lo Plam agscug1a Pdreiag on ygland igts;
L Leatiegs TURFALYON of the witerfront 41

g FEELCIr ang oxtong §
Serve Ploncer Snpjen ang

the Internationa] Cistricy:
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Paga 2
RESOLUTION

o

Jevelon cesestrran routes to bettze connect the aaantoan with the
«ITBFTrONT ING Coveiop & promenage aigng the snoreiine;

&. Zeveles @ otikz pan intagratad with tne promenade;

3. Zsxplore 2zpartunities for adaiticnal moorage development and work
#ith the Port of Ssattie ta develop a macnanism for the provision,
Tindgenest ang mirceting of moerage; ang

WAERERS, tha City rascned a tentatiye agraement with Buriington
Agrtkers in Octaser 1985, to relocate retirgag operactions from the
tentr2i wztarfrent soush of 3ell Streer tg the gawntawn tunnel ang
180 £ity fnuner ia 183nc 3 qn Jyne 29, 0T .
$68her Hea®0 0,47 D590 n T 1900000 2 10 tafines
TOTDENSALIYN ¢ the year of ralocation; ang

HHEQEAS, the development of the Hirgariront Public Imgroverent Plan by
the Copartaeat of Community Jeveigpment began tn Apri1l 1964, with
& public <<o3ing nearing on the diternatives and impaces to be
eraluaten in 3 {raft fnviconmental [mpact Statement (GEIS); and

SHERERS, the 528313 procass far the OLLS fnclyded a Rassurce Group of
IALRresten comwnrtly geouns, punlis 1RNCIET ang pragerty awners
2 cvise (ne £ity: ang

HHEREAS, the G215 far the Harsorfrone Public [morovement Plan
cublisned o Zugust 1925, examineq four alternacives for public
Imorgeemenis: 1) Landscaged Linear Promenade; 2} Destination Park
ing Pedestress Hail (i abternative develgpeq by the Alaskan wWay
“aterfront Park Comittea); 1) Hetwark of Public Spaces at Streer.

N3 4085 4} Ko Action; ang

WHIALAS, coments en the DEIS wers rECeIved at 1 public nearing in
Stotemeer 1988, and writgen coments were submitted ang are
frciyced in the Final Envirormental [mpact Statement (FEIS) whnich
“33 published ea Marcn 31, 1987; ang

##IREAS, The Mayorts Recommended Harborfront Public Improvemsnt Plan
combings zizmanis frem all three actign tlternatives; ane

WHEREAS, e City Councrl held 2 publfc hearing an the Mayor's pro-
agses olan aa Jere 3, 1987, 2nd the yrban Redevelopment Committee
hele numarous wurking sessions to review the progosal together
#¥h the Fingl Environmental Imoact Statement and assocrated ang-
lyses of parxing, iransportation sng mearaqge; ang

WHEREAS, the Urhan Pedevelogment Coomittes naid public nezrings on
Juce 8, 1937, ans May 23, 1983, to near soovrents on ity orelfmi-

NAry rECOIMensAtions gn the Haroorfront Public [morovement flan,
Aow Therafore,

S8 LT AESTLVED BY THE CITY SOUNCIC OF YWE CITY GF SEATTLE, THE MAYOR
CONLURAING
L. AZOPYICM OF THE Puax

Thie resolution shali constizyle the #ardborfraont Pulbic improvement
?’an,.ana sh2ll guice the cevelogment of guolic 1mprovements along
Sesltia’s sarperfrong.

€3 193

NT IN THIS FRAME IS LESS CUEAR THAN THIS NOTICE

IT IS DUE TO THE QUALITY OF THE DOCUMENT.

-~
ol

IF THE DOCUM

NOTICE




10
13
12
13
14
5
16
17
[E-3
9
20
21
22
23
24
2%
26
27

26

Page 3
RESOLUTICH

.

t

STATEMENT OF INTENT

Loncest for Aublic fcoravemants

TRY CONALOWR RarGarfrantr from Plonzer Square (Pler 48) to Myrtie

f2uyras Park tnall ne
sith 3 ssries af actq
Zazastrian cannecti

davelosed as 2 ltinear “waliking park" {gromenade)
Pty zones and pudblic spaces along its length.
Fiaging downtown to puplic noen spac2 on the

n2rpgrfrent sasbb se MmarQued througn public and private projects.
Areas of varred S25ign characier snall gcour along the promenade and
relete 1o ciffarant iglans neignboragads ang shareline uses.

2.

Argiwity Jae
LA KN |

¥athin ahe contevt 9f ragulations ang aglicres of the Shoreline Master

G

U and tmz
£4 §

ntgun Plan, the City shall ncourdge different
thung the hartarfrant from Piar 43 ta Pter 71.
©L1ORS, Such 3 tha ourchase of Piars 62/63 for public
2 public tmorovements further describeg in the

388, the City will promote the delineation of tae

Zler 48 1o -+ Maritime passenger
tranipartation
Pier 54 19 Pier 47 ~- Intenstve retaii/
rastaurant
Harerfront Pact tg Prer 55 == Public recreational ang
educatiognal yse
ZIEr 2% ta Prar 11 -~ Mixed use cammercial ang
marktime
i1, ELOMENIS oF THE pLAN
A, BOAEWAY IMPAGUENENTS

Lo Blaswen wsy sheld Be narrowed £ twg teaffic lanas with ade-
wiste lgading Caacity Lo serve uses gn the pters ang turning lanas
1t selected locatisng o factisrate traffic flow. Parcing bays
shall bs consiruzted on the €43t side of Alaskan Way, where
passible, sseth of 2ine Street.

2. The Ysterfront Streatcar shail be moved to the 2ast, sguth of
Zike Street, 1 croate dditional space for padestrian 4ng bteycle
fecilithes ane for g new 4CCess to the farry terminal sguth of
fesler ¥y,

Lo Safe pedpstrian access shall te provided to the streetcar
$L003 308 Lo parzing under the Yiaduct, A pedestrian sidewalk ang
Peenting shall ge canstructed aiong the west portion of the
vi3uCt and crosswalks to Alaskan Way shall be tmgroved for
safely, Pedasirian imgroements on the past stde of the viaduct
251l b2 tns Fessgasinitity of tha adjerning groperty ouners and
sl be consistent with the teprovemants already made between
Spring in9 Madison,

8. The Lity shal} work with the State Uapartment of Transpor.
tation o imglemest 1 new SGuth 1ceess to the Colman Dock Ferry
“erminali ane 10 peovica o Hhractive pedestrian promenide from
Ferey Terming} Lo the 4ashington Strest Bost Landsing,

- A teafiie mitigatign pign for Ploneer Square shall be mple-
TENLEG With the davelopment of tha soutlh ferry Jccess,

s ez
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feacusy casign small incarggrate sicycle lanas wn
eht-of-way i1 adeguate ¢ad wideneg curd lanas angre
res are o3t feaswvle. Sicycls janes ang Bixa ~3cxs
L21d througraut tha Grorect area,

8.
4]
i1
&%

b

. Alasken wiy small yz Parntaineg as 4 d2signateq
Arougd doNnigun For oversize venicles.

i
i

3
¥
*
n
=
@

. Tke #3rk with Metro to extend the wWate
flrgetoar 1 £ Square ang the [atermationai Ovs
SFOVRLE ALL21T I3 garding avariable th tnose areas, z
TEENSIL 20251 Zetwedn cowdlown nerghdarnogass.

Z. 2FE maximize the efficiancy of tha gn.
T for short-tarm yse througn tmoraveg i3
e Suitemal ‘colrciags of the parkIng sup;

in GECEDCE 2dun

esIrabie 10 iisure snort-teem ysa,

i The City sradl work with d2uelopers to acnieve sn-
HAR private garking sugply whers feasigie,

Ii d2v2ig90 2 coardinaceq sign and adve
serfrant giratng, ineluging orocnures
fRINT 1s avarianie.

- Fre CRty shald davelop 2 20-35 foar utde promenage
H f Rbatcrs Way From Mashiiqron Streer to Broad St
romenade 1hail faciude decorative paving, lindscaping
ireet fueniturs ana pualic acr,

t. 3autr of Pike Street, the atmasoners ilong i
saakl be more astive ane cammgrcral, compatible o
resarl grary;

b. Berin of Pike Strest a guteter oromenyde atmg
te wstadlithag, tnoiuding 3 tree-lineg boglevare
WAy wiLE 5 meddan agrta of Blanchard Strest,

& Tue o the wifzypreag sutlic interest in tha desic
rarsctesnt pronun g0, the City snakl provige oppartun
wBlis tnvnbytment ta the cR519N grocess,

STREET-END PAALS AND PEOISIRIAN COMXECTIONS

L. Strest.end sares ang ennpnces gaasirtan connestty
290 skl B2 proviges at tne fallguing locations

4. AIsningion Strear snnll raced soec13l pegss
$13 2% 5 link to Pioneer Squy 4

2retve $pe
sudre wth connmctions
Alisean Wiy sremangde 31 tne wasningon Strest B
Fhts ares 5531 be ennanceq a3 the souts entrance
RALGYrIIONL,
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i b. university Street snall te fmproved 28 3 street park be-
tagen tne (gnvention Center and the narborfront through an LID
2 erocess,  Is aaiticn. strest-cng public space with seating,
scelptare or 3 specrai langmark feature shal! ce developed at
3 the barcorfroat. lmorovements shail ba made at the viaduct
$¢ orovice a transition betwesn Universicy Street and the
4 Haragrfront, L)
=
€. The Pike Sirszat triangle 3t the entrance t3 the Aquarium [
S shall be enhances a3 2 punlie gdthering space in conjuction g
»ith planning for tngrovements to the Aquarium. w
6 fed
d. The Lenora Street carridor frem W2stern Avenye to Alaskan E
7 3y te2ll e mproved far pecestrian use as part of upland
regeceiooment gragassls. A walking connection ang mechanical =
P $351%L Ty 06 1ncbuded. T
[
2% traes shall b2 nlanted and sidewalk improvements o
e : 9% Vina Strast from Alaskan #ay to First Avenue. ’_‘_:, N
£, v davelopment of i street park an Vine Street shall R )
10 9ecur through 2 LID process or other private development. o=
{n 23ditfon, & street-end park snall be daveloped which takes a5
14 uastage of the eupinsive view of Ellfott Bay and the rela- ) O
troaship to the Qenny Regqrage ngighbaorhood., —'18
; %]
12 3¢ Street shall te enhanced as the nortn entrance to ; -
Bgrirant, and tts link to Myrtle Edwards Park and tha [y :
13 Leater shall be emphasized througn signing 4nd street : Eu. i
of S
14 e >
L. VATERFAONT PA2K [HPROUEMENTS ; = !
15 ) i ol B
Niterfrant Fare snall be iaproves to: g i
16 = o
1. Zetger fategrate the park with the Alaskan Way promenade ""m
by cemoving the exfsting concrete wall and creating a stepped -
L 2hirance «Bich can provide s2ating and views to the water; | ,f,""
: Fo
18 2. Improve padestrian ctrculatign patterns and the sense of i ar
comfart and safety; O u!
i9 ! ex
3, Provide for macrage adfacent to the pfers for visiting lﬁ:’m
20 v2ssels of historic or other interest, v
. . BGUARIUM CAPANSICH iz
1. The City skal} recognize tha Seattle Aquarium as a major .o
22 recrestional/ecucationai focal point of the harborfront which 8
exists to improve public understangiag and appreciation of Puget e
23 Seung. The crty shall comit 1o the redevelopment of the aguarium =
fFacility so that disolay, i1 v retation and study of the world's =
24 2QUILIC £cosystens can be ungertaken 1n 4 dynamic manner. This ! :
AW Lommitment shall benefit all aquarium users, children and ;
adults, !
2% i
Z, Tre City shall inprove ang expand the Seattfe Aquarium to ; :
26 build gn the existing fnvestment, imgrove fts educational facili- | 1
ties ang visitor amenities, and create new and imoroved attrac~ : |
27 ttoas, The following physical elements shall be addressed: ’ §
t. Tre City snail aceurre Prar 62 for the expansion of the ]
28 2qudrfum; i 'i
<3 19X
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starigr smorovements mncluding 4 aaw entrance to the
R 28¢ 3 gudlic gatnering space at the foot of Pike
L4

€. A marine mamal comolex Betwea2s Pigrs 59 ang 62 that
includes nituralistic hanriat for wairuses ang aalonins as
21} 35 for amimais fren the existing collegtion of fur
s23is, ie2 otters, ang harpor seals:

2. A *Family learning canter* with classrocms to serve
sanuaily more thas 43,000 scheol cnildren ang aaults, ang a
IILCOVETY OOM WARre 1ACRractive fagrning exhinits allow
£351%0rs €O explore cn their awn:

& whale Gallery to showcase life-size mogels ang to
nclute 3 treater for mirine mammals;

L

i, improved visitor atenities .. restrooms, seating, 4ang
DRELEr 4Ce2ss for cmildean;  tne restrooms snail %2 easily
1tcessrble o zme poulic, #ithout payrng the diyarium's
sdmissign fae;

- Reagratign of exssting exaibits in the indarwater Qome
o7 Lo orielde 2 Mare natural nasieds, create a simulated
UL for ddving Birds, sxpand ang relocate the touch tank,
G &stablisa 2 dres vor travebiing exnibits,

3
¢

W

YERETING CENTER

g

L. ine City a3l acqutre Pier 63 for development of 3 Maritime
Tentar 9r othar cublic use.

2. To eohante acorecration of Seattle’s past, presest ang future
TETLLIme aCitwities, 4 mariCize center shall be daveloped. The
centar shall provide facilitias to moor histaric vessels, an axhie
Bit gailery, cencession and maRting space, and & public plaza and
THMGOSerIticn dres for martns.related erafts, Restrocms shall be
BrOTILRY 163 are accessible to the public withoye Raying the
TECEkime cenlerts AmISSTon fee. The exmibits and educatignal
Wasriunrties snakl Ge for cnildren ang acults.

3. Zwmerew oy the City Caunci) of the maritine center's gperating,
furcrrising ang eanibit plans shal) occyr before the prer area 13
fesses for ceveigement of the center,

. ks qguslopers of she Maritime Ceater snall be required to
SEMLSLEALE conleibutians 10 an amount 14 ge soecified oy the City

2 Hiter gste, pefore the Gity commences constryction of the
Fierines,

HGRRASE

Tke City snall pursye develoment of sunlic mgorage, especiaily

for use oy smaller recreationsl op commercial vessels on 3 tran-
steny basks.  This mograge snall be in acditign to mocrage that s
reluiired, by provisions of the Shoreline Master Program, in conjunce
’.lc?g-nlb ressration of prers ilong the nargorfront. The City
shail:

L. Ceuolete an agreament with the Port of Seattle and the
vesartzant of Natursl fesources to geveloo a facility for
IFENSIAAT SOOFRQE 10 CONJUACLICN wilh the redevelooment of
tne Prar £4/65 area, including 4 vreskwater protectign for

“aorage of historic vassels at Pier 63; PR
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22qe 7
RESQAUTION

L. IHPLEHENTAYION STRATEGY

4. The {fly shall i39rave by ordinance 3 specral lavy to implement
Talor elevents of the Harborfront Public Improvement Plan as deserived
in this resolution,

3. The (i

B P wark with King €ounty to provide reqional funding
7 Lhe 3 r

BT tarcugh 3 County-wide bend issye.

The City sh2ll work with arivate praperty gwners and public agen-
&3 with interests ga the rartarfront to bring about the visign
Lrated v the Downtawe Plan ang ke Harborfront Public Inprovement
. Where Fassible, public/private oartnerships snall de
L 25t the plang, sych as thraugn an L0 process,
e $pectal purpose funarassing,

Ny

£Y W, M ey

e

2. deveiooment shall be eltgitle rfor the public venafit bonus
for the 2rfesat (pursuant to poLy Jirectors Rule 11-35, chapter
23.43, 1390 Y32 Cocel for cantritutions to the follawiang improvesents:

g2velosmant Batuesn Pike ang Sell Street:
v oSmenttn TIAIRIT LIX2 2ng Bell Street:

. 20 30a0e nd transiant Tagrage imorovemants raolatad to the
restveiosmeat of the Pler 64/68 ares,

& Isprovemants io the ~210rs Street Corridor between the Pike
Hervel =04 the Hardorfean.

2 IRprovemLays at the fagt of Yine Stragt to create a
AGOPTED by tne City Council of the City of Seattle this —

$ay of . 1983, ang signed by me in open session in duthen-

ticatign of ity adaption this day of , 1988,

Fresident of the City Council

Files ox re zmis . day of o . 1988,

ATTEST:

LIty ComptrolTer ang Ciey Clerk

Br:

Deauty
THE MAI9Y coaCyRztag;

{harles Royer, H3yar
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