August 12, 2010

RE: SR 520, I-5 to Medina Bridge Replacement Project and HOV Project
Consulting Party Participation and Revised Area of Potential Effects (APE)

Dear

Per provisions of 36 CFR Part 800, the Washington State Department of Transportation
(WSDQT), on behalf of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), is undertaking an
identified transportation need in Seattle, King County, Washington. The SR 520 bridges
are vulnerable to earthquakes and windstorms and must be replaced. The Bridge
Replacement and HOV Project will replace the SR 520 bridges, and include other transit,
HOV and community enhancements. Pursuant to compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), namely, provisions in 36 CFR
800.2(c)(5)(d)(i) regarding consulting parties, we are consulting with the City of
Olympia, a Certified Local Government (CLG), about the SR 520 Bridge Replacement
and HOV Project. This letter requests two actions on your part. One, to consider and
acknowledge your interest in participating as a consulting party to the subject project.
Two, to review and comment as appropriate upon the revise Area of Potential Affect
(APE).

The SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV project is one component of the SR 520
Program. The other projects within the program are: SR 520 Eastside Transit and HOV
Project, Pontoon Construction Project, and Lake Washington Urban Partnership. The
project described in this letter extends from the SR 520 interchange with 1-5 to 92nd
Avenue NE in Yarrow Point. The project would tie in to the Eastside Transit and HOV
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Project at Evergreen Point Road; restriping would occur from Evergreen Point Road to
92nd Avenue NE.

Project Description
A Draft EIS published in August 2006 evaluated No Build, 4-Lane, and 6-Lane
alternatives for the SR 520 corridor. In January 2010 a Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS)
evaluated a 6-Lane Alternative, a No Build Alternative, and three design options for the
6-Lane Alternative in Seattle that were developed by a mediation group in 2007 and
2008. The two alternatives and three design options of the SDEIS would rebuild SR 520
between I-5 and Medina, including replacement of the Evergreen Point Bridge across
Lake Washington. Upon consideration of public, agency and tribal comments on the
alternatives and design options analyzed in the SDEIS, FHWA and WSDOT selected a
preferred alternative in April 2010 with the following elements:
= A new six-lane corridor from I-5 to Medina that includes two general-purpose and
one transit/HOV lane in each direction.
= Reversible transit/HOV ramp to the I-5 express lanes; headed from the Eastside to
downtown Seattle in the morning and from downtown Seattle to the Eastside in
the evening.
= Asix-lane Portage Bay Bridge with a westbound managed shoulder.
= Anurban interchange at Montlake Boulevard.
= A second bascule bridge across the Montlake Cut that provides additional
capacity for transit/HOV, bicycles and pedestrians.
= A space between the west approach bridge structures that could accommodate
potential future light rail and connect to the University Link light rail station.
= A 14-foot-wide bicycle/pedestrian path across Lake Washington.
= Environmental improvements, including noise reduction features, stormwater
treatment, removal of unused R.H. Thomson ramps to restore park land and
habitats, and improvements for fish and wetlands plants.

More details about the preferred alternative and the project are available on the
Program’s webpage: www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Consulting Party Role
Your participation as a consulting party is invited because the City of Olympia has may
have a particular interest in the project’s potential adverse effects on archaeological and
historic properties as defined by Section 106. The consultation process should encourage
creativity and a common-sense approach to problem solving. Further, Section 106:

= |saprocess and discussion.

= Does not necessarily result in preservation.

= Seeks to integrate consideration of historic preservation in balancing a full range

of public values.

Consulting party status entitles your organization to weigh in on aspects of this project
that would potentially affect historic properties, or those resources that are listed or
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. As a consulting party, your
organization would have the opportunity to comment on amendments to the Area of
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Potential Effects (APE), identification of historic properties within the APE, and the
determination of adverse effects to historic properties. Further, you would be invited to
participate in developing measures to mitigate adverse effects to historic properties, if
any are necessary.

Your organization would have an opportunity to receive and review pertinent
information, offer ideas, and consider possible solutions together with WSDOT and other
consulting parties. Review periods for Section 106 consulting parties are not specifically
established in the regulations. However, the SHPO and tribes are allotted a 30 day
review period, and WSDOT plans to follow this protocol for all consulting parties
whenever we are able. Please note that Section 106 consulting party status deals
specifically with historic properties: those buildings, structures, objects, sites, and
districts that are listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.

Currently, the next step in the Section 106 process is a series of individual consulting
party organizations meetings with two consultants to the state, Terry Klein and Lynne
Sebastian, PhD of the SRI Foundation during July and August 2010. At these meetings
Mr. Klein and Dr. Sebastian will work with your organization to identify concerns about
specific effects on the integrity of historic properties that could result from construction
and operation of the SR 520 project. This information will be compiled and provided to
WSDOT project staff to help inform the WSDOT/FHWA decision about the effects of
this project on archaeological and historic properties.

If the city of Olympia accepts the invitation to become a Consulting Party under Section
106, please return your response using the attached form by August 23, 2010. We
will then contact you to arrange a meeting or telephone conference at your convenience.

Revised Area of Potential Effects (APE)

Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.2(c)(1), the Washington State Department of Transportation
(WSDOT), on behalf of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), is continuing
consultation for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina Bridge Replacement and HOV Project. Thank
you for your ongoing participation and interest in this project. Please see the enclosed
map, which illustrates the revised Area of Potential Effects (APE) for this project. T he
APE has been expanded to incorporate two, non-contiguous construction staging sites
that would be used to construct supplemental stability pontoons for the new Evergreen
Point Bridge. One site will be at the Port of Olympia and the other will be at the Port of
Tacoma, encompassing the Concrete Tech Company (CTC) property as well as an area
across the street from CTC to the southwest.

The SR 520, I-5 to Medina project is planning to replace the Evergreen Point Bridge with
a new 6-lane bridge, which will require 77 total pontoons. As acknowledged in the
January 2010 Supplemental Draft EIS, the 1-5 to Medina project plans to use the 33
pontoons constructed by the Pontoon Construction Project for independent catastrophic
failure planning, and construct an additional 44 supplemental stability pontoons in order
to provide the buoyancy necessary for a new 6-lane bridge. These 44 pontoons are not
part of catastrophic failure planning and are only necessary for the 6-lane replacement
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SR 520, I-5 to Medina Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Section 106 Consulting Party Designation

The Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT), on behalf of the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), invites the City of Olympia to participate in Section
106 consultation for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina Bridge Replacement and HOV Project per
36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 800.2(c)(5)(d)(i).

The consultation process, if approached in good faith, should encourage creativity and a
common-sense approach to problem solving. As a process and discussion avenue, Section
106 seeks to integrate consideration of historic preservation in balancing a full range of
public values, though it does not necessarily result in preservation.

Consulting party points of involvement per Section 106 regulations include:
1. Area of Potential Affects (APE) establishment
2. Historic Property identification
3. During and at determination of effect(s)
4. In case of SHPO/THPO (Tribal Historic Preservation Officer) objection
5. During mitigation measures development

Please circle your response and sign as indicated.

We, the City of Olympia, accept / decline to participate in Section 106 consultation for
the SR 520, I-5 to Medina Bridge Replacement and HOV Project per 36 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) 800.2(c)(5)(d)(i).

Signature Date
Print Name Print Title
Comment:
SR 520: 1-5 to Medina Bridge Replacement and HOV Project. Page 5
Revised APE
Stahley

August 13, 2010






Copies of the following letter were sent to the following individuals:

Date Subject From To Corresp.
Ref. No.
8/18/2010 | SR 520 Bridge Replacement and Marsha Tolon Nancy Brainard LTR #1583

HOQV Project, Seattle, King County,
Section 106 Consulting Party
Process

Environmental Lead
WSDOT

North Capitol Hill
Neighborhood Association
2419 Federal Ave E
Seattle, WA 98102







August 18, 2010

Y-8393 BH
LTR #1583

Nancy Brainard, Secretary

North Capitol Hill Neighborhood Association
2419 Federal Ave. E.

Seattle, WA 98102

RE: SR 520, I-5 to Medina Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Section 106 Consulting Party Process

Dear Ms. Brainard:

Thank you for your participation in the Section 106 Consulting Party process for the SR 520, I-5 to
Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project.

On Friday, August 13, you received an orientation phone call from Lynne Sebastian with the SRI
Foundation. You have also received an e-mail from Lynne with the following materials:

e Section 106 consultation plan / schedule
o Haul routes map
« Explanation of criteria for evaluating a property's integrity

We have enclosed the following additional materials for your reference:

e List of invited Consulting Parties

e Primer on the role of Consulting Parties in the Section 106 process

e Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) brochure on Consulting Party participation in
the Section 106 process

Maps of the area of potential effects (APE)

Section 106 process flowchart graphic

Map of the Preferred Alternative

Supplemental draft environmental impact statement (EIS) executive summary (includes a copy of
the supplemental draft EIS and discipline reports on compact disc).

We recommend referencing the following documents and chapters:
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Copies of the following letter were sent to the following individuals:

Date Subject From To Corresp.
Ref. No.
8/25/2010 | SR 520 Bridge Replacement and Marsha Tolon Erin O’Conner LTR #1589

HOQV Project, Seattle, King County,
Haul Route Historic Property
Inventory Forms

SR 520 Program
Environmental Lead
WSDOT

2312 10" Ave E
Seattle, WA 98102







August 25, 2010

Y-8393 BH
LTR #1589

Erin O’Conner
2612 10th Avenue East
Seattle, WA 98102

RE: SR 520, I-5 to Medina Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Haul Route Historic Property Inventory forms

Dear Erin,

We appreciate the time and work you are dedicating to this project as a consulting party. By
this letter, the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT), on behalf of the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), is continuing Section 106 consultation per the
provisions of 36 CFR Part 800.

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) for this project was expanded in response to comments
and concerns raised by our Section 106 consulting parties and following multiple
conversations with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). The revised APE now
includes all potential construction haul routes and potential park mitigation sites for Section
6(f) compliance. The SHPO agreed with this revised APE on August 17, 2010.

Within the areas captured by the expanded APE, WSDOT conducted a survey and inventory
of all historic (pre-1972) resources not already surveyed, which totaled 355 properties. This
survey was submitted electronically to SHPO on August 19 through the Department of
Archaeology and Historic Preservation’s (DAHP) new Historic Property Inventory (HPI)
web-based system. Due to some technical challenges with the new system, it is not yet
possible to print the entire survey. WSDOT has printed each HPI form separately and then
combined them to provide the complete survey electronically for viewing. Per your request,
please enclosed find a CD that contains an Adobe.pdf file for all 355 HPI forms. As
previously agreed with DAHP staff, the review period for these determinations of National
Register eligibility is limited and will conclude on September 9, 2010. To assist with your



O 'Conner

SR 520, I-5 to Medina Bridge Replacement and HOV Project APE
August 25, 2010

Page 2 of 2

review, we have also included a table that lists the addresses of all properties surveyed and
their eligibility determination.

Thank you again for your time and attention to this project. We look forward to continuing
consultation with you on this project, and to your comments on the HPI forms. We
appreciate receipt of any comments on the HPI forms by Thursday, September 9, 2010.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 206-770-3573, or by email
at tolonm@wsdot.wa.gov. '

Sincerely,

Wil {F//é‘f Z:{W(

Marsha Tolon
WSDOT Environmental Lead
SR 520 Program

cc: Randy Everett, FHWA
Matthew Sterner, DAHP
Jenifer Young, WSDOT
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Copies of the following letter were sent to the following individuals:

Date Subject From To Corresp.
Ref. No.
9/20/2010 | SR 520 Bridge Replacement and Julie Meredith John Wolfe LTR #1070
HOV Project, Seattle, King County, SR 520 Program Director Port of Tacoma
Consulting Party Participation and WSDOT P.O. Box 1837
Revised Area of Potential Effects Tacoma, WA 98401
Reuben McKnight LTR #1071

The City of Tacoma
747 Market St, Room 1036
Tacoma, WA 98402-3793







September 20, 2010

RE: SR 520, I-5 to Medina Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Consulting Party Participation and Revised Area of Potential Effects (APE)

Dear

Pursuant to compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA), namely, provisions in 36 CFR 800.2(c)(5)(d)(i) regarding consulting parties, we
are consulting with the City of Tacoma about the SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV
Project. This letter requests two actions on your part. One, to consider and acknowledge
your interest in participating as a consulting party to the subject project. Two, to review
and comment as appropriate upon the revised Area of Potential Effects (APE). Please see
the enclosed map, which illustrates the revised APE for this project. The APE has been
expanded to incorporate two, non-contiguous construction staging sites that would be
used to construct supplemental stability pontoons for the new Evergreen Point Bridge.
One site will be at the Port of Olympia and the other will be at the Port of Tacoma,
encompassing the Concrete Tech Company (CTC) property as well as an area across the
street from CTC to the southwest.

The SR 520, I-5 to Medina project is planning to replace the Evergreen Point Bridge with
a new 6-lane bridge, which will require 77 total pontoons. As acknowledged in the
January 2010 Supplemental Draft EIS, the 1-5 to Medina project plans to use the 33
pontoons constructed by the Pontoon Construction Project for independent catastrophic
failure planning, and construct an additional 44 supplemental stability pontoons in order
to provide the buoyancy necessary for a new 6-lane bridge. These 44 pontoons are not
part of catastrophic failure planning and are only necessary for the 6-lane replacement
bridge as identified in the I-5 to Medina project. FHWA has concurred with WSDOT's
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approach to the independent analysis of the I-5 to Medina Project and the Pontoon
Construction Project. The inclusion of Port of Olympia and Port of Tacoma sites would
allow WSDOT to meet the project delivery schedule.

WSDOT will not construct new casting basins or other production facilities at these
construction staging sites. However, WSDOT will be grading, paving, and performing
pile driving to build strong foundation slabs at two existing upland industrial facilities to
enable pontoon construction. The vertical APE for these sites will extend to the depth of
ground disturbance, which includes pile driving. WSDOT will transport the pontoons on
existing roadways from those upland sites to the launch sites.

WSDOT will conduct a survey and inventory of all historic (pre-1972) resources within
the revised APE. These locations are privately owned, so the archaeological identification
efforts as well as potential evaluation efforts at these sites will be conducted as part of a
Programmatic Agreement for the project.

The SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV project is one component of the SR 520
Program. The other projects within the program are: SR 520 Eastside Transit and HOV
Project, Pontoon Construction Project, and Lake Washington Urban Partnership. The
project described in this letter extends from the SR 520 interchange with 1-5 to 92nd
Avenue NE in Yarrow Point. The project would tie in to the Eastside Transit and HOV
Project at Evergreen Point Road; restriping would occur from Evergreen Point Road to
92nd Avenue NE.

Project Description
A Draft EIS published in August 2006 evaluated No Build, 4-Lane, and 6-Lane
alternatives for the SR 520 corridor. In January 2010 a Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS)
evaluated a 6-Lane Alternative, a No Build Alternative, and three design options for the
6-Lane Alternative in Seattle that were developed by a mediation group in 2007 and
2008. The two alternatives and three design options of the SDEIS would rebuild SR 520
between I-5 and Medina, including replacement of the Evergreen Point Bridge across
Lake Washington. Upon consideration of public, agency and tribal comments on the
alternatives and design options analyzed in the SDEIS, FHWA and WSDOT selected a
preferred alternative in April 2010 with the following elements:
= A new six-lane corridor from I-5 to Medina that includes two general-purpose and
one transit/HOV lane in each direction.
= Reversible transit/HOV ramp to the 1-5 express lanes; headed from the Eastside to
downtown Seattle in the morning and from downtown Seattle to the Eastside in
the evening.
= Assix-lane Portage Bay Bridge with a westbound managed shoulder.
= Anurban interchange at Montlake Boulevard.
= A second bascule bridge across the Montlake Cut that provides additional
capacity for transit/HOV, bicycles and pedestrians.
= A space between the west approach bridge structures that could accommodate
potential future light rail and connect to the University Link light rail station.
= A 14-foot-wide bicycle/pedestrian path across Lake Washington.
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= Environmental improvements, including noise reduction features, stormwater
treatment, removal of unused R.H. Thomson ramps to restore park land and
habitats, and improvements for fish and wetlands plants.

More details about the preferred alternative and the project are available on the
Program’s webpage: www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/SR520Bridge.

Consulting Party Role
Your participation as a consulting party is invited because the City of Tacoma may have
a particular interest in the project’s potential adverse effects on archaeological and
historic properties as defined by Section 106. The consultation process should encourage
creativity and a common-sense approach to problem solving. Further, Section 106:

= s aprocess and discussion.

= Does not necessarily result in preservation.

= Seeks to integrate consideration of historic preservation in balancing a full range

of public values.

Consulting party status entitles your organization to weigh in on aspects of this project
that would potentially affect historic properties, or those resources that are listed or
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. As a consulting party, your
organization would have the opportunity to comment on amendments to the Area of
Potential Effects (APE), identification of historic properties within the APE, and the
determination of adverse effects to historic properties. Further, you would be invited to
participate in developing measures to mitigate adverse effects to historic properties, if
any are necessary.

Your organization would have an opportunity to receive and review pertinent
information, offer ideas, and consider possible solutions together with WSDOT and other
consulting parties. Review periods for Section 106 consulting parties are not specifically
established in the regulations. However, the SHPO and tribes are allotted a 30 day
review period, and WSDOT plans to follow this protocol for all consulting parties
whenever we are able. Please note that Section 106 consulting party status deals
specifically with historic properties: those buildings, structures, objects, sites, and
districts that are listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.

Currently, the next step in the Section 106 process is a series of individual consulting
party organizations meetings with two consultants to the state, Terry Klein and Lynne
Sebastian, PhD of the SRI Foundation in September 2010. At these meetings Mr. Klein
and Dr. Sebastian will work with your organization to identify concerns about specific
effects on the integrity of historic properties that could result from construction and
operation of the SR 520 project. This information will be compiled and provided to
WSDOT project staff to help inform the WSDOT/FHWA decision about the effects of
this project on archaeological and historic properties.

If the City of Tacoma accepts the invitation to become a Consulting Party under Section
106, please return your response using the attached form by September 30, 2010.
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We will then contact you to arrange a meeting or telephone conference at your-
convenience.

If you do accept this invitation, we also look forward to your comments on the revised
APE. We would appreciate an expedited review of the revised APE, and hope to
receive any comments by September 30. If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to contact Archaeologist Kevin Bartoy at 206-521-5628, email
bartoyK@wsdot.wa.gov Environmental L.ead Marsha Tolon, at 206-521-5571, email
tolonm@wsdot.wa.gov.

20 Program Director
Enclosures

Cc:  Matthew Sterner, DAHP
Randy Everett, FHWA
Kevin Bartoy, WSDOT
Marsha Tolon, WSDOT
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SR 520, I-5 to Medina Bridge Replacement and HOV Project
Section 106 Consulting Party Designation

The Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT), on behalf of the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), invites the City of Tacoma to participate in Section
106 consultation for the SR 520, I-5 to Medina Bridge Replacement and HOV Project per
36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 800.2(c)(5)(d)(i).

The consultation process, if approached in good faith, should encourage creativity and a
common-sense approach to problem solving. As a process and discussion avenue, Section
106 seeks to integrate consideration of historic preservation in balancing a full range of
public values, though it does not necessarily result in preservation.

Consulting party points of involvement per Section 106 regulations include:
1. Area of Potential Effects (APE) establishment
2. Historic Property identification
3. During determination of effect(s)
4. In case of SHPO/THPO (Tribal Historic Preservation Officer) objection
5. During mitigation measures development

Please circle your response and sign as indicated.

We, the City of Tacoma, accept / decline to participate in Section 106 consultation for
the SR 520, I-5 to Medina Bridge Replacement and HOV Project per 36 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) 800.2(c)(5)(d)(i).

Signature Date

Print Name Print Title

Comment:
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m King County

Office of Business Relations and Economic Development
Historic Preservation Program

400 Yesler Street, Suite 510 [MS: YES-EX-510]

Seattle, WA 98104

206.205.0700

November 29, 2010

Ms. Lynn Sebastian

SRI Foundation

333 Rio Rancho Drive, Suite 103

Rio Rancho, New Mexico 87124 [sent by electronic mail]

]
Dear Ms. Sgbé{tygﬁ\:/\/

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Cultural Resource Assessment and Discipline
Report for the SR520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project. The following comments focus on
historic landscapes and archaeology, since you should be receiving numerous comments on
historic buildings and structures from both area residents and the City of Seattle’s Historic
Preservation Program. Comments on general issues precede those on individual resources,
which are followed by observations on needed clarifications.

General

Rather than defer consideration of mitigation measures to later consultation (7-53 re: Seattle
Yacht Club, and many other places), WSDOT should commit to a minimum range of highly
probable measures for each property, noting that “mitigation is likely to include one or more of
the following measures...” followed by a list tailored to individual properties and impacts.

The phrase “context-sensitive design” is used repeatedly without explanation of the critical
characteristics of particular contexts that need to frame any design, let alone good design in a
particular location.

Noise walls are mentioned as potential mitigation measures for noise impacts in several areas,
but it isn’t clear exactly what would be built, whether or not the visual simulations include them,
nor how they will affect the experience of passengers traversing the existing historic bridge.
Noise walls should be described and illustrated in this chapter or appropriate discussion
referenced from other chapter(s).

The following reports should be included in the attachments:
e Schneyder et al.’s 2010 NRHP Evaluation Report for the Miller Street Landfill
(45K1760),
e Pacific Geoarchaeological Services’ 2010 Final Geomorphic Investigations at Foster
Island Technical Memorandum, and
e  Goodman et al.’s 2008 Foster Island Ground Penetrating Radar Survey.



Ms. Lynn Sebastian
November 29, 2010
Page 2 of 4

Throughout the report should be consistent in identifying consultant firms (e.g., p. 4-7, where
ICF is identified as conducting background research, but WSDOT, rather than BOAS, is
identified as identifying areas of archacological probability) and individual employees (e.g., p. 6-
106, where individual ICF employees are named, but employees involved in other investigations
are not identified).

Several paragraphs in Chapter 5 need more references for the information presented in them
(e.g., 5-7,5-15, 5-17). '

Lake Washington Boulevard (LWB)

While a tree-planted central median is certainly a common feature of many boulevards and
several Olmsted Brothers-designed boulevards in Seattle, it seems unlikely that it was a design
feature of Lake Washington Boulevard east of Montlake Boulevard (see 1936 aerials on KC
Imap at http://www.kingcounty.gov/operations/gis/Maps/iMAP.aspx)

Installation of a planted median here (7-42, 72 and elsewhere) most likely is inauthentic and
detracts from historically accurate and appropriate design, no matter how aesthetically appealing
it may be.

Emphasis on transportation, linearity and the horizontal alignment of boulevards (7-42, 43, 70,
72, 73 and elsewhere) as the sole element of their integrity is misleading and erroneous — vertical
alignment, plantings and views are not discussed. The Olmsteds’ intention and comprehensive
design approach for boulevards was to produce aesthetic and recreational experiences rather than
just transportation from entry to exit.

While traffic volumes on LWB moving north through the Arboretum are expected to decline due
to removal of the Thompson Expressway ramps (7-78, 79), there is no discussion of left-turning
off-ramp traffic moving south from 24th Ave. through the Arboretum. The off-ramp traffic
heading south is most likely to cause adverse effects to the Boulevard and Arboretum — and
should be discussed, along with potential measures to manage it if it causes adverse effects.

Montlake Boulevard

Removal of “all or part of” the Montlake Boulevard Median between East Hamlin and SR520 (7-
73 and elsewhere) should be decided in favor of retaining sufficient median area to allow tree
planting, since the historic and aesthetic character of the southern approach to Montlake Bridge
is dependent on the median. Why not commit to this now and reduce the impacts of proposed
construction?

Washington Park Arboretum

See comments on LWB traffic management.

The report refers to the “revised historic boundaries of the Washington Park Arboretum” (p. 76-
80). Who revised the boundaries, and when? Does this refer to the preceding discussion of
decisions (by WSDOT?) to change the boundaries of the contributing elements of the NRHP
property? If so, the revisions are not to the historic boundaries at all. These are two very
different things.




Ms. Lynn Sebastian
November 29, 2010
Page 3 of 4

Montlake Historic District

Lid plantings will require removal of several mature “specimen trees” (7-75) - why can’t some
be saved for replanting and others replaced with the same species as part of the landscape design
for the 1id?

Montlake Cut

While the primary impetus for creation of the Cut was marine transportation, it has also served
recreational purposes and had walkways, viewpoints and perhaps decorative landscaping along
its banks and slopes for much or all of its existence. These historic landscape elements are
entirely ignored in the discussion (p.7-40, 41). Construction of a second bridge will alter the
experience of land-based recreational users of the Cut.

Montlake Portage Area

Exhibit 4-3 (p. 4-8) references BOAS’ various reports for the conclusion that the Montlake
Portage area likely does not retain significant historic properties because of modern ground
disturbance. This is not true — neither of BOAS’ reports makes that conclusion (see Blukis Onat
et al. 2005:94-95; 2007a:iii, 23-25, 33, 48). Given that the statement in Exhibit 4-3 is incorrect,
will WSDOT need to revise its consideration of cultural resources in the area?

Miller Street Landfill and Vicinity

The brief discussion of reports of bottle dumps within the boundaries of 45KI1760 seems
incomplete (p. 3-4). The statement “it [is] unlikely that these bottle dumps were associated with
the Miller Street Landfill if the bottles recovered pre-dated 1910” is unclear. Are the ages of the
bottles known? If the bottles post-date 1910, then it is likely that they were associated with the
Miller Street Landfill. And if they do pre-date 1910, then although they may not be associated
with the formal, official landfill they certainly are evidence of an earlier use of that location for
garbage disposal, one that may relate to the City’s selection of that location for the formal
landfill.

The statement that “no historical or precontact...cultural resources were encountered [in the
Seattle Study area]” (p. 6-2) is incorrect. Isn’t the Miller Street Landfill an historical cultural
resource?

King County HPP’s comments on the Miller Street Landfill evaluation report should be included
in Attachment 2, Agency Consultations.

Foster Island
The report states that “Further ethnographic study was completed in 2009” (p. 4-7).. Where is
the study? Shouldn’t that be included in the Attachments?

The report references a work plan for archaeological investigations on Foster Island that was
reviewed by the tribes and DAHP (p. 6-2). Shouldn’t that be included in the Attachments?

The discussion of stratigraphy in the second paragraph of p. 6-27 is confusing. Does the depth of
the glacial deposits refer to the depth of the top of those deposits or of the top and bottom?



Ms. Lynn Sebastian
November 29, 2010
Page 4 of 4

Mention is made of “archaeological deposits”. I thought there were no archaeological deposits
on Foster Island. Why the distinction between glacial clay and till? The last part of the
paragraph seems to treat them differently.

Clarifications Needed
Why are usual and accustomed fishing areas for only the Muckleshoot Tribe (and not other
Tribes) mentioned (p. 1-3)?

In the paragraph portage area, mention is made of a “Duwamish village...located east of the
mouth of the creek” (p. 3-6). Does this refer to the village east of the mouth of Arboretum
Creek, which is not on the portage?

No vertical dimension is specified in the general discussion and definition of “the” APE (p. 4-1
to 4-4). Since the vertical extent of a project is crucial for assessing potential archaeological
impacts, this is a critical omission that should be corrected.

Bryn Mawr is incorrectly identified as the ancestral village of John Cheshiahud (p. 5-17).

Discussion of effects on 2904 and 2908 Montlake Boulevard should clarify that these properties
are eligible only as contributing properties, not individually (p. 7-47, 48).

Is the Arboretum (designed in 1936) associated with the A-Y-P Exposition (open in 1909), or is
association with Lake Washington Boulevard and Washington Park (built in the early 1900s)
meant here (p. 7-49)?

There is only one owner of property in the Arboretum, so reference to approval of noise walls by
“adjacent property owners” seems unnecessary (p. 7-79).

If you wish to discuss any comments in more detail, please contact us directly by telephone or
electronic mail. Charlie Sundberg can be reached at 206.296.8673 or
charlie.sundberg@kingcounty.gov; Philippe LeTourneau can be reached at 206.296.5217 or
philippe.letourneau@kingcounty.gov.

Sincerely,
Cl oot

Charlie Sundberg, Preservation Planner

Philippe LeTourneau, Preservation Archaeologist
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Seward School lunchroom and gymnasium

AND/OR HISTORIC:

Denny-Fuhrman School

OCATIO

[sTREET ANO NUMBER:

Seward School, north side E. Louisa, between Franklin E. and Boylston E.
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[] Object (L] Both (O Being Considered 0 Preservation work &) Unrestricred
7 in progress d -Ne

PRESENT USE (Check One or More a's Appropriate)
[[] Agricultural [0 Government )} Perk [ Transportation [] Comments

Seattle Public Schools

S5TREET AND NUMBER:

Seattle Public Schools, 815 - Fourth North
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Washinqtonj 53

Seattle 98109

GCATION OF LEGAL DESCRIPTION
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COURTHOUSE, REGISTRY OF DEEDS, ETC:

King County Auditor's Office
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King County Courthouse
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Seattle ”98104

i et pe 22 2 s e

TITLE OF SURVEY:
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None

DATE OF SURVEY: [ Local

DEFPOSITORY FOR SURVEY RECORDS:

[C] Federal

[ Stote [[1 County

STREET AND NUMBER:

STATE:

HIaMWNN AYLNA

CITY OR TOWN: CODE

AL¥YC

ATING 35N SdN ¥04d







'

Form 10-300a UNITED STQS DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR [s7a
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King
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ENTRY NUMBER DATE

(Continuation Sheet)

(Number all entries)

#8 - Significance
Seward School lunchroom and gymnasium

The building well represents a link with the past history of Seattle
Public Schools, as well as architecturally exemplifying American Primitive
construction and design.

GPO 921.724
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[ Pre-Columbiani® ) d 16th CG"'UTY 7 T 18th teniury - K} 20th Century
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Abor iginal - o ®]. Education o [ -Pelitical I (I} Ur!?cln Planning
[J Prehistoric [] Engineering (] Religion/Phi- ] Other (Specify)
{1 Histarie () Industry : losophy
] Agriculture 7] Invention [[] Science
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STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE

The Denny-Fuhrman School building is the oldest frame school building in a
generally unaltered state in the city of Seattle. It is also the only
remaining example of a "oge-ropm schoolhouse”,

The Denny-Fuhrman School building, now the Seward School lunchroom and gym-
nasium, was built in 1893 on land said to cost $8,730. B&although it has
been moved on the school grounds, it appears as originally built: a one-
story frame structure. Originally it was only partially divided inside,
with all eight grades in one room. But by 1827 enrollment had risen to 70
and three classrooms were established.

The Denny-Fuhrman Addition to the City of Seattle was in 1893, far from

the center of town. Descriptions of the area by early students noted that
the school was in a setting of thick forest, with pastures to the South.
Only footpaths lead to the lakes.to the east and-west:. K Portage. Bay. and
Lake Union. Streets running north and south to the main town of Seattle,
were only. "cowpaths". The easiest means of .transportation was by boat to
the south end of Lake Union, and thence by street to the main part of town.
However, with the building of Broadway High School in 1902, more populatlon
moved east and north of the center of town. This increased the population
of the North Broadway district, and by 1904 the enrollment of Denny-Fuhrman
was 206. Overcrowding brought pressure on the school board to build an
addition to the school, and in 1905 a new frame structure was constructed
to the west of the little building. These two frame buildings were then
renamed Seward School for Sec. of State William Henry Seward.

By 1917 overcrowding again forced building of an addition. This was a
brick structure placed on the site of the original building, with the latten
meved around to the sourth side of the school grounds. The original frame
building continues to be used in that location for lunchroom and gymnasium.

The Seward lunchroom is prcbably the best known of the three structures
comprising Seward School since it is the site of most of the school social
and educational gatherings and is also the location of community group
meetings after school hours. It remains significant and contributeory to
the community and educational development of that 'area of the city, as well
as reminiscent of the more intimate and humble days of public education.
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HISTORIC CONTEXTS

Throughout Seattle’s history, multifamily housing has been perhaps the city’s most
diverse building type, ranging from modest duplexes to concrete high-rises. They have
provided housing for people in a wide range of age groups, economic levels and family
circumstances. As the city grew, the building type matured to meet these varying needs
with specific building characteristics, features and amenities. Apartment buildings
provide opportunities for lower cost living quarters, low maintenance, proximity to
work and shopping and other amenities that may be unaffordable in a single-family
home. They have traditionally been considered temporary housing while in college or
while saving to purchase a house, but are increasingly becoming permanent
accommodations for people who prefer the simpler lifestyle or more central locations, or

who cannot afford to buy a home.

At the turn of the 20% century the middle class in the United States firmly held the belief
that the single-family home was the most desirable and appropriate living arrangement,
and an important goal to strive toward. Architectural Record called apartment houses “a
dangerous enemy of American domesticity....done out of necessity rather than by
choice.” The middle class associated apartment living with the city tenements where
working people lived. This was true despite the fact that in 1900 more than three-
quarters of urban Americans lived in rented apartments. Apartments were considered

acceptable for those without children, but families sought outdoor space for children to

' Gwendolyn Wright, Building the Dream: A Social History of Housing in America, (Cambridge: the
MIT Press, 1981), p. 150.
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studying throughout the world, before moving to Seattle in 1906. He immediately
embarked on two major projects, the Chelsea Family Hotel (1907) and the Sorrento Hotel
(1908) on First Hill. Both designs show the influence of his European travels. He later
partnered with Thomas Grainger, producing such well known works as the Queen
Anne, Columbia and Douglass-Truth libraries (1912-15), the Corner Market Building at
Pike Place Market (1911-12), the 7t Church of Christ, Scientist (1923-25), Harborview
Hospital (1929-31) and several fraternity and sorority houses. His son, Donald Thomas,
later joined the partnership. Thomas taught architecture at the University of

Washington from 1926 until 1940 and retired from practice in 1949.%

Victor Voorhees was one of Seattle’s most prolific architects, working here from 1904
until at least 1957. He is credited with designing more than 100 local buildings, ranging
from cottages and large residences to apartment and office buildings, auto dealerships,
industrial buildings, fraternal halls and commercial structures such as Washington Hall
and the Vance Building. His apartment/hotel work includes the renovation of an
engineering school into the Vance Apartments (now the Marqueen Hotel, 1926), the
Adams Apartments (1915}, the Washington Arms (1919), the Vance Hotel (now the
Hotel Max, 1926) and the Earl Hotel (now the Seattle Hotel, 1928). However, he has
become best known for a popular book of house plans, Western Home Builder, first

published in 1907 %

** Qchsner, Shaping Seattle Architecture, p. 126-131,
% Qchsner, Shaping Seattle Architecture, p. 353.
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Although they focused primarily on travelers, they also had permanent residents. Some
special purpose buildings also included hotels or apartments, notably the Moore Theater
and Hotel, the Paramount Theater, the Fisher Studio Building and the Eagles building.

Workers’ hotels were also built along First Avenue, convenient to the waterfront and the

Pike Place Market,

Belltown/Denny Regrade/Queen Anne

The vicinity of First Avenue and Bell Street, north of downtown, developed concurrently
with Pioneer Square, and its centerpiece, the Austin Bell Building, was constructed as
apartments in 1889. However, Denny Hill blocked the city’s northward progress and it
was not until the hill was regraded, between 1898 and 1911, that it opened up for
development. It quickly became a concentrated residential area, with two distinct types
of buildings. Workers’ hotels, typically without individual bath and cooking facilities,
lined First Avenue. By 1906, larger buildings were constructed north of Denny Way to
Queen Anne, primarily with efficiency apartments for sales clerks, clerical staff and
other downtown workers. Following the 1911 regrade, this type of development spread
throughout Belltown, east to Fifth Avenue. Because of its good streetcar service and
outstanding city views, many apartments (including luxury buildings} were built on
Queen Anne hill from 1906 through the 1920s, and it is today the site of some of the

city’s best multifamily examples.

In 1917 the area of the first Denny Regrade, roughly between Second and Fifth avenues

and from Stewart Street north to Cedar Street, was promoted as “the city’s coming














