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SUBJECT:  Motions to approve work plans for the Dockton Road and Vashon Highway seawall replacement projects.  The motions currently under consideration involve revised versions of work plans that were discussed at the June 6th Capital Budget Committee meeting.
SUMMARY:  
In the 2007-2012 Roads Capital Improvement Program (CIP), the Executive included future year funding of $48,238,000 for three seawall reconstruction projects on Vashon Island.  If an alternatives analysis supports a construction option that requires these investments, the Executive proposed to raise the funds by selling bonds.  The following table shows the year-by-year appropriation request for the three projects. 
Table 1 - $Appropriations for Three Seawall Projects, 2007-2012 Roads CIP

	
	Dockton - South
	Dockton - North
	Vashon Highway
	Total

	2007
	-
	-
	-
	-

	2008
	1,973,000
	-
	-
	1,973,000

	2009
	941,000
	2,043,000
	-
	2,984,000

	2010
	12,946,000
	974,000
	1,722,000
	15,642,000

	2011
	-
	12,293,000
	594,000
	12,887,000

	2012
	-
	-
	14,752,000
	14,752,000

	Total
	15,860,000
	15,310,000
	17,068,000
	48,238,000


The Council approved these funds in the adopted 2007-2012 Roads CIP.   Because of the projects’ large projected costs and reliance on bonding, the Council added several provisos to the 2007 budget with the goal of ensuring a thorough review of the process for evaluating and implementing the projects.
The proposed motions, together with their attached work plans, are part of the proviso responses.  The responses for the two Dockton Road projects were combined, and the Vashon Highway response was submitted separately.  The proviso response materials and work plan for each project are similar.  Accordingly, this staff report summarizes the Dockton Road proviso response and the Vashon Highway proviso response, and then discusses the alternatives analysis work plan in general.  Because the two work plans are similar, a policy decision by the Committee would likely apply to each work plan. Previous versions of these motions and related workplans were considered by the Transportation Committee on May 9th and by the Capital Budget Committee on June 6th.  
BACKGROUND:

Dockton Road Project Justification:  “Dockton Road SW is a collector arterial located on the east short of Vashon Island and is supported by a 4,000-foot long seawall.  … The timber seawall is nearly 100 years old … and is in poor condition.  Much of the seawall has failed and has been buttressed over the years with loosely placed riprap and concrete debris.  Portions of the wall have been failing on a yearly basis during winter storms, leading to costly emergency repairs and road closures.”

The two segments of Dockton Road ranked high in the 2006 Vulnerable Roads Segments Study.  The two segments are separated by a 220-foot segment of the seawall that was replaced in 2003.  The costs of that replacement project comprise the basis for the preliminary cost estimates that were used to generate the costs in the 2007-2012 CIP.  The average daily traffic (ADT) is 3,000 vehicles per day, estimated to increase to 4,100 vehicles per day by 2030.
Vashon Highway Project Justification:  The Vashon Highway seawall supports 3,200 feet of Vashon Highway SW.  The “loosely constructed rockery … is composed of poor quality rock and is exposed to southern wave action that repeatedly damages portions of the wall every year.”  The road was ranked high in the 2006 Vulnerable Road Segments Study.  In 2005, the Average Daily Traffic was about 5000 vehicles per day.

Dockton Road Proviso Response Summary:
Provisos P4 and P5 to Section 58 of the Budget Ordinance read as follows:

“P4 PROVIDED FURTHER THAT:


Of this appropriation $2,000,000 shall not be expended or encumbered until the council approves by motion a work plan transmitted by the executive for an alternatives analysis of the Dockton Road South project (CIP Project 300208).


The alternatives analysis shall provide an evaluative framework for meeting the county's responsibilities to the county road system on Vashon Island with respect to the Dockton Road South project.  The alternatives analysis work plan shall include at least three alternatives for the Dockton Road South project for study and evaluation.  Project alternatives shall include a "no-build" option and alternative roadway alignments.  Evaluative criteria shall include, but not be limited to, the following project considerations:  operating efficiencies and cost effectiveness including life cycle cost analysis of project alternatives; environmental impacts; traffic impacts including those to nonmotorized modes; and community impacts.  The work plan and proposed motion for the alternatives analysis shall include a scope of work, tasks, list of evaluative criteria to be used, schedule, milestones and budget for the work.  


The executive shall submit the proposed motion and the work plan for the alternatives analysis and proposed motion by March 31, 2007, in the form of 12 copies with the clerk of the council, who will retain the original and will forward copies to each councilmember and to the lead staff of the capital budget committee and the transportation committee, or their successors.

P5 PROVIDED FURTHER THAT:


Of this appropriation $2,000,000 shall not be expended or encumbered until the council approves by motion a work plan transmitted by the executive for an alternatives analysis of the Dockton Road North project (CIP Project 300111).


The alternatives analysis shall provide an evaluative framework for meeting the county's responsibilities to the county road system on Vashon Island with respect to the Dockton Road North project.  The alternatives analysis work plan shall include at least three alternatives for the Dockton Road North project for study and evaluation.  Project alternatives shall include a "no-build" option and alternative roadway alignments.  Evaluative criteria shall include, but not be limited to, the following project considerations:  operating efficiencies and cost effectiveness including life cycle cost analysis of project alternatives; environmental impacts; traffic impacts including those to nonmotorized modes; and community impacts.  The work plan and proposed motion for the alternatives analysis shall include a scope of work, tasks, list of evaluative criteria to be used, schedule, milestones and budget for the work.  


The executive shall submit the proposed motion and the work plan for the alternatives analysis and proposed motion by March 31, 2007, in the form of 12 copies with the clerk of the council, who will retain the original and will forward copies to each councilmember and to the lead staff of the capital budget committee and the transportation committee, or their successors.”

Similar provisos were attached to the Roads Capital Improvement Program (CIP) section of the budget.  The original response to this proviso was received on time, and involved the following legislative proposals by the Executive:

· Proposed Motion 2007-0235, a motion approving the work plan (referred first to the Transportation Committee and then the Capital Budget Committee);

· Proposed Work Plan (Attachment A to Proposed Motion 2007-0235);

· Proposed Ordinance 2007-0236, an ordinance amending the Budget Ordinance to delete the provisos (referred to the Capital Budget Committee)
The revised workplan currently under consideration by the Committee was generated based on input from the Capital Budget Committee at the June 6 Committee meeting.  The revised plan was transmitted on June 14 as proposed motion 2007-0360, which is intended to replace 2007-0235 and 2007-0236. 
Vashon Highway Proviso Response Summary:

Proviso P3 to Section 58 of the Budget Ordinance reads as follows:


“Of this appropriation $2,000,000 shall not be expended or encumbered until the council approves by motion a work plan transmitted by the executive for an alternatives analysis of the Vashon Highway Preservation project (CIP Project 300310).


The alternatives analysis shall provide an evaluative framework for meeting the county's responsibilities to the county road system on Vashon Island with respect to the Vashon Highway Preservation project.  The alternatives analysis work plan shall include at least three alternatives for the Vashon Highway project for study and evaluation.  Project alternatives shall include a "no-build" option and alternative roadway alignments.  Evaluative criteria shall include, but not be limited to, the following project considerations:  operating efficiencies and cost effectiveness including life cycle cost analysis of project alternatives; environmental impacts; traffic impacts including those to nonmotorized modes; and community impacts.  The work plan and proposed motion for the alternatives analysis shall include a scope of work, tasks, list of evaluative criteria to be used, schedule, milestones and budget for the work.


The executive shall submit the work plan for the alternatives analysis and proposed motion by March 31, 2007, in the form of 12 copies with the clerk of the council, who will retain the original and will forward copies to each councilmember and to the lead staff of the capital budget committee and the transportation committee, or their successors.”
A similar proviso was attached to the Roads CIP section of the budget.  The original response to this proviso was received on time, and involved the following legislative proposals by the Executive:

· Proposed Motion 2007-0237, a motion approving the work plan (referred first to the Transportation Committee and then the Capital Budget Committee);

· Proposed Work Plan (Attachment A to Proposed Motion 2007-0237);

· Proposed Ordinance 2007-0238, an ordinance amending the Budget Ordinance to delete the provisos (referred to the Capital Budget Committee)

The revised workplan currently under consideration by the Committee was generated based on input from the Capital Budget Committee at the June 6 Committee meeting.  The revised plan was transmitted on June 14 as proposed motion 2007-0361, which is intended to replace 2007-0237 and 2007-0238. 
Revised Workplans - Alternatives Analysis Scope of Work:
For each project, a similar scope of work is described.  Alternatives to be examined are described as follows:

1. Reconstructing the seawall and road generally in their current alignment;

2. Examination of potential alternative routes;

3. Partial or full closure of the road; and

4. A “no build” alternative that involves repairing damage as it occurs.

The work plan describes a set of tasks that include development of an Alternatives Analysis that will study three or more alternatives including a “no-build” option and alternative roadway alignments.  Based on the results of public input, conceptual engineering design, and a life cycle cost analysis for each alternative, an alternatives analysis report would be transmitted to the Council.

The following evaluative criteria would be used to evaluate the developed alternatives:

· Traffic operations (Operating Efficiencies)

· Environmental Impacts

· Community/Social Elements

· Traffic Impacts, including Non-motorized Elements

· Historic/Cultural Resource Elements

· Hazardous Material Impacts

· Construction Duration and Impacts

· Project Costs (Cost Efficiencies)

· Life Cycle Costs

According to the revised work plan, the alternatives analysis work is incorporated into the environmental review phase of the project and additional clarity regarding public outreach efforts is also provided.  The workplans as previously proposed had the alternatives analysis occurring prior to the environmental review phase.  Since certain local, state and federal regulations typically mandate some sort of alternatives analysis as a part of their environmental review requirements, the Committee Chair directed staff to explore potential efficiencies related to aligning the alternatives analysis that was requested by Council with those analyses required by existing regulations.  The revised workplan accomplishes this goal.
Each project would undergo one of three possible environmental review processes, depending on several factors including the significance of its impacts, the extent of mitigation required, and the range of possible alternatives.  A SEPA checklist would be relatively short and inexpensive (six months with public comment and $50,000) but is probably an unlikely process for projects like these.  A NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) could cost an estimated $700,000 and take about 17 months.  A SEPA/NEPA Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) could cost an estimated $2.2 million and require more than two years.

Issues:
Efficiency – The revised workplan clarifies that the Council’s intent is not to create an additional step in the alternatives analysis but rather to monitor and evaluate milestones and activities of the process that would be carried out in any case.

Reporting Back to the Council – the work plans refer to a report back to the Council but do not indicate whether the Council would be expected to act on the report.  The Council will maintain oversight of the projects through the budget process.
Cost Estimates for Environmental Work – The cost estimates currently cited for environmental permitting and compliance work (between $50,000 and $2.2M depending upon the process) are not itemized or substantiated by breakdowns of related work activities.  The ability to estimate and articulate – in some level of detail – project costs approaching $2M could likely benefit the Council and the public with respect to funding decisions and prioritization of resources.  This may be an issue for Council attention in future project planning activities, during the budget process, or as part of a future programmatic review.
Project Financing – According to the Road Services Division, it is unlikely that the seawall projects would compete well for state or federal transportation grants.  The grant programs are geared toward urban center mobility projects, projects that correct high accident locations, and bridges.  The revised workplan specifically identifies life cycle cost analysis as a major work task associated with the alternatives analysis process.
Reasonableness







Ready for Action

The alternatives analyses recently resubmitted by the Executive align very well with the intent of the Council as described in the 2007 budget provisos and during recent committee meetings.  The workplans are designed to serve as a guide for a thorough and complete analysis of alternatives for these projects that involve considerable public investment. 

For these reasons, proposed motions 2007-0360 and 2007-0361 appear to be reasonable business decisions. 
INVITED:

Linda Dougherty, Director, Road Services Division’
Jennifer Lindwall, Manager, CIP & Planning Section, Road Services Division 

Rick Brater, Manager, Engineering Services Section, Road Services Division
Jim Markus, Managing Engineer, Bridge Unit, Engineering Services Section
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1.  Proposed Motion 2007-0360 with attachment

2.  Executive’s transmittal letter for Dockton Road
3.  Proposed Motion 2007-0361 with attachment

4.  Executive’s transmittal letter for Vashon Highway
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