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Madison Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Study – 
Stakeholder Interview Summary 
Following is a summary of the Madison Street Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Conceptual Design 
Study stakeholder interviews conducted between July 15 and September 3rd, 2014. 
Interviews were conducted at the Seattle Municipal Tower or by phone and during a 
meeting of the First Hill Improvement Association (FHIA). Stakeholder interviews were 
conducted with the following interviewees:  

Alex Brennan 12th Ave Stewards/Capitol Hill Housing 
Alex Hudson FHIA Coordinator 
Alfonso Lopez Seattle Bicycle Advisory Board 
Andi Pratt Downtown Seattle Association 
Andrew Taylor East District Council 
Anne Knight Route 2 rider 
Anne Ornsby FHIA, Horizon House resident 
Betsy Braun Virginia Mason 
Bill Zosel Central District Council Chair & 12th Avenue Neighborhood 

Plan Stewardship Committee 
Brenna Davis Virginia Mason 
Chance Hunt Seattle Public Library 
Chauncey DeVitis Silver Cloud Inn 
Chris Rogers Seattle Town Hall 
Cindi Raykovich Sound Sports 
Colleen Walsh Bullitt Center 
Cynthia Klever Downtown Seattle YMCA 
Detra Segar FHIA 
Devor Barton  Seattle Pedestrian Advisory Board 
Diane Snell Advisory Council on Aging 
Don Blakeney Capitol Hill Resident 
Edward Wolcher Seattle Town Hall 
Eva Strickland Key Bank 
Genevieve Rucki WSDOT 
Glenn Osako Seattle Public Library 
Jackie Claessens FHIA, Community Relations and Marketing Officer, Horizon 

House 
Jessica Szelag Commute Seattle 
Jim Erickson Chair of FHIA Open Space Working Group 
Jim Mueller JC Mueller LLC 
Joanna Cullen Central Area Resident and President of the Squire Park 

Community Council 
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Jon Scholes Downtown Seattle Association 
Kendall Baker FHIA Transportation Working Group Chair 
Karen Lee Kimber FHIA, Swedish Hospital 
Kathy O’Kelley Hines Property / DTA member 
Lara Branigan Seattle University 
Liat Nikolayevsky JC Mueller LLC 
Linda Mitchell Downtown Residents Association 
Maggie Walker Central Waterfront Committee  
Mark Adreon Seattle Commission for People with Disabilities 
Mary Cutler Seattle Town Hall 
Mary Ellen Hudgins First Hill resident and FHIA Board President 
Matt Stoner Property Owner 
Merlin Rainwater Seattle Central Greenways 
Michael Wells Capitol Hill Resident / Capitol Hill Community Council 
Mirel Gutarra Downtown Seattle Families 
Monisha Harrell  Community Activist 
Pamela Banks Urban League of Metropolitan Seattle 
Pat Feary FHIA, First Hill Plaza resident 
Ray Deardof WSDOT 
Rene Neidhard Renaissance Seattle Hotel 
Rob Johnson Transportation Choices Coalition 
Robert Canamar Seattle Commission for People with Disabilities, 

Transportation Commission 
Ross Baker FHIA, Virginia Mason 
Shalimar Gonzalez YMCA East Madison 
Sherry Williams Swedish Hospital 
Steve Cook  Schnitzer West Madison Centre  
Theresa Mayer Seattle Public Library 
Tom Gibbs FHIA, Skyline resident 

Executive Summary 
Stakeholder interviews were designed to follow a general “script,” which is attached as an 
appendix to this memorandum. Topics included perceptions of existing transit service, 
possible benefits and tradeoffs from the BRT project, project design elements, and 
community concerns. The findings in this document primarily represent common themes 
expressed over many interviews. There were numerous dissenting viewpoints, which are also 
represented. 

Overall, there was general consensus among stakeholders that the Madison corridor would 
benefit from improvements to transit. However, there were differing opinions as to the 
project’s priority relative to other needs such as impending Metro service cuts, as well as 
uncertainty about how BRT would work in a corridor that is already constrained and 
congested for all modes. High-priority improvements for most stakeholders included 
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improvements to transit service (more reliable, more frequent, later service, better waiting 
areas) as well as avoidance of traffic congestion, pedestrian conditions, personal security, and 
opportunities to add open space, enhance urban design, and better connect neighborhoods. 
Parking was a concern for many stakeholders, although there were mixed opinions on the 
subject. 

Major themes included: 

§ There was support from stakeholders for the concept of Bus Rapid Transit in the 
Madison corridor; people were quick to clarify that more frequency, better reliability 
and a greatly enhanced passenger experience on- and off-vehicle were top transit 
improvement priorities.  A few stakeholders went so far as to suggest that there was 
the need for an east-west connection that was frequent enough to act as a “moving 
sidewalk” between Capitol Hill and downtown.  It was also apparent that 
stakeholders had varying perceptions and misconceptions about BRT.  

§ The corridor itself is generally perceived somewhat negatively, which people saw as 
both a challenge and an opportunity for the corridor to “remake” itself.  Personal 
safety is a major concern, particularly on First Hill. The street is also viewed as a 
“speedway” and a “cut across” threatening pedestrian safety and acting as a barrier 
between neighborhoods. The built environment on First Hill is viewed as 
institutional and sterile, and there is a lack of street trees and open space all along the 
corridor. 

§ Several interviewees expressed significant frustration and concern about traffic 
congestion in the corridor, particularly around Center City and I-5.  People seemed 
intellectually challenged to imagine greatly improved transit in a corridor that has 
severe traffic congestion in certain locations.  Some indicated concern that BRT 
might make the problem worse by worsening congestion on Madison. Many felt the 
City of Seattle lacked a clear vision or coherent strategy for improving mobility.  

§ There are relatively few intersection “hot-spots,” but conditions at them are very 
challenging.  The area around I-5 was viewed as especially problematic for two 
reasons: one, traffic congestion associated with I-5 ramps; and two, the steep grades 
leading up First Hill.  Being able to communicate design solutions for this will be a 
key challenge. 

§ Several interviewees expressed similar levels of frustration with pedestrian conditions, 
both in the corridor and citywide, describing Center City and neighborhoods east of 
I-5 as unnecessarily disconnected from one another. Interviewees who had previously 
lived in cities with more walkable neighborhoods were most likely to cite this as a 
concern, and felt that transit and pedestrian improvements could work synergistically 
to overcome geographic obstacles and improve mobility in the study area. 

§ There is concern about changes to curb uses on Madison.  Some were concerned 
about potential impacts on business access and on surrounding neighborhoods from 
spillover parking. Others view curbside parking as an important buffer between 
pedestrians and traffic. Those who strongly support transit, active transportation and 



Madison Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Study 
Seattle Department of Transportation 

 

Appendix A 4 | MADISON CORRIDOR BRT STUDY 

urban development were less concerned about parking loss. Interestingly, a few 
commenters expressed a sense of resignation about potential parking removal, noting 
that significant amounts of parking had already been removed from the corridor. 
Others, meanwhile, noted that the relatively few cars parked on Madison act as 
traffic bottlenecks, and some commenters expressed a belief that parking should not 
be allowed on major arterial streets. 

§ There are perceived to be several distinct travel markets within the corridor. Longer-
distance commute trips between the residential neighborhoods to the east and Center 
City make up one large market. Trips between Center City and the major 
institutions on First Hill are another. Most believed there was less demand for travel 
within segments to the east of First Hill. 

It is important to note that the opinions expressed in this memorandum simply restate the 
views expressed in stakeholder interviews. There has been no attempt to “fact check” or 
change the opinions expressed in these interviews. 

Detailed Summary 
Proposed Project and Project Need 

1. While stakeholders generally agreed that Madison is a key corridor and transit 
improvements would be beneficial, opinion was mixed as to whether the level of 
investment was necessary and whether it is technically and politically feasible to 
implement a meaningful level of BRT.  

a. Political feasibility was seen as limited by parking and vehicular traffic 
concerns, as well as neighborhood opposition. 

b. With regard to technical feasibility, many stakeholders expressed skepticism 
that a transit-only lane would provide meaningful benefits for transit. At the 
same time, several stakeholders opined that dedicated lanes would be critical 
to project success.  

2. Despite some uncertainty about whether the project is necessary and how it would be 
designed, there was consensus that the project could provide  important benefits: 

a. Improved transit service would benefit residents, employees, and visitors, 
would improve travel options, and could contribute to reduced auto travel 
and traffic congestion within the corridor. Several participants noted that 
they currently avoid the corridor due to congestion, so any improvements to 
travel options would be beneficial. 

b. High-priority service improvements included increased frequency, later 
service, more reliable service, and ability to operate in inclement weather. Use 
of a dedicated facility by emergency vehicles would also be a potential benefit. 

c. Nearly all participants cited potential improvements to the pedestrian 
environment and overall urban design within the corridor as key potential 
project benefits. The corridor is perceived as uninteresting and institutional 
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from a design perspective. Pedestrian facilities and current stops are not seen 
as comfortable. The topography is also challenging.  

d. Improved bicycle facilities were seen as a potential benefit. Most stakeholders 
agreed that there is not enough room on Madison to accommodate a bicycle 
facility, so a parallel facility would be desirable. Some riders currently reach 
First Hill using elevators at Freeway Park and inside of First Hill institutions. 

e. BRT was also viewed as a potential contributor and complement to economic 
development. In general, there was interest in ensuring that investment in 
infrastructure kept up with the pace of development (particularly 
developments with little or no parking), and in the greater freedom of 
movement associated with increased mobility options (e.g., enhanced access 
to neighborhood shopping districts and open space), especially where there 
are barriers to pedestrian travel. Planned development also represents an 
opportunity to coordinate improvements within the corridor and make 
streetscape improvements. 

f. Several stakeholders commented on the potential of the project to better 
connect Capitol Hill and the Central District, as well as improve connections 
to the waterfront, First Hill, Madison Valley, and Capitol Hill. For most 
stakeholders, the ability to make off-peak trips was of greater interest than 
peak-period travel. First Hill and Downtown employers and major 
institutions were most interested in peak-period travel. 

Perceptions of Existing Transit and Needed Improvements 
1. Stakeholders identified several general weaknesses and strengths of the current service 

structure. Many of the interviewees are not regular riders in the corridor, so did not 
offer specific suggestions or locations for changes to the transit system.  

a. For some stakeholders, the benefits of having both Route 12 and Route 2 
operating in different corridors are substantial. The current Metro service 
reduction proposal would consolidate these two routes, which is a source of 
great concern for some stakeholders, particularly in First Hill. Benefits to 
Route 2 include a one-seat ride to Queen Anne, better connections to Link 
Light Rail, more opportunities for  boarding at level sites, rather than on 
slopes, and better access to senior and medical facilities (The methadone 
clinic on Summit and Seneca has 800 daily patients, who are often 
accompanied by others. Sometimes patients are directed to use Route 2 so as 
to avoid drug-dealing activity on and around Route 12.) Some stakeholders 
identified improved schedule coordination at shared stops as an issue. 

b. Numerous stakeholders identified legibility and reliability as key issues with 
current service. For some, not being able to immediately understand service 
in the corridor is a barrier to using transit. Some perceive the Pike/Pine 
corridor as easier to navigate. Several stakeholders said they would visit 
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destinations along the Madison corridor more frequently if they knew they 
would be able to make a return trip on transit.  

c. Capacity is a significant issue, with reports of pass-ups at peak hours. There 
was some interest in exploring feasibility of articulated vehicles on the 
corridor to increase capacity. 

2. For many stakeholders, the need for improvements to pedestrian facilities and the 
overall urban environment of the corridor is even greater than the need to improve 
transit service. (This is discussed in greater detail in subsequent topics.) 

3. Safety both aboard buses and at stops is an issue for many stakeholders. For example, 
one stakeholder noted that in winter months and evenings, there are fewer female 
visitors to her facility due to lack of safe travel options. Stakeholders suggested 
pedestrian-scale lighting, better-programmed open space, and increased security 
presence on buses as potential needs. The methadone clinic on Summit Avenue was 
cited numerous times as a source of safety concerns. 

4. The corridor currently serves a wide array of passengers and travel needs: 
a. The ridership is seen as very diverse. Passenger markets include downtown 

commuters, students (Seattle University, Seattle Central Community 
College), employees and visitors of medical facilities on First Hill, residents, 
and seniors. Because of the significant travel demand associated with First 
Hill’s medical facilities and significant senior housing along the corridor, 
accessibility for passengers with reduced mobility is extremely important. 

b. Travel within the corridor includes both trips through the corridor end-to-
end between Downtown and Madison Valley/Madison Park as well as more 
local neighborhood connections. Given the topography in the area, numerous 
stakeholders expressed concern about removal of stops and resulting longer 
walks to stops. 

c. For some, the street is viewed as a barrier between the Central District and 
Capitol Hill, largely due to its width and speeding traffic.  

d. There are numerous unique neighborhoods within the Madison corridor, so 
knitting these together is one potential project benefit.  

Potential Project Conflicts and Tradeoffs 
1. Stakeholder opinions on the potential tradeoffs that may be necessary varied widely. 

Parking and traffic were the top concerns, cited by nearly all stakeholders. 
a. Those who travel by car are very concerned about vehicle capacity and flow.  

Several stakeholders noted that this concern is more likely to affect those who 
live farther away than those who live within the corridor. Some stakeholders 
were hopeful that the project could provide opportunities to address known 
bottlenecks and signal timing issues. For example the intersections at Boren, 
12th and 14th avenue and around Interstate 5 were identified repeatedly as 
bottlenecks.  
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b. There was skepticism that vehicular capacity could be reduced without major 
impacts, both to congestion on Madison and in terms of spillover onto other 
streets. Some noted that the existing substandard traffic lanes effectively 
reduce capacity by discouraging use of the curb lanes, where there is more 
friction. Turning movements at some locations are also unclear and 
contribute to delays. Motorists also sometimes try to turn left from Madison 
onto 6th Avenue (signage at that location may not be adequate). Concern was 
expressed about emergency vehicle access to First Hill hospitals.  Some felt 
that where there is a grid allowing left-turn movements to be made using a 
series of right turns, left turns could be restricted. 

c. Nearly all stakeholders expressed concern about parking and loading zones, 
particularly for their importance to local businesses. On the other hand, on-
street parking is perceived as very limited in the corridor already, so many 
stakeholders were prepared for this parking to be eliminated. In some cases, 
the few on-street spots contribute to bottlenecks for congestion, so some 
stakeholders hoped that these spots would be removed (for example just east 
of Boren). Aside from concern for businesses, very few stakeholders expressed 
a personal interest or need in retaining on-street parking. Parking reductions 
could also negatively impact customers with disabilities.  Several stakeholders 
had specific access concerns regarding their property. The center turn lane on 
First Hill is used for loading. 

d. Several stakeholders suggested that parking could spillover into adjacent 
neighborhoods, and mitigation for this possibility as well as mitigation for 
reduced commercial parking should be considered. First Hill has very high 
parking occupancy for metered spaces, in part due to high disability placard 
use. Some stakeholders mentioned that there could be unused capacity in 
existing garages. 

e. Parking was also identified as a pedestrian amenity by several stakeholders, 
who noted that curbside parking buffers pedestrians who are already on very 
narrow sidewalks. Removal of this parking buffer was a concern for some. 

2. Several stakeholders expressed concern about construction impacts. Numerous 
projects in the area including the First Hill Streetcar, repaving, and the Capitol Hill 
Link Light Rail station have caused construction detours and delays recently. 

3. There was generalized concern about whether the City was successfully integrating all 
of the new travel options being implemented (streetcars, BRT, bikes, etc.). “How it 
all fits together” was expressed as a top concern by several stakeholders. 

BRT Amenities and Design 
1. First Avenue was viewed by most as a logical terminus which is relatively accessible 

from Colman Dock (there were concerns about the impact of a Colman Dock-area 
transit lane on ferry access). Connections to Colman Dock are important to 
waterfront and downtown stakeholders, while stakeholders farther to the east are 
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concerned that the route would primarily serve this market at the expense of local 
riders. MLK was seen as a better eastern terminus than 23rd, because that is where 
residential density begins to decline and connections can be made north-south.  

2. Several stakeholders noted dissatisfaction with the Rapid Ride stations, which were 
described as “sterile”. Station suggestions included: 

a. Stations that better-represent the “unique” nature and personality of the city, 
incorporating natural elements.  

b. Real-time information, off-board payment and improved lighting were also 
cited as key station amenities. There was some concern about off-board 
payment in terms of enforcement and usability (it was suggested on-board 
readers should also be available). 

c. Other design considerations include not blocking businesses, providing some 
weather protection without blocking the sidewalk (Portland’s transit mall was 
cited as an example), and sheltering passengers from street traffic. 

3. Level boarding at platforms would be viewed as a major improvement. Stakeholders 
believed this would be very important to reducing dwell time and improving the 
passenger experience for transit riders with reduced mobility. Being able to bring 
bikes and strollers on board easily would also be desirable.  Noise from wheelchair 
lifts could be reduced.  

4. The need for major infrastructure improvements was questioned by several 
stakeholders, who suggested incremental improvements or smaller changes to 
improve speed and reliability on existing service. On the other hand, several 
stakeholders felt that a dedicated lane is necessary and the only way to make a 
meaningful improvement.  

5. Stop spacing is a considerable concern for some stakeholders. Initial project materials 
represented theoretical stop locations, which some felt were not frequent enough. 
There is concern in some areas that their neighborhood will be skipped over in order 
to improve travel times, as well as that passengers with disabilities or mobility 
impairments will have reduced access to fixed-route transit, and in some cases, may 
need to use dial-a-ride service. 

6. Vehicles themselves are not of huge interest to most stakeholders. Current vehicles 
are satisfactory and cleaner than in the past. Reducing seating is not desirable for 
some, especially in First Hill. Audible signals at stop locations should be considered 
to help passengers with low vision safely access stops. Several stakeholders mentioned 
that they like the trolleybuses, and many stakeholders mentioned that they would 
like to see clean-fuel vehicles. Air conditioning in the summer would be nice. An 
increase in capacity is also needed at peak. 

7. Any design solution should accommodate emergency vehicles. 
8. Any median dedicated lane should include measures to prevent sudden left- or U-

turns by motorists across the lane. 
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Bicycle Facilities 
1. A bicycle assist of some kind was viewed by some as an attractive amenity, although 

several stakeholders expressed concerns about maintenance and mentioned negative 
experiences with maintenance of city-owned assets in the area.  

a. Virginia Mason Hospital allows bicycles during open hours to utilize 
elevators as a hill climb. There are also elevators at Freeway Park, although 
there are some safety and maintenance concerns with public elevators. 

b. One stakeholder mentioned they had seen cyclists grab hold of pickup trucks 
going uphill on Madison. 

2. Although there was some consensus that Madison should not be the primary route 
for cyclists (and some felt it should not be used by cyclists at all), several stakeholders 
felt that cyclists would continue to ride there and should be accommodated. For 
alternate routes, greenways are perceived positively. Traffic on shared streets is a 
deterrent, and grades are an issue. There are a number of north-south corridors 
existing or in development, including Broadway and the 23rd Avenue corridor, but 
there are fewer east-west routes.  

a. The intersections of Madison and 17th and 21st avenues were identified as 
difficult crossings where north-south greenways are planned. 

b. Possible route suggestions included Seneca for crossing over I-5 (compared to 
Madison), Spring, which currently has sharrows but is quite steep, and 
University. 

3. Wayfinding and improvements to ensure that facilities for cyclists in the corridor are 
more than just sharrows would be important to stakeholders who bicycle. Some of 
the major institutions on First Hill have significant numbers of bicycle commuters. 
Shifts at these locations are around the clock, so lighting and safety are important. 

4. Several stakeholders expressed skeptical attitudes toward the new cycletrack on 
Broadway, saying they would take a "wait and see" approach but noting that it seems 
lightly used up to this point. Some stakeholders also had safety concerns about a 
Broadway-style design. 

5. There was interest in bikeshare as a "last mile" solution that might be integrated with 
and extend the reach of the project.  

Pedestrians/Public Realm 
1. The pedestrian environment was one of the most important issues for many 

stakeholders. Sidewalks are generally viewed as too narrow, adjacent land uses/facades 
in parts of First Hill are institutional (blank walls or empty plazas), corporate or 
vacant, and I-5 is a barrier.  

a. Virginia Mason plans to widen the sidewalk adjacent to its campus, and 
Swedish redevelopment may create additional space.  
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b. Numerous stakeholders described the corridor’s character as “dull” and 
suggested façade improvements and vibrant activities at street level. The lack 
of setbacks contributes to a cold feeling in some areas. 

2. While some would welcome new landscaping and seating, others feel existing trees 
should be removed to improve pedestrian flow (or that sidewalks should be better 
designed to accommodate tree roots). Existing bus stops are viewed as bottlenecks 
and in some cases unsafe due to loiterers.  

3. Lighting and security in general are issues. Nearly all stakeholders mentioned safety 
as a concern within the corridor and on transit in particular. Smoking at bus stops is 
also an issue for families. 

4. Open space is important, although many stakeholders are cautious about when and 
where it would be appropriate. Several parcels are being considered by the Parks 
Department, and triangular parcels to the east were viewed as potential locations for 
new open spaces and/or stops. Any open spaces would need to be managed to deter 
drug use and illicit activity.   

5. The highway (I-5) is a significant barrier between downtown and First Hill, and 
prevents easy trip-making between the two areas. Connections over I-5 should be 
improved, including efforts to improve the pedestrian experience on overpasses. 

6. There is a shortage of wheelchair ramps in the corridor, and existing ramps are too 
narrow. 

Hotspots and Trouble Locations 
1. The complex intersection of 12th Avenue and Union was repeatedly raised as 

problematic. The 12th Avenue Stewards have been looking at this location for 
potential redesign. Problems include: 

a. Vehicle speeds are high through this intersection, where the roadway appears 
wider. 

b. Crossings for pedestrians and cyclists are challenging. There are sometimes 
children crossing to and from the Seattle Academy. 

c. Turning movements are unclear and often cause traffic delays. 
d. Transit service is confusing here. Both Route 2 and 12 now serve the same 

stop. 
2. Intersections near I-5 are congested by freeway-bound traffic and signals timed for 

ramp access as well as by valet parking queues at the hotel at 6th and Marion, 
although the shuttle loading zone is valued by the hotel.  

3. The area of Pike Street, Pine Street, 16th Avenue and Madison is busy, complicated, 
and unsafe due to traffic speeding downhill.  

4. The area around 10th and 11th avenues is a "dead zone" between Seattle University 
and the Pike/Pine corridor, and pedestrian access to the campus is problematic.  
Several stakeholders identified this area and nearby stops as an area with potential for 
improvement. 
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Other Comments 
1. Signage at Madison and 6th should be improved; one stakeholder regularly observes 

near collisions when cars try to turn left onto 6th, which is one way in the opposite 
direction.  There were additional comments that signage and markings could be 
improved around I-5 entrances. 

2. Communication and public outreach are important. Sound Transit has done a good 
job with outreach for the First Hill Streetcar. 

3. Major development and redevelopment is projected on First Hill, and it will need 
direct access to transit. 

4. Continued collaboration between King County and SDOT will be necessary to 
ensure that service is coordinated, transfers are easy, and wayfinding makes 
navigating the system simple. 

5. One stakeholder mentioned they would like to see advertising in the right-of-way.  
6. Transportation is a public health issue. There are opportunities for synergies with the 

large concentration of medical providers within the corridor. 
7. Costs for Access ADA paratransit service are very high, so the City and Metro should 

be careful not to force seniors currently using fixed-route service to switch to 
demand-response. 

8. There was some skepticism about the city’s long-term growth projections, and 
whether the projected levels of growth could be accommodated. 

9. The existing RapidRide vehicles are viewed by some as problematic for wheelchair 
users. 

Additional Groups and Stakeholders to Involve 
Stakeholders were asked to suggest groups and individuals who should be involved in the 
planning process. Those groups included in the stakeholder interview process suggested by 
other interviewees are not included in this list. Suggestions included: 

§ Mt. Zion 
§ Saint James Cathedral 
§ First AME 
§ Young professionals/new residents 
§ Madison Valley restaurants 
§ Dave Meinert, Capitol Hill restaurant owner 
§ Madison Valley Merchants Association  
§ Madison Park Business District 
§ Harrison Footwear 
§ Pike/Pine Urban Neighborhood Council 
§ John Hajduk, Seattle Academy 
§ Cascade Bicycle Club 



Madison Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Study 
Seattle Department of Transportation 

 

Appendix A 12 | MADISON CORRIDOR BRT STUDY 

§ Pioneer Square Alliance 
§ Plymouth Congregational 
§ Women’s University Club 
§ Sunset Club 
§ YWCA 
§ Northwest School 
§ O’Dea High School 
§ Madrona Community Council 
§ Capitol Hill Eco-District 
§ Polyclinic 
§ Serrento Hotel 
§ Emerald City Crossfit 
§ Michael Troyer, Rainier Club 
§ Seattle Transit Blog 
§ Social Service Housing (Jefferson Place, Yesler Terrace) 
§ Squeaky Wheels 
§ Ferry advisory committees 
§ Friends of the Waterfront 
§ Hotel associations 
§ 12th Avenue Stewards 
§ Sustainable Capitol Hill 
§ Seattle Mental Health 
§ Squire Park community group 
§ Bailey-Boushay House 
§ Minority Business Association 
§ Seattle/King County Commission on Homelessness 
§ Center for Neighborhood Technology 
§ Deaf/blind services center 
§ Puget Sound Blood Center 
§ Trader Joes 
§ Madison Co-op 
§ East District Community Council 
§ Washington Council of the Blind 
§ National Federation of the Blind Washington
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APPENDIX A STAKEHOLDER 
INTERVIEW SCRIPT 

Introduction 
The Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) is in the process of initiating a one-year 
study of options for Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service in the Madison Street corridor. 
Madison is one of five corridors in the City of Seattle identified as priority locations for 
introduction of high-capacity transit service by the City’s 2012 Transit Master Plan. 
Madison was identified as a high priority corridor because of the potential for increased 
ridership and significant travel time savings for transit riders with capital improvements.  
The Madison BRT Conceptual Design Study will identify a preferred transit design concept 
including bicycle, pedestrian and streetscape elements on Madison and parallel and adjoining 
streets.  Transit improvements will be designed to enhance the speed and reliability of service 
as well as connectivity to other services and the overall passenger experience. 

Study Background, Content and Process 
SDOT and a consultant team led by Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates completed the 
TMP in 2012. In addition to priority corridors, the study identified preferred modes of 
transit.  In the Madison corridor, high-capacity bus service was recommended due to the 
steep grades. 

As defined for purposes of the Madison BRT Conceptual Design Study, the corridor 
includes Madison from the waterfront to 23rd as well as a segment of Marion Street 
downtown. Related bicycle and pedestrian improvements may also be recommended on 
adjacent streets. 

BRT improvements may consist of a range of measures, from speed- and reliability-related 
treatments such as transit-only lanes and transit priority at traffic signals to more elaborate 
“station”-style stops with off-board fare payment and other amenities and custom-designed 
stops and vehicles.  In general, BRT improvements are intended to enable bus transit service 
to perform more like traditional rail service. 

BRT improvements may require changes to the configuration of the street, including 
improvements for transit riders and other users as well as possible impacts in areas including 
traffic and parking capacity. In addition to transit performance, potential benefits and 
impacts for pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, business and property owners, residents and 
employees in the corridor will be the subject of a rigorous process of technical analysis and 
evaluation.  An extensive outreach process will be a critical part of this process. 

The study is scheduled to be completed in July 2015, at which point a preferred design 
concept and cost estimate will allow the City to evaluate options for early implantation of 
some elements and a strategy to secure funding to advance the project. The Madison BRT 
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Conceptual Design Study is a critical first step in the process of securing federal and local 
resources for improvements in the corridor. 

Stakeholder Meetings 
The purpose of these stakeholder meetings is to discuss and document perceptions of transit 
and other needs in the Madison corridor, including any issues that stakeholders believe are 
relevant to the Study and of which the project team should be made aware.   These include 
perceptions of potential benefits and impacts from the BRT project, perceptions of existing 
transit service, broader mobility and access needs and any other location-specific issues. 

In order to allow for stakeholders to speak freely and in confidence, quotations will not be 
attributed. 

Discussion Topics 

[Note: Not all topics or questions are relevant for all stakeholders. Also, additional questions may 
be asked of certain types of stakeholders, for example merchant representatives who may be asked 
questions specific to local businesses.] 
 

Stakeholder Name: 

Organization/Role: 

Contact Information: 

 

1. Do you foresee possible benefits from improvement of transit service in the Madison 
corridor?  If so, what do you think those might be?   

2. What are your perceptions of existing transit service in the corridor?  Is there room 
for improvement?  If so, what needs to be improved?  Is the service frequent or 
reliable enough?  Does it run early or late enough? Does it go where people want to 
go? Are stops and vehicles comfortable enough? Are there security or other issues? 

3. In your view, who uses transit service in the corridor?  What destinations are transit 
riders and others trying to access? 

4. In a broader sense, how do people travel within the corridor?  What are their needs, 
and where is there room for improvement? 

5. In addition to benefits, changes to Madison Street could have negative impacts.  Are 
you concerned that there might be such impacts?  If so, what sorts of impacts do you 
believe could occur? 

6. What are the major challenges you believe this study will face in terms of “trade-offs” 
between conflicting priorities? 

7. Are there locations with specific issues, challenges or opportunities that we should be 
cognizant of? 
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8. Are there groups, neighborhoods, institutions or other organizations with specific 
issues of which we should be made aware? 

9. In addition to improvements to mobility and access for transit users, this project will 
seek to make improvements for other users of the street as well as improvements to 
the streetscape itself. It will also seek to identify changes that might be beneficial to 
the social, economic, and environmental health of the community.  What do you 
believe our priorities should be in these areas?  How do you believe a transit and 
streetscape project can contribute to broader community needs? 

10. In addition to your responses to questions, we are collecting relevant information on 
land uses, demographics and other key contextual factors. Do you have any data, 
materials or other information that you believe might be helpful to us, and that you 
would be willing to share? 

11. What haven't we covered that's important to you? 
12. Any other comments, questions or concerns?  
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