Lindsey Ozbolt

From: Lindsey Ozbolt

Sent: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 9:28 AM
To: ‘Emily Repperger’

Subject: RE: ELST Permit Comments

Dear Emily,

Thank you for contacting the City of Sammamish regarding the current Shoreline Substantial Development Permit
Application for East Lake Sammamish Trail Segment 2B (SSDP2016-00415).

Your comments have been received and will be included in the project record. At the close of the comment period, all
comments will be compiled and provided to King County for review and response. You will be included in future notices
the City issues for this proposal.

Regards,

Lindsey Ozbolt

Associate Planner | City of Sammamish | Department of Community Development
425.295.0527

From: Emily Repperger [mailto:emilyk@msn.com]
Sent: Monday, January 23,2017 2:12 PM

To: Lindsey Ozbolt <LOzbolt@sammamish.us>
Subject: ELST Permit Comments

Please find attached a letter giving E. Lake Sammamish Trail section 2b comments as well as a picture to help
understand some of the comments. This document will also be submitted in paper form.

Thank you,
Emily Repperger
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Michael and Emily Repperger
2609 E Lk Sammamish Shore Ln SE
Sammamish, WA 98075

Lot Number: 0724069052 (Kruglick)
Trail Marker: 318 (Sec 2B 60% plan)

Sunday, January 22, 2017

Lindsey Ozbolt, Associate Planner
City of Sammamish City Hall

801 228th Avenue SE
Sammamish, WA 98075

Dear Lindsey Ozbolt,

Thank you for requesting permit feedback for of the ELST section 2b 60% plans. Our property
titled under Emily B. Kruglick (maiden name) shares its eastern property line with the trail
corridor. We would like to provide feedback in 6 areas:

1)
2)
3)
4)

5)
6)

Concerns over drainage changes to existing ditches

Misrepresentation of current condition of property at our house

Clearer explanation of changes being proposed at our property

Clearer understanding if trail construction will impact drainage improvements at our
property that exist within the right of way

Resolution to discrepancy between our property survey and the counties

Correction to the Tree Preservation plan that SE 26™" is a private road
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1) Concerns over drainage changes to existing ditches

We are concerned about the drainage changes along the trail both directly east of our house
and north of SE 26th along the corridor. Our house is at the lowest point of the neighborhood
causing waters to flow down the pavement towards our house as well as underground water
routes. We have done significant drainage work to protect our home and channel the water
out to the lake.

North of SE 26th there are ditches (between 321-324), on both sides of the trail, gathering
water from both above ground and below. The plan is that both sides of these ditches are to be
filled in and an underground drain is to be established to the east of the new trail. We are
concerned as to how this new drain will capture the same amount of water that the open
ditches do. The open ditches are never without water, even in the summer. If the drain does
not catch it, that water will naturally find is path downhill towards our home. It also concerns
us that the “existing” plans show the water currently running north, in the eastern ditch, where
it really is running south today. Thus the underground drain that will be going north is another
change to the system that is currently working well today.

South of SE 26th there is one ditch (jurisdictional ditch 11A) to the east of the trail that is to be
partially filled in and an underground drain is to carry water down past our property, at some
points running along the part of the ditch that is to be left and into lake Sammamish a couple
properties south of our property. We are also concerned as to whether this underground drain
will maintain the same protection as the current ditch does for our house. We also questions
the direction that the “existing” plans show where the northern most part of this ditch is shown
to be flowing north, and then farther south it shows it running south. The whole ditch today
flows south.

Request: The city to require the county to correct “existing” plans to show the flows of these
ditches today. The city should also review the consequences of the removal of these ditches,
changes in directional flow and replacement with underground drains so that homes do not
end up flooded.
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2) Misrepresentation of current condition of property at our house

The “existing” plans for our house do not depict our property correctly and thus make it hard to
fully understand how the trial will impact us. Our plans show a rock line running alongside our
asphalt driveway but stopping where it turns to gravel. The rocks actually run the entire length
of the property to the southern boundary. This omission is confusing because the 60% plan
plans have the clearing area follow the rock line but then come out into the gravel once the
rocks have stopped which they have not. The rock line is also confusing as it shows a single
layer of rocks and that layer is outside of the clearing area on the 60% plan. The rocks are
actually not a line, but boulders that are positioned over an 8 foot wide area along the entire
eastern edge of our driveway. They work as a current retaining wall to hold back the hill to the
current interim trail which is approx. 5 feet higher than our asphalt. Note we have notified the
county about the incorrect drawing of the rocks.

Request: We would like the “existing” plans updated to clearly reflect the current state of the
rocks so that all planning has an accurate place to start.

3) Clearer explanation of changes being proposed at our property

The plan is to have a county built retaining wall between our property and the trail, however
the plan shows the rocks being outside of the CG line, which we have been told means they will
not be touched. This cannot be the case because the retaining wall is to be built in the same
place they currently exist. This seems to be a side effect of the “existing” plan not showing how
the rocks exist. Note we have notified the county about the plans not showing how the rocks
would be affected.

Request: Once the rocks are correct on the “existing” plan we would like the 60% plan to show
what they really plan to do with the rocks and retaining wall. Note we do understand and
accept that the rock wall will need to go away, but would prefer that it be clear in the plans
before it is permitted.
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4) Clearer understanding if trail construction will impact drainage improvements at our
property that exist within the right of way

Between the rocks and the asphalt/gravel there are 3 drainage basins that hook into our
drainage around our house to capture the water coming off and under the trail. These were
put in place due to water getting under the concrete driveway and making it float as well as
being a risk to our houses foundation. They are not represented on the counties plans. Note
we have sent a diagram to the county per their request showing them the drainage system
issues at this site.

Request: We ask that before permitting the county add the existing drainage basins to the
plans and show whether they will be removed or not. If they plan to remove them we also ask
they explain how they will keep the water that the drains currently handle from damaging our
property. Because these drains are important to the safety of our home and fun along the CG
line, our hope is they be left alone and the CG line be drawn just to the east of them. This
would mean the CG line that expands to the west at the asphalt gravel boundary, be kept in line
with the drains until south of the last cleanout for the drain. It is important to us that both
King County and we are very clear about what will happen with these drains as they do attach
to our drainage around our house, so they cannot just be ripped out without possibly damaging
the rest of our houses drainage system.

5) Resolution to discrepancy between our property survey and the counties

The ELST survey when staked in the fall did not match the survey we have on file with King
County from 2002. The county has told us that it believes its survey is correct and we are
awaiting further clarification from them to explain how our survey's definition of the trail
corridor is incorrect. The discrepancy has the ELST western boundary approximately one foot
west of where our original boundary survey had staked the boundary line.

Request: We would like clear agreement between us and ELST of the property boundary
before the trail is permitted.
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6) Correction to the Tree Preservation plan that SE 26" is a private road

On the tree preservation plan, it notes SE 26th (Driveway 5) as a public driveway. On the 60%
plans it is correctly marked as private. SE 26th is a private road and is not to be used for
construction or trial access.

Request: We would like the tree preservation plan to correctly state that it is private not
public.

Thank you for taking into account our concerns and issues,

Emily B. Repperger

Michael K. Repperger

Page 5 of 5

SB-397






