AppendixA



City of Sammamish PRO Plan Survey
July 2010




Executive Summary
City of Sammamish Parks and Recreation
2010 Community Survey for PRO Plan

Prepared by:

Hebert Research, Inc.
13629 NE Bel-Red Rd.
Bellevue, WA 98005
Phone: (425) 643-1337
www.hebertresearch.com

Research Team Members

Jim Hebert
President and CEO

Raechelle Turner
Director of Public Policy

Brian Ritchie
Research Analyst



Table of Contents

Background and RESEAICH GOl .......ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee ettt et e e st e e s ate e s sbae e s s be e e s sabteessataeesnnbeeessnseeesnnees 1
[T 1ol s W O] o J=Tot 1Y T PR 2
[ E 1ol 1Y/ 1d g Yo Yo [o] (o Y=oV AU 4
[0 oTe gl [=T oYl o o ] 11T 7
Frequency of Using Parks & Rec. Facilities in the Last 12 MONthS.......cuvveviiiiiiiiieee et 8
Overall Satisfaction with Parks and Recreation Programs and Facilities.........cccocvueeeviieiiciiee e 10
Sources of Information Used to Learn About Parks and Recreation Programs........cccoccuveeevieeencieeesveeesveneennnnns 12
Likelihood to Use Community and AQUALIC CENTET .......cccccuiieieiiieecitee st e et ertre e e stee e e s tee e sentee e srnteeeesnsaeesnreee s 13
Aquatic Center Features MOSt LIKEIY t0 USE.....uuiii ittt rtee et e e e sare e e s ate e s snte e e snteeessneeeenes 17
Agquatic Center Programs Most Likely to Participate IN.......cocuveiooie et e e e e e s aaee e 18
Preference for INdoor v. OUtdOor AQUATIC CENEET ...c.uiiie e eciee ettt e e et e e e e te e e ernteeeenbeeeesaraeesnreeean 19
Most Important Features to Include in CommuNity CENTET ......uviiiiiii it e e sarae e s areee s 21
Most Important Factors in Choosing Recreational Programs and Facilities.........cccceecciiieeei e 22
Location for Aquatic and COMMUNILY CENTEN ....ccvuvieiiiiiiecciee ettt ste e see e stee et e e te e e be e ebe e s beesateesaaeesseeenseeenses 23
Time Willing to Travel to Community and AQUAtIC CENTET .......iiiiiiiiiiiie ettt e e 25
Likelihood to Support Increased Property Taxes for Community and Aquatic Center........cccoecveevvieeennieeennneenn. 26
Likelihood to Support Increased Property Taxes for Community and Aquatic Center.......cccovvvvviviieenniieeennnennnn 26
Likelihood to Use New or Expanded Parks and Recreation Facilities .......ccoocvevvriiieiniiiiiniiec e 27
Preference for Primary Parks and Recreation ProjeCt FOCUS ........uiiiiiiiiiiiiee ettt ettt ee e e eeiree e e e e eevreee e e e eeanns 29
Overall Satisfaction With EXiSting Trail SYSTEM ......uvviiiiiiiiieee et e e e e arr e e e e e e earraeeeeeenn 31
Interest in New Trails, BiIKeWays and Paths ........cccoiiiiiiiiiiiciee st s st e s stee e s sabe e e e seae e e snreee s 32
Current Activities Using Sammamish TrailS ......ccccueiiiiiiiiciee st e e s ere e s tae e s e e e e snreeesenreee s 34
Most Important Destinations fOr TrailS........ccuiiiiiie i e e s tee e st e e esrbeeeesnteeesnnreeen 35
INterest in Parks DEVEIOPIMENT.....cccuiii ettt e st e e st te e e st e e s nte e e e ssbeeeesssaeesnteeeennseeeessseeesnnseeean 36

Most Important Amenities for FUtUIre Parks PrOJECES.......ccuviiiciei et eetee s e sre e s tee e ste e e ssntee s e snrae e snreee s 39



Importance of Ability to Walk to Parks and Recreation Facilities.......ccccuvvveieeiiiiee v 40

Maximum Distance Willing to Walk to Parks and Recreation Facilities...........cccccveeiviiiicciee e 41
Ability to Find Parking at Existing Parks and Recreation Facilities.......cccccecuveriiciee i 42
Importance of Parks and Recreation Facilities for Overall Health and Wellness........cccccoecvveeccieeicceeeecciiee e, 43
Cultural and Arts Programs Attended in Last 12 MONTNS .......cccviiiiiiie it e e e e e s 44
Preferred Cultural and Arts Programs for the City of Sammamish to Offer........cccccvceiicvee e, 46
Preferred Types of Public Art for Sammamish TOWN CENEET .......ccccuiiiiiiiiieciie ettt ra e e et 47
Other ComMmMENtS OF SUGEESTIONS ....vviiiiiciiiieee ettt e e et e e e e e et ae e e e e e e s tbaaeeeeeessnsaeeeeeessntaneeeesnnstnneaenans 48
Willingness to Participate in FOCUS GrOUD ...ciicuiiiiiuiiieriieeeiitee sttt e ettt e sttt e st e e s sate e e sibe e e sbbeeesbtee s sabeeessaseeesnnses 50
CONCIUSIONS ...ttt ettt ettt ettt e st e st esat e e sateesbe e e sbe e e be e e beesas e e et e e sateesateesaseesateeabeeeabeeeabeesabeesaseesareeas 51
AppPendix 1: Verbatim RESPONSES ...ccciruiiiiiiieeiiieeeisiiee e sttt e sitieessstteessbeeessasteesstaeesasbeeesssseeesssssesssseessssseessssseessnns 53

Appendix 2: SUNVEY QUESTIONNAIINE. ..ciiiiiiiiiiiie ittt ettt stte e e s ste e s st e e s sbeeessbaeesssbeeesssbaeesssseeesssseeesssseesnssseeennns 70



Background and Research Goal

The Sammamish Parks & Recreation department’s role is to manage parks and facilities, provide
recreation services, implement and maintain trails, greenways and preserves, and to be an
integral part of open space planning and resource management. To assist in its strategic
planning, the department has previously commissioned Hebert Research to conduct surveys of
Sammamish citizens in 2006 and 2008. The current research continues these efforts, and has
been designed to assess citizen satisfaction with existing services, as well as opinions and
preferences regarding potential new or expanded programs.

An area of particular focus is the proposal to construct an aquatic and/or community center
within Sammamish. This research examines several issues related to these facilities, including
overall level of interest, desired features and programs, and preferred location. It also assesses
how likely citizens would be to support these facilities given several prospective increases to
property tax rates.
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Research Objectives

To address the strategic goals discussed above, this research has been designed to address the
following specific objectives:

General

e Assess how frequently residents use existing Parks and Recreation facilities
and services.

e Assess residents’ satisfaction with existing Parks and Recreation facilities and
services.

e Identify the sources of information that residents use to learn about the City's
Parks and Recreation programs.

e Assess the likelihood that residents would use certain new or improved parks
and recreation facilities.

e Determine what general areas (e.g. parks, sports fields, community center, or
trails) residents believe should be the City's top priority.

e Gauge residents’ interest in participating in a focus group to discuss parks
and recreation issues, and build a list of interested individuals.

Aquatic and Community Center

e Assess the likelihood that residents would use the proposed aquatic center.

e Identify the type of aquatic center facilities and programs that residents are
most interested in.

e Assess the likelihood that residents would use the proposed community
center.

e Identify the type of community center facilities and programs that residents
are most interested in.

e Determine residents’ preferred location for the aquatic and community
center.

e Gauge residents’ willingness to fund the aquatic and community center
through increased property taxes.

Open Space Trails
e Assess residents’ satisfaction with the City’s existing trail system.
e Determine what activities residents currently use the trail system for.
e Gauge the level of interest in new trails, bikeways and paths.
e Determine which locations residents would like new trail projects to connect
to and where.
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Parks

e Gauge residents’ level of interest in land acquisition for new parks, recreation
facilities, open spaces and trails.

e Gauge residents’ level of interest in improvements to athletic fields in the City.

e Identify what types of amenities residents would most prefer the City to
include in future parks.

e Determine how important it is for residents to be able to walk to parks
facilities, and how far they are willing to walk to these facilities.

e Assess whether residents believe adequate parking is available at parks
facilities.

Health and Wellness
e Identify how important residents believe parks and recreation facilities to be
for improving health and wellness in the community.

Arts and Cultural Programs
e Identify what types of arts and cultural programs residents have recently
attended.
e Determine what types of arts and cultural programs residents would most like
the City to offer.
e Identify what public art features residents would prefer to be included in the
new Sammamish Town Center.

Comparative
e Determine whether resident opinions on the above issues vary based on
demographics (age and gender).
e Compare results from the 2010 survey to previous City of Sammamish surveys
to identify changes and trends in attitudes.
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Research Methodology

Sampling Frame
The sampling frame consists of 400 residents of the City of Sammamish.

Questionnaire
The survey questionnaire, created in collaboration with the City of Sammamish, included
a total of 35 questions. A copy of the questionnaire is attached at the end of this report.

Telephone Survey

The research employed a survey using interactive voice. This

method allowed both inbound and outbound contact:

respondents could call researchers back if necessary. Call

efficiency was aided electronically through a Computer-Assisted

Telephone Interviewing (CATI) system, which randomly selects

participants from the call list and prompts with the questions to be asked. The system
enables real time data capture during the interview. Potential participants unable to
complete the survey during contact, were called up to five times, on different days and
at different times during evening and weekend hours.

Sampling (when research assistants participated in data collection) took place between
July 1% and July 7 2010. The response rate, which is defined by the percent of
respondents contacted who agreed to take the full survey, was 67.2%.

Online Survey
An online version of the survey was posted on the City of Sammamish'’s
website with a link on the main page, programmed by Hebert Research
staff. Additionally, respondents who declined to take the telephone
survey were informed of the available online format option and directed
to the City of Sammamish’s website if they chose to participate in the
research project at another time. The online survey was active from July 2, 2010 to July
19, 2010.

Due to differences in scheduling and phrasing (as well as providing the ability to
continue offering the online survey once the telephone survey was complete), data from
the online survey was not combined with the phone survey results, and is not included
in this report. A forthcoming, straightforward document will report on the results of the
online survey and provide univariate runs and data sheets.
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Weighting

For univariate data, combined figures have been weighted to be representative of the
demographic distribution of the sampled population. Responses have been weighted
by gender and age group. See the “respondent profile” section for more information on
the unweighted and weighted demographic breakdown of the research.

Analysis

The data gathered was analyzed using well accepted univariate measures

of central tendency. Where appropriate, we have included descriptive

statistics for continuous (quantifiable) responses. Means represents the

average value of the responses. Standard deviation indicates the level of

variation in responses: for normally distributed data, approximately 2/3 of

responses fall with one standard deviation above or below the mean. Skewness
measures the level of symmetry in response: a positive skewness indicates that most
responses fall on the left (low) side of the graph, and vice versa. Kurtosis measures the
peakedness of the data: in a positive kurtosis distribution, there are pronounced peaks
with high frequencies. If kurtosis is negative, responses are more evenly distributed
throughout the range.

Multivariate analyses were conducted to examine if differences existed between all
combinations of respondent age, gender, race, income, and insurer. Data on the
multivariate testing is reported only when significant trends were found on a given
question. The multivariate analysis consisted of t-tests, Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)
and Chi Square tests, as appropriate for the variables being tested. The statistical
procedures utilized were applied with a 95% confidence level for estimating values
and/or providing significant inferences. Statistical significance is measured by a p-value;
if p < 0.05, the statistical test is significant; if p > 0.05, the statistical test is not
significant. The null hypothesis that was tested was the mean
ratings for various variables were similar (95% confidence level)
regardless of age, gender, race, income, etc. We have also
included measures of association (Eta’ for ANOVA, and Cramer’s
V for Chi Square). These measures indicate what proportion of
the variance in the dependent variable is due to the independent
variable being examined.

When similar questions were asked in previous City of Sammamish surveys, we have
included longitudinal comparisons of the data from each year. This assists in detecting
changes in public opinion over time. Any notable differences in the phrasing or
structure of the questions have been indicated in the descriptions.

Hebert Research has made every effort to produce the highest quality research product
possible within the agreed specifications, budget and time schedule. Hebert Research
uses those statistical techniques which, in its opinion, are the most accurate possible.
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However, inherent in any statistical process is a possibility of error, which must be taken
into account in evaluating the results. Statistical research can predict respondent
attitudes and behavior only as of the time of the sampling, within the parameters of the
project, and within the margin of error inherent within the techniques used.

Evaluations and interpretations of statistical research findings, and decisions based on
them, are solely the responsibility of the customer and not that of Hebert Research. The
conclusions, summaries and interpretations provided by Hebert Research are based
strictly on the analysis of the data gathered and are not to be construed as
recommendations. Therefore, Hebert Research neither warrants their viability nor
assumes responsibility for the success or failure of any customer actions subsequently
taken based on these findings.
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Respondent Profile

Gender

The survey slightly oversampled female respondents, which is a common phenomenon in
telephone research as women are generally more likely to answer the phone. To correct for this,
responses were weighted to reach the approximately 50-50 gender distribution in Sammamish.

Percent of Sample Percent of Sample

Male 415 496
Female 234 58.5 50.4
Age

As the table below indicates, the age distribution of the sampled respondents was very close to
the actual demographic makeup of Sammamish. The adult population of Sammamish is
concentrated toward middle-aged individuals, with the largest age segments being 35-44 and
45-54 year olds.

Percent of Sample Percent of Sample
Age Group Number Sampled (Unwe|ghted) Welghted)

18-24

25-34 59 14.8 12.1
35-44 135 33.8 294
45-54 111 27.8 293
55-64 39 9.8 15.0
65+ 25 6.3 7.7

Home Ownership

Home ownership status was included as a demographic category in order to test for differences
in opinions about property tax increases. The overwhelming majority of respondents (98%) own
their own home. Due to the small sample of renters, multivariate analysis was not conducted
with respect to home ownership status.

Home Ownership Number Sampled | Percent of Sample

Owner 384 98.0
Renter 8 2.0
Total 392 100%
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Frequency of Using Parks & Rec. Facilities in the
Last 12 Months

Residents were asked how many times they had used parks, recreation and open space facilities
in the City of Sammamish in the last 12 months. Responses to this question varied widely,
ranging from no use at all, to use every single day. Although the single largest group (13.9%)
reported zero uses, the vast majority of the sample used parks facilities at least once.  Slightly
over half of the respondents (55.9%) used parks less than 12 times per year, or once per month
on average, whereas 44.1% made more than one visit per month on average.

Frequency of Using City Parks, Recreation and
Open Space Facilities

15

10

0 _._hl — = ._—_l i : M

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

Percent (%) of Respondents

M Time Used in Last 12 Months

> 50 > 50
times per times per
year year

52

2.0% 180 0.5%
60 0.7% 182 0.3%
70 0.1% 183 0.2%
89 0.3% 200 1.6%
90 0.2% 230 0.2%
100 3.0% 250 0.6%
120 0.7% 300 1.3%
150 0.2% 330 0.2%
160 0.4% 365 0.7% Deviation
175 0.2% 180 0.5% 34.30 63.43 11.15
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Multivariate Analysis

Women, on average, used parks significantly more in the past 12 months than did men (p =
0.029, Eta’ = 0.012). A possible explanation is that, among families with children, women may
be more likely to take children to parks.

Mean Number of
Times Used
Male 27.26
Female 41.17
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Overall Satisfaction with Parks and Recreation

Programs and Facilities

Respondents were asked to rate their overall satisfaction with Parks and Recreation facilities and
services, and to rate their satisfaction with the appearances of these facilities. Both ratings were
conducted on a 0-10 scale, where 0 means “not at all satisfied” and 10 means "highly satisfied.”

Ratings for both questions were generally strong, with means of 7.86 for overall satisfaction and
8.29 for satisfaction with appearance. For both issues the most common rating was an 8. Only a
handful of residents rated their overall satisfaction a 4 or below, and no residents gave a rating
of 4 or below on appearance.

Parks and Recreation Satisfaction Ratings

40.0%
35.0%
o0
£ 30.0%
[
;’ 25.0%
S 20.0%
2 15.0%
g . (']
£ 10.0%
o 5.0%
. . (]
()
a 0.0% == = | T h
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
M Overall Rating| 0.0% | 0.0% | 1.0% | 0.4% 1.2% | 4.1% | 6.7% | 20.8% | 36.2% | 14.0% | 15.5%
nAppearanCe 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, [v)
Rating 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 3.4% | 4.1% | 13.5% | 38.1% | 20.5% | 20.3%

Satisfaction Rating (0-10 Scale)

7.86 1.50 -0.89 1.82

Overall Satisfaction
Satisfaction with
Appearance

8.29 1.24 -0.49 0.10

Multivariate Analysis
Women gave a significantly higher rating for parks appearance than did men (p = 0.007, Eta® =

0.021).

Male 8.11
Female 8.47
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Longitudinal Analysis: Overall Satisfaction and Appearance

The 2008 Sammamish Community Survey included questions measuring overall satisfaction with
parks, as well as a rating for the appearance of parks. The 2008 survey used a 5-point scale,
rather than the 0-10 scale employed in the current research. To allow for a comparison, the
2010 data has been grouped into the five-point scale, as shown in the data table below.

For both overall satisfaction and appearance, the 2010 results show a slight improvement in
overall satisfaction. This suggests that the City has been able to maintain, and even improve, the
high satisfaction reported in 2008.

Overall Parks Satisfaction: 2010 v. 2008
60.0%
£ 50.0%
I
% 40.0%
£
6 30.0%
& 20.0%
c
Y 10.0%
3
0.0% L o 4
Very Poor (0-1) Poor (2-3) Neutral (4-6) Good (7-8) Excellent (9-10)
i 2010 0.0% 1.4% 12.0% 57.1% 29.5%
L2008 1.3% 6.4% 12.5% 46.1% 26.7%
Satisfaction Rating
Satisfaction with Appearance of Parks:
2010 v. 2008
60.0%
2 50.0%
-
[1']
& 40.0%
£
& 30.0%
£ 20.0%
t
S 10.0%
&
0.0%
Very Poor (0-1) Poor (2-3) Neutral (4-6) Good (7-8) Excellent (9-10)
M 2010 0.0% 0.0% 7.6% 51.6% 40.9%
M 2008 0.5% 1.0% 4.1% 50.9% 35.4%
Satisfaction Rating
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Sources of Information Used to Learn About

Parks and Recreation Programs

Residents next reported which sources of information they use to find out about parks, trails,
facilities, recreation programs, and cultural arts opportunities in Sammamish. A list of options
was not provided (meaning the respondents were unaided in responses), and respondents could
mention multiple information sources if they preferred (thus the total sum is greater than the
number of respondents).

The most frequently used information sources include the City's website (154.4 weighted users),
followed by the City newsletter (131.0), and newspapers (111). These responses suggest that the
information sources produced by the City are highly important for informing the public about
parks programs.

Responses categorized as “Other” include:

Internet sources other than the city website, such as search engines and local news
websites (20)

Signs and banners (16)

Flyers (7)

Visiting or driving by parks facilities (5)

Personal knowledge or experience (3)

Number of Respondents

Sources of Information Used

180.0
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Likelihood to Use Community and Aquatic Center

Overall, Sammamish residents reported a moderate likelihood to use a proposed aquatic center,
with a mean rating of 6.11. However, the largest groups of people expressed either a very high
or very low likelihood: 37.7% gave a rating of 10 (highly likely), while the next largest group,
17.3%, gave a rating of 0 (highly unlikely). Comparatively few respondents actually gave scores
in the moderate range (4-6). Thus, while responses were mixed, a very substantial portion of the
population is highly likely to use the aquatic center.

Residents also rated their or their family's likelihood to use the proposed community center.
The mean rating, 5.50, is slightly lower than the 6.11 mean rating for the aquatic center (p =
0.017). Responses were fairly evenly distributed across the scale, with about equal proportions
of high, medium and low levels of likelihood. This contrasts with the aquatic center's
pronounced peaks at 0 and 10.

Likelihood to Use Community and Aquatic Center

40.0%
w 35.0%
£
5 30.0%
£ 25.0%
S
<] 20.0%
S
< 15.0%
S 10.0%
a 5.0%
. (]
0.0% B H m B B
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 | 10
M Aquatic Center | 17.3% | 4.4% | 4.9% | 5.3% | 3.9% | 5.5% | 3.9% | 5.2% | 7.2% | 4.9% |37.7%
 Community Center | 10.1% | 3.0% | 6.7% | 9.6% | 7.5% |13.4% | 7.7% | 10.0% | 11.4% | 5.5% | 15.2%

Likelihood Rating (0-10 Scale)

Mean Star?dgrd Skewness | Kurtosis
Deviation

Likelihood to Use Aquatic Center  6.11 3.95 -4.36 -1.44
Likelihood to Use Community 550 317 -0.19 105
Center
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Multivariate Analysis

Respondent ratings for likelihood to use the aquatic center varied among age groups (p < 0.001,
Eta’ = 0.121). The most likely users were those aged 35-44 and 45-54, while residents over 65
were least likely to use. It is possible that the peak in likelihood to use is because those aged
35-44 are more likely to have children who will use the aquatic center.

Age Group (Aquatic Center)

18-24 5.73
25-34 5.52
35-44 7.76
45-54 6.51
55-64 3.67
65+ 4.54

Likelihood to use a community center varied by both gender. (p < 0.001, Eta’ = 0.034) and age
(p < 0.001, Fta® = 0.066). The distribution with respect to age is similar to the aquatic center:
residents ranging from 35 to 54 were the most likely to use, and those over 65 were least likely
to use. Again, the presence of children may drive the rate up for likely users. Regarding gender,
females reported a significantly higher likelihood to use than did men.

Age Group (Community Center)

18-24 457
25-34 499
35-44 6.33
45-54 5.83
55-64 5.12
65+ 3.46
Gender (Community Center)
Male 492
Female 6.09

Hebert Research, Inc. | City of Sammamish PRO Plan Survey & Research



Longitudinal Analysis: Likelihood to Use / Interest in Aquatic Center

The 2006 Sammamish Parks survey also surveyed attitudes toward a proposed aquatic center,
though the 2006 question was phrased in terms of interest rather than likelihood to use.

The rating for the aquatic center fell from 7.42 in 2006 to 6.11 in 2010. In particular, the 2010
data included a markedly higher portion of zero responses; however, this may be due to the
formulation of the question -- some residents may not plan to use the facility themselves, but
may still be interested in having available for others to use. One respondent expressed this
sentiment: "I would like a place to bring my grandchildren . . .. I myself would not use it. I don't
care to swim in it but my family would. I don't like swimming pools.”

Likelihood to Use / Interest In Aquatic Center:
Longitudinal Data

40.0%

35.0%

30.0%

25.0%

20.0%

15.0%
10.0%
5.0%

0.0% ) = . b

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
M2010| 17.3% | 4.4% | 49% | 53% | 3.9% | 55% | 3.9% | 52% | 7.2% | 4.9% | 37.7%
M2006| 3.6% | 13% | 33% | 3.9% | 2.0% | 9.5% | 6.6% | 10.2% | 15.1% | 9.5% | 34.8%

Percent (%) Giving Rating

Likelihood / Interest Rating (0-10 Scale)

2010 (likelihood to use) 6.11
2006 (interest) 7.42
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Interest in the community center was canvassed in 2008 as well as 2006. As the table below
shows, the mean rating has steadily declined over the last four years.

Percent (%) Giving Rating

Likelihood to Use / Interest In Community
Center: Longitudinal Data

30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0% __l-l__-‘__h__h_L .
0 1 P 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
2010| 10.1% | 3.0% 6.7% 9.6% 75% | 13.4% | 7.7% | 10.0% | 11.4% | 5.5% | 15.2%
H2008| 9.0% | 2.7% | 55% | 5.0% | 3.1% | 9.8% | 6.6% | 11.3% | 16.4% | 4.2% | 26.3%
M 2006| 1.0% 13% | 26% | 33% | 43% | 89% | 59% | 15.4% | 21.6% | 9.8% | 25.2%

Likelihood / Interest Rating (0-10 Scale)

Year of Data Mean Rating

2010 (likelihood to use) 5.50
2008 (interest) 6.42
2006 (interest) 7.40

Hebert Research, Inc. | City of Sammamish PRO Plan Survey & Research



Aquatic Center Features Most Likely to Use

Using a list of proposed aquatic center features, respondents were asked to choose the top two
features they and/or their families would be most likely to use. The most selected feature was a
competitive swimming pool (22.0% of total combined responses), followed by water slides
(17.8%). The features least selected were the splash and spray area (7.0%), and zero depth entry
pool (6.0%).

If a resident’s preferred feature was not included in the list provided, he or she could also select
the "other” category and describe. A large number of “other” responses mentioned certain
programs and activities, such as family and lap swimming, rather than physical features. (The
next question dealt with preferred programs and activities). Additional "other” responses
endorsed the following features:

e Diving board (2)
e Sauna (1)

e Kiddy Pool (1)

e Wave Pool (1)

Aquatic Center Features Most Likely to Be Used
30.0%
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Aquatic Center Programs Most Likely to
Participate In

Next, respondents were also asked to choose the top two programs they would most likely use
at an aquatic center. By a considerable margin, the most selected option was open/family swim,
with 34.2% of total combined responses. This suggests that residents would prefer a substantial
portion of the aquatic center resources be set aside for open swimming rather than more
specialized activities.

Other frequent choices included swim lessons (18.2%), lap swimming (17.4%) and water exercise
classes (15.4%). Lower levels of interest were expressed in competitive swimming (7.3%), water
therapy and rehabilitation (5.6%), and water polo (1.4%).

Responses categorized under "other” included:

e Diving (1)
e Masters Program (1)
Aquatic Center Programs Most Likely to Be Used
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M First Choice 19.8% 8.4% 22.4% 36.9% 9.7% 1.7% 0.9% 0.4%
M Second Choice| 16.4% 6.0% 11.8% 31.2% 21.7% 10.1% 2.0% 1.0%
i Combined 18.2% 7.3% 17.4% 34.2% 15.4% 5.6% 1.4% 0.6%
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Preference for Indoor v. Outdoor Aquatic Center

Respondents could also choose their preference among three options for the type of aquatic
facility: indoor, outdoor (seasonal), combined indoor and outdoor, or none. The majority of
respondents (51.3%) selected the combined option, while a substantial minority (43.8%)
preferred an indoor only center. Very few (3.1%) respondents preferred outdoor only. Thus, it
appears to be important that the aquatic center have year-round availability. It is also notable
that the vast majority, 98.2% preferred some form of aquatic center to “none.”

Preference for Indoor v. Outdoor Aquatic Center
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Multivariate Analysis

Responses to this question were compared against the previous question on likelihood to use
the aquatic center, to determine whether the most likely users have distinct preferences. The
most likely users (those who gave an 8-10 rating) preferred the combined indoor/outdoor
option at a higher rate, while moderate and low likelihood users tended to prefer the indoor
only option. Testing confirms that these differences are statistically significant (p < 0.001,
Cramer's V = 0.263).

T Percent Giving Response
Likelihood to Use

Indoor Outdoor Both
High (8-10) 355 2.5 61.9
Moderate (4-7) 56.2 5.5 384
Low (0-3) 51.7 1.7 36.2

Additionally, analysis showed that responses differed significantly by age groups (p < 0.001,
Cramer’s V = 0.195). Among respondents 55 and older, as well as those aged 25 to 34, the
preferred option was an indoor-only pool. All other ages preferred a combined indoor/outdoor
facility.

Percent Giving Response

Age Group

Outdoor Both
18-24 39.1 0.0 522
25-34 52.5 0.0 40.0
35-44 393 4.5 554
45-54 333 3.1 62.5
55-64 68.4 0.0 316
65+ 59.9 9.1 318
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Most Important Features to Include in
Community Center

From a list of options, respondents selected their top two most important features to be
included in the proposed community center. By far the most commonly selected option was a
fitness center/indoor sports courts, and/or running and walking track (34.2% of total combined
responses). A multipurpose gymnasium received the second most selections (21.5%), and
banquet/meeting facilities with kitchen received the third most (16.1%). The least number of
responses were for a dance studio (4.5%) and childcare space (3.6%).

Responses categorized under “other” include:

e Teen Center (4)

e C(Classroom Facilities (3)
e Ice Rink (2)

e Theater/TV Room (1)

e Senior Center (1)

e Farmers Market (1)

Most Important Features to Include in
Community Center
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M First Choice 45.4% 6.5% 16.5% 3.0% 7.6% 15.6% 2.2% 3.1%
M Second Choice| 20.8% | 11.8% | 27.4% 6.3% 8.6% 16.8% 5.3% 3.0%
i Combined 34.2% 8.9% 21.5% 4.5% 8.1% 16.1% 3.6% 3.1%
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Most Important Factors in Choosing Recreational
Programs and Facilities

The next question asked respondents to state the most important factors to them and their
families when choosing recreational facilities and programs. Research assistants solicited open-
ended responses and coded them into pre-selected categories. The most common response
was “proximity to work or home” (121.9 total freighted votes), followed closely by “selection of
programs and activities” (120.3) and “operating hours” (98.6). “Value” received 80.5 weighted
votes, but in addition, 23 individuals gave “other” responses focusing on cost or price.
Interestingly, “quality of facilities and equipment” (51.0) and “quality of instructors/programs”
(41.4) were the least selected categories.

Responses that did not fall under a preselected category, and were thus grouped under “other,”
include:

e Price/cost (23)

e Cleanliness (11)

e Safety/security (11)

e Child/family friendly (7)

e Schedule of programs and events (7)

e Specific types of facilities (e.g. tennis courts) (5)

Most Important Factors for Choosing Recreational
Programs and Facilities
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Location for Aquatic and Community Center

Preferred Location for Community and Aquatic Center

Respondents next gave input about their preferred location for an aquatic and community
center. The respondents were offered the following options to choose from:

e Near City Hall and the Library, 228" Ave SE & SE 8" St.

e South, near the Pine Lake Shopping Center (QFC), 228™ Ave SE & Issaquah-Pine Lake
Road

e North, near the Safeway Shopping Center, 228" Ave SE & NE 8™ St.

e Doesn’t matter as long as it's inside the proposed town center/future downtown area

e Doesn't matter as long as it's inside the Sammamish City Limits

e Doesn't matter

The option most selected was “Near City Hall and the Library,” with 26.2% of total respondents.
However, the other two specific options both drew substantial numbers of responses. In
addition, a total of 38.3% selected one of the “"doesn’'t matter” options. Thus, there is no
overwhelming favorite among the location options.
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Multivariate Analysis

Preferences stated in this question were compared with the respondent’s likelihood to use the
proposed facilities. Results showed statistical significance, with respect to both likelihood to use
the aquatic center (p < 0.001, Cramer’s V = 0.263) and the community center (p = 0.007,
Cramer's V = 0.178).

The most likely aquatic center users were more likely to prefer the “Near City Hall,” “South,” and
"Within Sammamish City Limits” options than were less likely users. Unsurprisingly, less likely
users expressed no preference with the “Doesn’t Matter” option.

Percent Giving Response

Likelihood to Doesn't
L.Jse Ngar South, Near North, Near | Matter - Doesp t Ma.tter Doesn
Aquatic Center City , — within City t
Pine Lake Safeway Town -
Hall Limits Matter
Center
High (8-10) 283 17.2 20.2 7.1 23.7 7.1
Moderate (4-7) 247 123 233 137 164 9.6
Low (0-3) 23.6 9.8 22.8 9.8 17.1 17.1

Likely users of the community center most commonly gave the response of “Within Sammamish
City Limits, but did not choose specific sites at a greater rate than less likely users. Again,
compared to the general population, a larger portion of unlikely users responded “doesn’t
matter.”

Percent Giving Response
Doesn't Doesn’t Matter

Likelihood to Use

Community Center Squth, Near North, Near Matter — i €y Doesn't
Pine Lake Safeway . Matter
Downtown Limits
High (8-10) 254 111 19.8 9.5 26.2 7.9
Moderate (4-7) 26.2 20.1 221 9.4 16.1 6.0
Low (0-3) 264 10.0 209 3.6 20.0 191
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Time Willing to Travel to Community and Aquatic
Center

Respondents reported the maximum amount of time they would be willing to travel to an
aquatic center, as well as a community center. To preserve readability on the graph below,
responses greater than 30 minutes are shown in the table below.

For the community, center, the mean response was about 13.3 minutes. The mean response for

the aquatic center was slightly higher, at 14.5 minutes. The data indicates that most
respondents would be willing to drive within Sammamish, and to neighboring cities, but
generally would not want to drive to other parts of the region to attend these facilities.
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Likelihood to Support Increased Property Taxes
for Community and Aquatic Center

Respondents were randomly divided into four groups. Each group was asked if they
would accept a particular specified increase in average monthly payroll property taxes in
order to fund a community center and aquatic center. The four monthly tax increases
were: $5, $10, $20 and $30.

Multivariate testing confirms that the difference is significant (p = 0.018, Eta Squared
0.026).

Price Elasticity Graph

Likelihood to Support Increased Property
Taxes to Fund Community and Aquatic Center
’ 5.99
.g 6 557 5.71
§? 5 4:39
E 2
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O T T T 1
S5 $10 $20 $30
Proposed Monthly Property Tax Increase

Standard
Propose Tax Increase . .-
Deviation

$5 per month 5.99 3.99 -045 -1.44
$10 per month 5.57 3.88 -0.32 -142
$20 per month 571 3.89 -0.34 -143
$30 per month 4.39 341 0.19 -1.22
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Likelihood to Use New or Expanded Parks and
Recreation Facilities

The next question tested whether residents would be likely to use various proposed parks and
recreation capital projects. The residents were given a list of potential projects, and asked to
rate their likelihood to use the project on a 0-10 scale. The facilities tested included:

e New Playground, and Shoreline and Parking Improvements at Beaver Lake Park

e New Spray Park/Splash Area and Picnic Shelter at East Sammamish Park

e Soft-Surface Trail along West Beaver Lake Drive

e Upgraded athletic fields at Eastlake High School, or Pine Lake Middle School, or Another
Site

¢ A new Sammamish Landing Park on the Lake Sammamish Waterfront

e Beaver Lake Preserve, with Expanded Trails and Provide Waterfront Access

As the large standard deviations indicate, responses varied with a substantial number of higher
and lower scores. Most likely, residents who lived near each facility gave relatively high
likelihood to use, but residents in other parts of the City did not express a high likelihood,
bringing the overall average down. The two highest rated projects were Sammamish Landing
Park and Beaver Lake Preserve. The proposed spray park/splash area and picnic shelter at East
Sammamish Park received the lowest rating.

Mean Ratings for Likelihood to Use New or
Improved Facilities
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o . Standard

Beaver Lake Park 3.69 441 0.44 -1.18
East Sammamish Park 3.37 3.32 0.60 -0.91
TDrrall on W. Beaver Lake 305 324 0.22 101
Upgraded Athletic Fields 3.97 3.53 0.29 -1.32
Sammamish Landing Park =~ 5.05 3.60 -0.15 -1.39
Beaver Lake Preserve 4.85 3.40 -0.07 -1.29

Multivariate Analysis

Males were significantly more likely than women to utilize upgraded athletic fields and a
new Sammamish Landing Park.

Upgraded Sammamish Landing
Athletic Fields Park

Male 434 5.43
Female 3.61 4.67
p-value 0.040 0.033
Eta’ 0.011 0.011

The table below shows the projects in which mean ratings differed between age groups.
In general, older residents (especially those over 65) were less likely to support these
projects than younger residents. 35-44 year olds gave the highest ratings for Beaver
Lake Park, East Lake Sammamish Park, and the upgraded athletic fields. 18-24 year olds
gave the highest ratings for a soft surface trail on West Beaver Lake Drive, and for an
enhanced Beaver Lake Preserve.

East Lake

Beaver Lake Sammamish Trail on W. Upgraded Beaver Lake
Park Park Beaver Lake Dr. Athletic Fields Preserve
18-24 3.70 2.80 5.20 3.98 5.86
25-34 3.88 3.10 3.98 3.65 4.85
35-44 448 4,92 4.04 5.09 4.68
45-54 3.93 2.87 4.36 433 5.17
55-64 3.02 2.56 3.52 211 5.16
65+ 0.72 1.77 1.77 248 2.84
p-value < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001 0.010
Eta’ 0.081 0.100 0.051 0.089 0.037
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Preference for Primary Parks and Recreation

Project Focus

To gauge residents’ opinions on the City's overall priority for parks and recreation projects,
residents were given a list of project areas. They were asked to select the one area that should
be the primary focus for the next 2 to 6 years, knowing that the other options would not be

funded.

By a very large margin, residents rated the construction of a new community center/aquatic
center as the top priority among parks and recreation projects (54.7%). The other three options
gathered substantially less support, with 18.7% preferring construction of trails, 15.4% preferring
acquisition of land for parks and open space, and 11.1% preferring new sports fields.

The results of this question give strong evidence that the community and aquatic center should
be the highest priority among major new parks and recreation projects.
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Multivariate Analysis

Age groups showed significant differences in responses (p < 0.001, Cramer’s V = 0.192)

Acquisition of Land . Construction of
Construction of .
Age Grou for New Sports Aquatic/Comm New Trails,
9 P Parks and Open Fields 9 . Bikeways and
unity Center

Space Paths
18-24 0.0 12.5 70.8 16.7
25-34 15.2 6.5 63.0 15.2
35-44 13.0 9.6 61.7 15.7
45-54 8.3 11.9 56.9 229
55-64 322 10.2 339 23.7
65+ 333 222 29.6 14.8
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Overall Satisfaction with Existing Trail System

Using a 0-10 scale, respondents rated their overall satisfaction with the trail systems available in
Sammamish. The mean rating was 6.41, significantly (p < 0.001) lower than the 7.81 overall
rating given for the city’s overall parks and recreation system. The distribution was concentrated
toward the moderately high ratings, with 73.8% giving a score of 5 through 8. Comparatively
few respondents gave very high or very low ratings. The responses suggest that, while the
community is not dissatisfied with the trail system, improvements could be made to bring the
trail system up to the standards of other parks and recreation programs.
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Interest in New Trails, Bikeways and Paths

Residents also rated their interest in new trails, bikeways, and paths in the city, again using a 0-
10 scale. The mean rating was a moderate 5.86. However, there were a substantial number of
interested respondents: the largest single group gave a rating of 10, and a total of 38.2% of
respondents expressed a high level of interest (ratings 8-10).

Interest in New Trails, Bikeways and Paths

20.0%
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14.0%
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10.0%
8.0%
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Percent (%) Giving Rating

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
14.4% | 2.1% 33% | 47% 3.6% | 151% | 7.9% | 10.1% | 14.2% | 52% | 18.8%

Interest Rating (0-10 Scale)

Standard
Deviation
5.86

3.35 -047 -0.93

Multivariate Analysis

Multivariate testing found significant differences between age groups (p < 0.001, Eta’ = 0.054).
Residents between 45 and 54 were most interested in new trails, while those over age 65 were

the least interested.

18-24 5.90
25-34 5.10
35-44 6.15
45-54 6.63
55-64 547
65+ 3.38
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Longitudinal Analysis: Interest in New Trails

Data on interest in trails was also collected in the 2008 and 2006 parks surveys. Note: the 2008
survey asked about trails “in the vicinity of Beaver Lake, and in N.E. Sammamish,” while the 2010
and 2006 survey did not specify a particular location.

The average level of interest in new trails has declined from 2006 through 2008 and 2010.
Notably, the percentage of respondents given a rating of 0 has increased sharply, from 2.6% in
2006, to 9.7% in 2008 and 14.4% in 2010.

Interest in New Trails: Longitudinal Data
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Current Activities Using Sammamish Trails

From a list of activities, respondents selected all the ways they generally utilize the trails in
Sammamish. Walking was the most common activity, with 251.3 weighted respondents. Biking
was the second most popular use of the trails (141.0), and walking the dog was the third most
common. Very few respondents reported that they used the trails for horseback riding and
wheelchair accessible activities. Two respondents also mentioned rollerblading under the

"other” category.

The high portion of responses for pedestrian activities (walking, jogging, hiking and walking the
dog) suggests that, to satisfy the needs of the largest groups of users, trail construction and
policies should make pedestrian friendliness a priority.

Activities Performed Using Trails in Sammamish
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Most Important Destinations for Trails

The next question inquired about what types of destinations residents would like the city's trail
system to connect to. Respondents were instructed to select their top two choices from a list of
destinations, which included:

e Other parks

e Regional Trail Systems

e Schools

e Sammamish neighborhoods

e C(ities linked to Sammamish

e Commercial Centers: workplaces and retail services
e Municipal Facilities (City Hall, Library, etc.)

Regional trail systems (28.7% of combined total responses) and other parks (24.4%) were the top
two choices, indicating that residents place strong value on an interconnected recreation
system. Sammamish neighborhoods (11.7%), commercial centers (10.8%) schools (10.7%) and
municipal facilities (10.0%) generated moderate interest. The least popular option was
neighboring cities (3.2%).

Most Important Destinations for New Trails
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Interest in Parks Development

Respondents were asked to rate their interest in three general categories of development
programs, using the 0-10 scale for each. The three areas tested were:

e Land acquisition for open space and trails

e Land acquisition for future parks and facilities (new community parks, new
recreation facilities, and expansion of existing parks)

e Improvements for athletic fields (installing synthetic turf and lights to extend
playability at existing fields)

Land acquisition for future parks and facilities was rated highest (mean rating of 5.68), followed
by land acquisition for trails and open spaces (5.27), and improvements for athletic fields (4.82).
Multivariate analysis confirms that the difference between ratings is statistically significant (p <
0.001).
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Standard
Deviation

Land Acquisition for Open

Space and Trails >27 321 027 0
Land Acqu|5|t|.o.n. for Future 5 68 312 -0.49 074
Parks and Facilities

Improvements for Athletic 482 323 007 111

Fields

Multivariate Analysis

Significant differences between age groups were found for each of the three project areas
discussed above. As the table shows,

Land Acquisition for

Land Acquisition for Future | Improvements for Athletic

Age Group Open sz.:\ce and Parks and Facilities Fields
Trails

18-24 4.50 4.98 443
25-34 5.50 6.02 5.25
35-44 5.51 5.61 5.46
45-54 5.65 6.30 4.99
55-64 5.60 5.54 3.68
65+ 371 3.99 3.62
p-value 0.045 0.007 0.003
Eta® 0.029 0.040 0.045
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Longitudinal Analysis
Interest in athletic field improvements was also studied in the 2008 and 2006 parks surveys.
Continuing the trend seen in other program areas, interest has undergone a steady and
substantial decline from 2006 to 2010. Again, the portion of respondents rating a 0 has
increased from 1.6% in 2006, to 9.6% in 2008, to 17.9% in 2010.

Interest in Athletic Fields: Longitudinal Data
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H2010| 17.9% | 2.9% | 6.0% | 81% | 7.9% | 13.7% | 10.3% | 7.6% | 12.4% | 3.2% | 10.1%
H2008| 9.6% | 0.8% | 2.3% | 6.3% | 4.8% |15.9% | 9.3% | 10.1% | 15.9% | 6.8% | 18.3%
M2006| 1.6% | 1.6% | 3.0% | 3.6% | 3.0% | 13.4% | 6.6% |12.8% | 19.7% | 8.5% | 25.9%

Interest Rating (0-10 Scale)

| SurveyYear ____ Mean _

2010
2008
2006

4.82
6.20
7.21
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Most Important Amenities for Future Parks
Projects

Respondents next reported the most important amenities they would like to see in future parks.
From the following list of options, respondents gave their top three selections:

e Picnic Shelters

e Sports Fields, Sport Courts and/or a Disc Golf Course
e Sculptures and Art Displays

e Playgrounds

e Walking Trails

e Spray/Splash Parks

e Zip Line

e P-Patch/Community Gardens

e Off-Leash Dog Areas

Walking trails were the amenity most mentioned (18.6% of total combined responses) while off-
leash dog area was the second most mentioned (16.4%). Other frequently chosen amenities
included picnic shelters (16.3%) and sports fields (14.8%). Sculptures and art displays were the
least popular of the choices offered (2.3%).

Additional amenities included under the “other” category included:
e Restrooms (9)
e Waterfront access (e.g. boat docks or fishing) (3)
e Rock wall (2)

Most Important Amenities for Future Parks

4 25.0%
c
]
e 20.0%
o
o
] 15.0%
-3
S 10.0%
g
£ 5.0%
o
s 0.0% * l . -j_
a Off-
Picnic Sports Sculpt. Play- Walking Spray/ L P-Patch/ Leash
Fields/ | and Art . Splash | Zip Line | Comm. Other
Shelter . grounds | Trails Dog
Courts | Displays Parks Gardens Areas

M First Choice 19.2% 15.5% 1.2% 9.9% 15.1% 4.8% 4.7% 8.2% 18.7% 2.7%
H Second Choice | 13.0% 14.0% 3.5% 11.5% 22.5% 8.7% 3.8% 6.7% 13.8% 2.6%
M Third Choice 11.7% 12.4% 3.0% 15.9% 20.3% 11.1% 3.6% 6.1% 11.3% 4.6%
i Combined 16.3% 14.8% 2.3% 10.7% 18.6% 6.6% 4.3% 7.5% 16.4% 2.7%
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Importance of Ability to Walk to Parks and
Recreation Facilities

When residents rated the importance of being able to walk to parks and recreation facilities, the
mean score was a moderate 6.24. Almost half (43.7%) of respondents gave a high rating of
eight through ten.

Importance of Being Able to Walk to Parks and

Recreation Facilities
20.0%

18.0%
16.0%
14.0%
12.0%
10.0%
8.0%
6.0%
4.0%
2.0% I

0.0% hd

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
10.6% | 1.0% | 3.3% | 6.2% | 4.1% | 12.5% | 5.4% | 13.2% | 17.2% | 9.0% | 17.5%

Percent (%) Giving Rating

Importance Rating (0-10 Scale)

Standard
Deviation

3.14 -0.66 -0.62

Importance of Ability to Walk to Parks and Recreation Facilities

Responses to this question varied significantly by age groups (P = 0.002, Fta’ = 0.072). Again,
the lowest ratings were given by residents aged 65 and over. Members of the 45-54 group gave
the rated walkability the highest importance.

Age .
Gronp Importance Rating

18-24 5.82
25-34 5.62
35-44 6.64
45-54 7.00
55-64 5.76
65+ 3.93
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Maximum Distance Willing to Walk to Parks and

Recreation Facilities

Residents next reported the maximum distance they would be willing to walk to parks and
recreation facilities. The results indicate that the level of willingness is generally high. Over 60%
of respondents were willing to walk at least a mile to reach these facilities, while only 9% were

not willing to walk any distance.

Percent (%) Giving Rating

Distance Willing to Walk to Parks & Rec. Facilities

45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

1/4 Mile

1/2 Mile

1 Mile

2 Miles

None

9.3%

19.8%

38.7%

23.1%

9.0%

Multivariate Analysis

Respondents of different age groups reported significantly different distances willing to walk (p
= 0.001, Cramer's V = 0.167). Those aged 35-54 were much less willing to walk 2 miles than
both the age 18-34 and 54+ groups.

18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65+

12.2
6.0
9.4
10.2
194

38.5
184
239
16.2
153
129

19.2
347
48.7
41.0
30.5
323

19.2
10.2
18.6
28.2
18.6
194

19.2
10.2
2.6
51
18.6
194
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Ability to Find Parking at Existing Parks and
Recreation Facilities
The majority of residents (55.0%) reported that they can generally find parking at Sammamish

parks and recreation facilities. An additional 27.2% can find parking except during special
events. Only 11.1% reported that they generally cannot find parking.

Ability to Find Parking at Existing Sammamish
Parks and Recreation Facilities
W 60.0%
'% 50.0%
o
@ 40.0%
S
5 300%
a:i 20.0%
g 10.0%
£ oo Yes, E Duri Don't Use Facil
es, Except During on't Use Facilities or
ves Special Events No Don't Park
™ 55.0% 27.2% 11.1% 6.8%

Multivariate Analysis

Multivariate analysis showed that responses to this question varied between age groups (p <
0.001, Cramer’s V= 0.198). The 55-64 group responded "yes” most frequently, while the 18-24
and 65+ groups were least likely to respond “yes.” The latter two groups were also the most
likely to respond that they could not generally find parking, and the most likely to respond that
they don't attempt to park at these facilities.

Yes, except during Dont ase
Age Group . facilities or
special events ,

don’t park
18-24 423 231 231 115
25-34 49.0 327 12.2 6.1
35-44 55.6 325 9.4 2.6
45-54 59.0 30.8 7.7 2.6
55-64 61.7 183 10.0 10.0
65+ 438 9.4 18.8 281
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Importance of Parks and Recreation Facilities for
Overall Health and Wellness

Residents gave a high average rating (7.71) for the importance of parks and recreation facilities
for overall health and wellness. Over 30% gave the highest score of 10, meaning that for a
substantial portion of the city residents, parks and recreation are considered extremely
important for health and wellness.

35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Percent (%) Giving Rating

Importance of Parks and Recreation for
Improving Overall Health and Wellness

]
H\l

== - —
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

32% | 0.7% | 1.2% | 3.0% | 2.2% | 9.1% | 3.2% | 11.5% | 22.4% | 10.9% | 32.8%

Importance Rating (0-10 Scale)

Standard
Deviation
7.71

551 -1.32 1.38
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Cultural and Arts Programs Attended in Last 12
Months

Respondents were asked to list how many times they had attended certain categories of arts
and cultural events within the preceding 12 months. The most frequently attended events were
music performances, with an average of 2.59 times attended. Theater performances (2.35) and
participatory events (2.35) were the next most common. Dance performances were the least
attended, averaging less than one performance per respondent per year (0.98).

Number of Arts and Cultural Programs Attended
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0.98 2.35 2.59 1.15 1.73 2.34

Standard
| Teottem | Mean |Gl Skawness | Ko
Dance Performances 0.98 2.33 3.94 19.67
Theater Performances 2.35 4.25 5.64 50.85
Music Performances 2.59 3.07 1.83 431
Other Performing Arts 1.15 2.23 2.98 10.29
Visual Arts Events 173 2.50 2.36 7.00
Participatory Events 234 7.29 7.32 77.10
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Multivariate Analysis
Multivariate testing showed that men attended visual participatory arts evens significantly less
often than women. The difference was particularly distinct for participatory arts events, which

women attended almost four times as often.

Visual Arts Participatory Arts
Events Events

Male 1.42 0.95
Female 2.04 3.73
p-value 0.013 < 0.001
Eta’ 0.015 0.036
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Preferred Cultural and Arts Programs for the City
of Sammamish to Offer

Residents selected the two categories of programs they would most like the city to offer. Music
performances received the most first choice votes, as well as the highest percent of total votes.
Theater performances were second, and visual arts third. Dance and other performing arts
received the lowest percents. These results mirror the previous question: respondents are most
interested in having the City offer the same categories of programs that they have most
frequently attended in the past.

A relatively large number of respondents believed that the City should not offer any arts and
cultural programs.

"Other” responses included:

e Programs for children and teens (12)
e Afood festival (2)
e Carshows (2)

Preferred Arts and Cultural Programs
for the City to Offer
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Preferred Types of Public Art for Sammamish
Town Center

The survey next investigated what types of public art residents would most like to see in the
Sammamish Town Center. Given a selection of categories, respondents next rated their top two
choices. In order of total percents, the most popular options for public art in the new town
center were sculptures (19.5% of total combined responses), live performances (18.1%), art
integrated into infrastructure design (17.4%), and a city clock (15.5%). Again, a substantial
portion of respondents (8.8%) preferred no public art features at all.

Among responses categorized as “"Other,” three people also selected a fountain.

Preferred Public Art Features at Sammamish Town
Center
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Other Comments or Suggestions

At the conclusion of the survey, residents were given the opportunity to share any other
thoughts or comments. These responses were recorded verbatim. The following records the
most common themes among responses, and includes illustrative quotes. See appendix 1 for a
full list of responses.

Support for some or all of the projects mentioned in the survey

e Sammamish really does need some sort of activity center or pool. Right now you have to
leave town to find a pool open the public. We shouldn't have to leave town.

e Activities involving the community in this time of unemployment like pea patches could
bring the community together. I also think outdoor movies would be great.

e [ think a rec center would be ideal. I don't know how such an affluent community
doesn’t' have a community center.

Opposition to some or all of the projects mentioned in the survey

e The aquatic center is a crazy idea, especially since there is one in Issaquah, that's 20
minutes away and is underused. I don't understand why we should spend money for an
aquatic center when there is one so close and not fully used.

o [ feel they are stealing property. I don’'t want any part of this and will not support any
funding!

e Sammamish already has so much in and around it that we don't need to spend a whole
bunch of public dollars just to compete with neighboring cities. We should have
something unique rather than repetitive or competitive.

Concerns over city spending and tax implications of parks programs

e The city, in these hard times, needs to focus on maintenance and existing infrastructure.
Focus on necessary cutbacks to help the deficiencies we all ready have.

e [ am against being taxed to have these services, buildings, art and so on in Sammamish.
Our economy is struggling enough, and I do not believe we should be taxed for facilities
we may not use, want or be able to afford.

Needs for specific improvements
e [just think the parking is always an issue. It makes it difficult to go to these things.

e We need more public and diversified access to Lake Sammamish.
e We just need more things for younger kids. There are a lot of young kids up here.

e I would like to see the regional Lake Sammamish trail paved so other bikes besides
mountain bikes can ride these trails. When they opened the trail, they said they would
pave it but nothing ever happened.
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Appreciation for the city conducting the survey

e [ appreciate the fact that the City is asking for input and I hope they don't stop here. 1
want them to proceed with plans as it makes our area that much nicer.
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Willingness to Participate in Focus Group

Finally, residents were asked if they would be willing to participate in a focus group to further
explore the topics discussed in the survey. Nearly half (49.5%) of respondents expressed a
willingness to participate in a focus group. This indicates a strong level of citizen interest in the
direction of the city’'s parks and recreation programs, and suggests that focus group research
would be highly feasible.

Willingness to Participate in Focus
Group
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Conclusions

e Satisfaction with the parks and recreation facilities in Sammamish is high, both overall
and with respect to appearance

e Residents use a wide variety of sources to learn about parks and recreation programs.
City-produced sources are an important information source.

e Overall, residents reported a moderate likelihood to use both the aquatic center and
community center.

e Most residents would prefer a combined indoor/outdoor pool, though a substantial
minority would prefer indoor only. Very few respondents preferred a seasonal outdoor-
only pool.

e The most desired community center amenities were a fitness center, sports courts or
indoor walking track, and a multipurpose gymnasium.

e Of the various possible locations for the community and aquatic center, the most
popular response was at the town center. However, this only received 26.2% of the total,
with a large portion responding that it doesn’t matter.

e Price elasticity analysis showed that residents are about equally willing to support
monthly property tax increases of $5, $10, or $20 per month to fund a community and
aquatic center. Support at the $30 level was somewhat lower.

e Interest in specific new parks projects was moderately low. The most favorably rated of
the projects, a new Sammamish Landing Park and an expanded Beaver Lake preserve,
both received moderate ratings.

e If respondents could select only one type of project to be funded, most (54.7%) selected
the community and aquatic center.

e Interest in new trails was moderate.

e Satisfaction with existing trails was moderately high, but lower than overall satisfaction
with the parks and recreation system in general.

e Interest in land acquisition for trails, parks facilities was moderate; interest in
improvements for athletic fields was lower.

e The most desired amenities in future parks projects are walking trails, picnic shelters, and
off-leash dog areas.

e Residents gave a moderate importance rating for being able to walk to parks and
recreation facilities, and most were willing to walk to these facilities

e Most residents could usually find parking; only a few reported that this was generally an
issue
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Parks and recreation facilities are considered highly important for overall health and
wellness

Among arts and cultural programs, residents currently attend music and theater events
most often. Residents would also most like the City to offer programs in these two
areas.

For public art in the Sammamish town center, residents would most like to see
sculptures, art integrated into infrastructure design, and a city clock or town hall clock.

Almost half of the residents contacted would be interested in participating in a focus
group to discuss parks and recreation issues.

Public interest or support for new parks and recreation projects has declined from
previous years.  This decline is likely at least partially due to concerns about the
economy and city budget, but further research would be needed to identify additional
causes.
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Appendix 1: Verbatim Responses

Verbatim responses were recorded for the open-ended question 34, and for other questions
when a resident gave a response that did not fit into an existing category.

Research assistants transcribed the verbatim responses while conducting each survey. The
original transcriptions have been edited only for spelling, punctuation and major grammar. If
multiple people gave the same response, the total number is identified in parentheses.

Question 4: Which specific sources of information do you use to find out about
parks, trails, facilities, recreation programs, and cultural arts opportunities in
Sammamish?

Banner advertisement on the road.

Banner on the street.

Banners on 228th street, we've been here for 8 years and I know a lot of the things I want
to go and see.

Banners on 228th, signs on the road for farmers markets.
Banners over the streets with ads on them.

Banners that run across 228th Ave SE.

City newspaper and banners.

Community.

Driving by.

Flyers in the park.

Flyers included in the newspapers i.e. inside the Sammamish Review.
Flyers or banners.

Google online and King County website.

I just go to the park next door to me.

Information from the sign on the banner on 228th, and Chamber of Commerce emails
are helpful to us.

Internet. (4)

Internet - Google.

Internet in general.

Internet, Spanish mailers, Redmond mailers.

Internet, Yahoo, Google.

Just driving by.

Just driving by it.

King County Website.

KOMO 4 (website).

Local organizations, LWYSI, and GSSL.org.

Mountain bike website.

My experiences from living here for many years.
myparksandrecreation.com.

On the Internet or the TV news.

Online, a general online search.
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Personal knowledge.

Posted signs on 228th street showing different events that are coming up like a fireworks
display and other things going on.

Posters on the road.

Sammamish flyer.

Sammamish review newspaper. Signs that I see when I drive up and down the plateau.
Search engine using Google. I would type in the word Sammamish, and then whatever
activity I'm looking for.

Search engine -- Google the words "Sammamish parks."

Signs.

Signs around town and the library.

Signs at Farmers Market.

Signs posted.

Sometimes we stop in at the City Hall.

Street banners.

The banners that go over the 228th Ave that say, “Thanks for the Farmers' Market,” and
other varied events are information sources for me.

The flyers that come around to us from the Sammamish Review.

The King County website.

The Sammamish flyer.

The Sammamish newsletter or brochures that come in the mail or pick one up
somewhere at the city hall, library, or in a public school where the pamphlet section is
located.

Visit the park.

We have lived in Sammamish for ten years and we just know the parks.

Question 6: If a new aquatic center were built, what would be the TWO important
elements/features you and/or members of your family would be most likely to

use?

A beach. I don't want a boat launch there. A park where we can barbecue with firepits.
Lifeguards nearby, and plenty of parking available.

Adult Lap Swimming and teen opportunities.

Adult swim and location.

An outdoor pool with winter time coverage.

Any and all kinds of diving boards.

Aquatic exercise swim. Children's swim class.

Cost and availability. An open pool that is indoor and outdoor.
Diving board.

Family swim.

Family swim pool.

Family swim time.

Family swims.

General swimming.

I don't want to see an aquatic facility.
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I'd prefer a 50 meter pool since only 2 pools of this size exist in the whole
Seattle/Tacoma area and only 1 of those prior 2 pools are located indoors. They should
look into this as something they could make some money off of.

I'd prefer a regular 12 foot depth pool for everyone instead of a competitive pool. I
think the water slides are a bad idea because of the liability issue with them.

I'm not a competitive swimmer so I would use it for exercise.

Just basic swimming.

Just being able to use the pool.

Kiddie pool.

Lap abilities.

Lap swim.

Lap swim and lessons for kids.

Lap swim, swim lessons.

Lap swimming. (3)

Leisure pool.

Leisure swimming and anything for children.

Lap swimming for adults with no kids around.

None of the above.

Open swim.

Open swim for kids.

Open swimming/just swimming.

Public swim.

Recreational swimming.

Recreational swimming -- I would like a place to bring my grandchildren, and hopefully it
would also provide swim lessons. I myself would not use it. I don't care to swim in it but
my family would. I don't like swimming pools.

Recreational swimming, lap swimming.

Regular lap swimming.

Regular swimming pool along with swimming lessons and exercises.

Sauna.

Swim in a lap pool. A class for senior citizens and middle age people called aquarobics
(exercises performed by the swimming pool).

Swim laps leisurely.

Swim lessons.

Swimming lessons.

Swimming lessons and family swim.

Swimming lessons, free swimming time with family.

Swimming pool for laps and exercise.

Water aerobic classes. (2)

Water aerobics or senior exercise and adult free swim.

Wave pool.

We recommend that an aquatic center be a multi-use facility for us to give us a sense of
community (we're too spread out as is now). I've seen this work well in a lot of other
cities providing space for the elderly for aquatic therapy, etc.
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Question 7: If a new aquatic center were built, what would be the TWO programs
you and/or members of your family would be most likely to participate in?

Diving.

Masters program.
None.

Would not go.

Question 10: If a community center were built, what would be the TWO MOST
important elements/features to include in the facility?

An ice rink set up to be usable year round since we as a family have to currently
commute some distance in the county to reach any ice rink for hockey, ice skating, etc.

A place for teenagers to go in this town. A place where teens twelve years and older can
occupy their minds. The town could use a movie theater. I'd like to see a better
shopping center, not necessarily a strip mall.

Activities for special needs adults and seniors.

Aquatic center.

Baseball fields and a pool.

Class for teens or kids.

Classes for the younger children.

Classroom facilities.

Farmers market.

I own my own property and have my own pool. My kids are grown so none of this
appeals to me.

I really wouldn't use this facility at all.

Kickball and toddler time.

Needs to be a place for teens to hang.

None of the above.

Skating ring for ice hockey.

Space for senior activities.

Teen center.

Tennis courts, boys and girls clubs where kids can go to after school.

Theater, training.

TV room to show movies.

Question 11: Select the TWO MOST important factors to you and your family in
choosing recreational programs and facilities.

Facilities and activities that could work for a person who is a paraplegic in our family.

A new movie theater. New restaurants with bars or Mexican style types. There's only
sushi places here, and they need more variety.

A nicely built architectural building rather than something hastily put together.

Activities for kids, day camps and the pool.

Affordability.

Availability when we showed up.

Clean and safe programs as well as facilities.

Cleanliness. (2)
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Cleanliness and class times.

Cleanliness and security of the facility.

Cleanliness of the area. Bathrooms for example in restaurants, many times are out of
toilet paper, and people feel like it's not clean to use in general. The hand sanitizer is
available. This is the same for the parks restrooms.

Cleanliness of the facilities.

Cleanliness.

Community time.

Cost. (11)

Enjoyment and safety.

Environment and privacy/no screaming kids.

Environment that fosters having fun rather then emphasizing too much competition.
Good sportsmanship taught by the instructors is more important and is better for my
kids to learn.

Family friendly.

Farmers’ market.

Flexible schedule.

Free for the people. We need our tax dollars paid for this (our city taxes).

Fun for kids and adults and safety.

How much is it?

How much it is.

I don't want a recreational facility. I don't want our tax dollars spent on that right now.
I'd like it available to many groups, to everyone, not just the city or city groups.

If there was a membership or user fee to use it.

I'm trying a new experience for me.

It should serve a broad base of the community and should be attractive to entire
community, with and without money.

Kid and gender friendly activities for both sexes.

Kid friendly.

Kid friendly classes.

Lap pool and heated pool and a teen center.

Location NE 8th and 228th.

No overcrowding/safety.

Open to all types of recreation and people's interests.

Oriented towards kids.

Pet friendly.

Play areas for children and a shaded spot where we can sit with our infant.

Playing tennis if there is a tennis court. We need enough picnic tables.

Price. (4)

Professionalism and safety.

Safe and clean.

Safety and social environment.

Safety in the programs and/or facilities and cleanliness in the facilities.

Safety of facility.

Safety. Well lit location, well staffed.

Schedule of classes and programs.
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e Schedule of programs, activities at a convenient time that I want to go to.

e Snack bar inside the center.

e Staying out of the rain.

e Tennis courts.

e The community center and parks.

e The cost.

e The price. Lots of rich people live up here but we aren't one of them. We want some
adult only hours be available for us.

e They would have to be properly supervised to make sure no hoodlums or troublemakers
would be there. It would have to be well publicized to make sure people are aware of it
and coming to it.

e  Warm pool.

e We really would like a pool/aquatic center.

e We visit where our friends want to go for recreation.

e Well organized, clean with good customer service.

e Year round activities.

Question 19: How do you generally utilize the trails in Sammamish?
e Just exploring.
e Looking for birds.
e Motorcycling (dirt bike on the trails).
e My kids rollerblade.
e My teenage children use the sport courts.
e Rollerblading. I would like the East Lake Sammamish trail paved.

Question 20: Please select the TWO MOST important destinations your family
would like to see trails connect within the City.

¢ I'm not interested since I live right next to the Sammamish Trail.

e The trails are fine the way they are.

e To the lake.

Question 25: Since incorporation Sammamish has continued to build new parks
and renovate existing parks. As this work will be ongoing, please identify the
THREE MOST important amenities you would like included in future parks.

e More viewable gardens.

e Aquatic center.

e Adding lights on some of the walking paths.

e Adequate parking.

e Restrooms.

e Restrooms and drinking fountains for people and dogs.

e Bike paths and climbing walls.

e Dock or boat launch area for Lake Sammamish.

e Fishing access other than just the fishing dock at Pine Lake.

e Fountain.

e Restrooms.
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e Maintain what we have.

e Maintenance guarantee in the parks (maintenance bond).

¢ Maintenance.

e More barbeque pits so we can cook hot dogs.

e Open space.

e Parking, restrooms, multipurpose use.

e Parks on the lake. Pave the trails on East Lake Sammamish.

e Pool.

e Restrooms.

e Restrooms.

e Restrooms.

e Restrooms.

e Rock wall.

e RV (recreational vehicle) park for motor homes because we are from Walla Walla.

e Skate park and BMX park.

e Sports center for fitness.

e Stage with an amphitheater where people could perform.

e Swings, restrooms and wild areas.

e There's no waterfront handicap accessibility. The pathways are pretty restrictive at Pine
Lake Park and Beaver Lake Park. Things need to be compacted, leveled out and gradually
sloped to maintain accessibility.

e Working bathrooms, well-lit area.

Question 31: What TWO arts and cultural programs would you most like the City
of Sammamish and the Arts Commission to offer?

e A practice place for kids to practice music whether as a rock band, or an orchestra, etc.

where people can't complain about noise levels would be good to have.

e Band shell.

e Civic activities like bike races or street fairs.

e Cultural.

e Culture programs.

e Customs cars shows.

e Exhibits such as antique cars.

e Family art program.

e Festivals similar to the bite of Seattle where they have food from different countries.

e General community arts stuff, I like it all.

e Have the Wednesday Market extended, having it on Saturday.

e Historical things are very important.

e Holiday celebrations, 4th of July Parade and that kind of thing.

e International events, celebrating Martin Luther King's birthday.

e Interactive art.

e Kid friendly arts.

e Kids programs.

e Live performances.

e Movie nights in the park.

e Nature programs akin to the ones at Mercer Slough, Lakemont or Seward Park.
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No idea.

Showcasing local artists.

Summer camps for kids.

Teen dances.

Ultimate Frisbee or other sports tournaments.
Youth and art, let the creativity flow with the kids.

Question 32: Please select the TWO types of public art you would most like to see
included in the new Sammamish Town Center.

Any of these are fine with me as long as they are donated. I don’t think our taxes should
be spent on this and government should not be involved.

Fountain.

Fountains.

Historic house.

I think all public areas need to have adequate places for people to sit.

Local artists.

Nice landscaping.

Something that is animated, something that moves like kinetic art.

Water or spray fountains with lighting.

Question 34: Is here anything else you would like to share or comment on?

The pool is very important. The old library for the pool would be good. I have very
strong feelings the money is not being be spent like it is.

A comment on whether or not to carve the stumps near the Safeway. There was talk
about carving the stumps into artistic designs. An artist would be hired at a cost of
$2500.00 to carve something distinctive. This would be a good addition to the city. I
really like the idea of a town clock, a swimming pool, and the P-patch.

Activities involving the community in this time of unemployment like P-patches could
bring the community together. I also think outdoor movies would be great.

All the city is going to do is raise taxes for these things. I'm a senior citizen and not at all
for raising taxes.

Always consider maintenance please. Have it be a main priority like everything else.

An interesting side-note is I work for the Issaquah Parks and Recreation Department, and
we did a similar study on the feasibility of a swimming pool.

Be careful with taxes. Keep it under control.

Be fiscally responsible. I think sometimes our city spends money on unnecessary things
and overlooks the important things. For example, the infrastructure in the parking lots.
Make more space for minivans and larger vehicles - don't fill them with compact car
spaces. We just went to a splash/spray park in Bellevue at the Crossroads area and there
were full sized family vans that couldn't open their doors properly due to the limited
space in the parking area. If two or three full sized family vans were all trying to park
there the side and/or rear doors could not all be opened normally.

Build the aquatic center as quick as you can. The annual increase in property taxes of
$250 shouldn't be a problem for anyone. Make the pool indoor and outdoors.

City of Sammamish, don't spend any more money! They just don't have it and I don't
want my taxes raised for art sculptures or a skateboard park!
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Consider more parking at the Town Center. Right now there isn't enough.

During hard financial times people will have to spend a bit less. The city is really into fire
and police departments. Recreational and parks might have to take a back seat for
awhile.

Focus on pool and also a teen center. We also need more parking.

Forget everything else and build a pool!

From my neighborhood I don't have a safe trail or sidewalk so I can walk to a grocery
store. I would love to safely walk or bike with my children to either of the two grocery
stores nearby.

Funding is going to be the issue. The aquatic center is more important then widening the
sidewalks and putting in planting strips. That isn't important. So many areas where the
money could of be better spent.

Go a little at a time. Our town has only limited tax revenue coming local business. So we
have to pay ourselves and nobody wants to do that.

Greater circulation at the library. They need more books. Improve the library. It's nice
but needs more books. We need to build the community center and aquatic center.

I hope the council members remember that they have a job, but that job doesn't mean
dreaming up ideas on how to raise taxes. Remember they aren't spending their own
money. They have to be wise with spending when you have ten percent of the
workforce out of work. The government really needs to look carefully at the way they
spend money, and do the best with what they already have. If the community really
needs something great, build it, but remember the economy. You are dealing with other
people's money.

I really use the East Lake Sammamish Trail. A lakefront park would be great, that is
important to me.

I am against being taxed to have these services, buildings, art and so on in Sammamish.
Our economy is struggling enough, and I do not believe we should be taxed for facilities
we may not use, want or be able to afford.

I am concerned about Soaring Eagle Park and the soccer fields and athletic fields that are
being installed here in my neighborhood. I am opposed to the night lighting interfering
with the quiet enjoyment of personal residences living near the park. I am also
concerned there will be inadequate parking which will result in the overflow going into
private neighborhoods. This problem may also give rise to vandalism, litter, clean up and
so on. It is a neighborhood with small children and this may give rise to making
residents feel unsafe.

I am disappointed that all questions assume the city is going to spend and what to build.
They aren't considering who is going to pay and how the money is going to be raised. I
don't want to be forced to pay for these things, especially in this economy through
raising of taxes. Who cares about a clock or whatever?

I am interested in additional sports facilities and ball fields for the youth. I am not
interested in the city buying more land. We have enough parks!

I am not interested in the city expanding their park system. They already took 1.3 acres
of mine for a trail to run through it so that I cannot use my property, but I am still
responsible to pay taxes on it, and the city didn't pay me a fair price. Now I have condos
right next to me. Because I was afraid the City of Sammamish would take more of our
40 acres of property unfairly, my family sold the other 25 acres.

Hebert Research, Inc. | City of Sammamish PRO Plan Survey & Research



I am opposed to the aquatic or community center.

I appreciate they are trying to get feedback from the residents on how they may spend
their money. A great divide is created in neighborhoods when the original owners are
older than the younger couples who move in and have children because they have
differing interests and needs. So, there needs to be some balance when taking the
survey responses into consideration.

I appreciate the fact that the City is asking for input and I hope they don't stop here. I
want them to proceed with plans as it makes our area that much nicer.

I couldn't answer the question on land acquisition for trails, new parks and recreational
areas because of the recent land acquisition given by the city by a resident. My answer
would depend on just how much land the city is now sitting on. I don't think the city
should be interested in acquiring land if there is already enough land to be used for this
purpose.

I don't have children. I go to Beaver and Pine Lake with my dogs.

I don't think the aquatic center should be built. Keep taxes low. Don't give in to big
developers because small homeowners will suffer.

I don't want the Freid House or a clock for $100,000. I'd like a complete uninterrupted
north to south street on 244th, from Fall City to I-90 or Duthie Hill Road. Get rid of the
barricades on 232nd,there are some by the golf course and north by Sahalee. No more
construction of roundabouts.

I feel they are stealing property. I don't want any part of this and will not support any
funding!

I go to Redmond for everything including swim lessons for my children. I go off the
plateau for just about everything recreation wise.

I happy that you guys are gathering our opinions.

I have lived on the plateau for twenty years. When they decided to incorporate we knew
that the taxes would go up because there are no businesses here. We have to pick up the
bill and I'm just a little tired of that.

I hope they get the bond for the pool.

I just think the parking is always an issue. It makes it difficult to go to these things.
Water parks are very important.

I just want the pool, we have nothing, all active area with all interaction for the kids.

I know money is tight right now. All of these things you are talking about it, makes the
community. For the better of the city you got to pay for this stuff. I am willing to pay
the taxes for this. Without this, everybody lives their own life. You are a good man to be
doing this job.

I like doing the survey but it has too many choices for a phone survey, it was not well
written. I had three children grow up in Sammamish and we need the parks s and rec for
the kids. Above all we need the community center. The kids need a place to hang out.

I like what the city is doing to keep up communications using the newsletter and e-mail.
I like the program I was reading about that talked about cooperating with nearby cities
to relieve the tax burden. I think all young people should have somewhere to go.

I need to point out that the city needs to be careful of the overgentrification of parks in
Sammamish. Since the new park director started a few years back, I have noticed this
happening. Areas we like are all primed up, they look good, but too much of it spoils the
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natural qualities of the areas. Also, no more regular play structures, please build
something unique.

I really want a community center!

I really want a pool!! When I moved here I didn't understand why the City of Sammamish
didn't have one! It really surprised me!

I support the general maintenance of parks, but I think funding should go to schools and
teachers in the community.

I support the Sammamish commitment to the present parks and recreation facilities and
I believe renovations are great but I don't want or need new facilities because they would
increase taxes.

I think Sammamish is very reckless in spending money on the traffic roundabouts. They
expect more money to build the library and we cannot afford what they want.

I think a combined issue on the ballot would make me vote no. I would only vote for a
community center.

I think a rec center would be ideal, I don't know how such an affluent community
doesn’t' have a community center.

I think our economy is too tight to do a lot of artwork. I'm not pleased with the quality of
most of what I see around the Northwest.

I think Sammamish is a nice place to live, but I am concerned. Ithink maintaining a good
healthy lifestyle is a good, but it doesn't mean spending more money. A lot of times,
newly developed areas feel they have to show off. They do this by growing and spending
when people can use what already have. For example, with the aquatic park, there is a
swimming pool not too far away at a YMCA. 1 think the focus should be having nice
friendly neighborhoods rather than commercial enterprises - bring people together
instead.

I think that the City of Sammamish should be very fiscally responsible and not invest in
anything in what is considered a luxury at this time.

I think the aquatic center would be very expensive.

I think they have a lot of great things. I would like to see more green space instead of art,
concrete and metal.

I think we need senior services. We need them very much.

I want an ice skating ring in Sammamish. I think it is really important for the kids. I don't
think the aquatic center is necessary because there is one in Issaquah already. I don't
want an increase in taxes.

I want a pool.

I want Sammamish to focus on maintaining what they have and the expenditures should
be on maintenance instead of new facilities until the economy improves.

I want the city to get these events going. I'm talking about the things t you mentioned in
this survey. I'd like to see another survey on the cost on the cost construction. Does it
end after it's built? When the structure is paid off? It depends on the pricing of these
different events. If they jack up the price too high then it's useless.

I want the pool! They need to enlarge the parking at the Duthie Hill Park (mountain
biking). People are parking where they shouldn't be. Hurry and fix that, we are already
having accidents.

I want the aquatic center to be located in Sammamish instead of surrounding cities.

I want to see an aquatic center built.
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I wish the option for building an aquatic center with the YMCA were still on the table.

I would have answered differently when children were younger.

I would just like the people who are planning this to seriously consider the impact on the
surrounding residential area. I like my privacy!

I would like the city to keep us more updated on the construction work in the fourth
street area. Those of us who live in the area need to be kept updated.

I would like to receive a mailing my friend receives from Sammamish. She has young
children, and I have a teenager, maybe that is why I'm not on the mailing list. It is a
recreational guide of sorts. It is colored and has coupons. I would really appreciate
receiving this publication.

I would like to see ethnic cooking and baking classes offered, as well as knitting classes.

I would like to see improvements at the proposed East Lake Sammamish water access
park.

I would like to see more bathrooms and water provided in the parks. I'd like more trails
too.

I would like to see the East Lake Sammamish Trail paved so we can rollerblade and bike
on it. Just have public access to the beach and the park and you can have picnics there
north of Sammamish and south of Redmond on East Lake Sammamish Road.

I would like to see the regional Lake Sammamish Trail paved so other bikes besides
mountain bikes can ride these trails. When they opened the trail, they said they would
pave it but nothing ever happened.

I would like to see the structure of the new buildings to be appealing and attractive.
Make them pretty and blended into our community appropriately.

I would like to tell them not to do anything that will increase our taxes. Stay within the
budget!

I would rather have an aquatic center than a community center.

I wouldn't mind seeing there being more parks with minimal parking to encourage
walking to parks. I don't like the idea of artificial lighting and artificial turf being installed
in parks. Ithink parks should have mostly natural lighting.

I'd like a sidewalk on Inglewood Hill Road from Lake Sammamish all the way up the hill.
I'd like the city to cut down the 30 foot stumps at the entrance to Eastlake High School.
They are talking about making those into sculptures, don't want little wooden teddy
bears. They need to come down. If they cut them down, they need to cut down the
stumps.

I'd like to see more parking at Lake Sammamish and more access points to the trail. I'd
love to have a waterfront park.

I'd like to see more riding trails. I think the police do a pretty good job, but if the officers
could be a little more friendly, that would help.

I'd prefer the money be spent on sidewalks. In our neighborhood, we have no sidewalks
and we're on a dangerous hill. We're in Waverly Hills and it's a narrow road and it's scary
because there is no sidewalk. It drops off to one side and if a car came, you'd have to
leap off to the other side. I'd rather they spend money on that then a community center.
If it's possible I'd like the city to put the aquatic center on the ballot to be decided by the
people.

If there was a community garden, I would be first in line to use it.
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I'm concerned with the teenagers. Their needs aren't listened to because they do not
vote on funding. Parents represent their children by their vote.

I'm all about the parks. I would like Sammamish to provide an indoor facility for teens
and more access to the lake.

I'm glad that this survey is being conducted. I hope you are getting many people to do
this.

I'm most interested in is the aquatic center. I've been busy researching all the things
around us. We have to go to Kirkland to get our child swimming lessons. The instructor
has a tarp or something like plastic walls and a canvas top and it closes up in the winter
and doesn't give lessons. They keep the pool quite warm. I would hope they could do
something like this at the new aquatic pool. I would like a salt water option too.

Improve the trail system. Some of them should be at least paved. We could rollerblade,
and my little kids could bicycle on it. It would also be nice to have that option. I know it
will be expensive. The parks are always clean. It's ridiculous that bikers are on the main
road when they could be on the trail instead. It's a long stretch so it really slows things
down when it comes to traffic. Also, when they build play structures on ball fields, it's a
hazard when they are built too close to the parking lot. They should be positioned
differently, so it wouldn't be such a concern.

Improved ball field that we already have before new ones are built.

In this economy when people are losing their jobs and salaries are being cut like mine
was, the last thing we need is adding more parks and buying land. I can't afford higher
taxes. If they put anything on the ballot, I'm going to vote no and encourage all my
neighbors to vote no. I don't think they should spend this money on parks until the
economy turns around and people are working and not being forced out of their homes.
I can't believe they're contemplating this. I can't go clothes shopping or take vacations.
I'm just struggling to pay basic expenses. That ten dollars a month, I can't afford that!
My neighbors had to move and another neighbor had been looking for a job for six
months!

Interesting ideas. Sharing park options with Redmond would be interesting.

It doesn't mean we don't support the young families in Sammamish. We don't have
young children, so we wouldn't use the facilities in the same way.

It is important to give kids something to do in the summer. This is why I like Pine Lake
because I send my kids there. Mercer Island is very popular because kids have a place to
go and it also has good art programs. We have far more kids than Mercer Island so it
would probably be more important for us to have a facility like that.

It seems we have multiple school base physical fitness infrastructure. It seems strange
we are building a separate community center when we aren't using the other facilities to
their capacity. It is a bad use of taxpayer money to build redundant facilities. We should
use public school facilities for the community, and share facilities with other
communities.

It would really be awesome to have a pool that could be used all year round. An off-
leash park would be nice, but I really like Marymoor Park, because it has more interesting
things like landscapes and water for the dogs to play in. It's hard to imagine that we
could compete, so let's just put all our money in the pool.

It's a very comprehensive survey. I am still going to write the city council about having a
trail for dogs that doesn't require a leash.
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It's a well run city. It's well managed. The parks have improved so much since we moved
here three or four years ago.

It's been a very long time since the park department talked about a pool being built. It
was promised and never built. It's been a long time coming and it's due now. My child
has grown and graduated from college.

Keep up the good work!

Lake Sammamish waterfront development is my only priority. It should have parking
because I can't walk there and I'd like to use it to fish or kayak.

Leave some of the open spaces alone. Don't just keep building new things. I would like
to have more renovations. Improve junior high field (Inglewood) turf.

Less art and more paying bills city/ more worried about streets and services.

Less taxes baby.

More activities for teens.

More activities geared toward youngsters.

More clarification for the questions would be helpful. The sports fields are also
important.

More development in North Sammamish.

More Handicapped spots for parking and closer to park.

My focus is what is going to be available for the children - toddler through teenagers.
Need more sports fields with more artificial turf.

No expansion on East Lake Sammamish Parkway.

No interest in higher taxes to provide this. They should figure out how to do it with the
money they have.

Of all the things that we need, I think we really need a disc golf course. It's high on the
priority. I think it would be a great way to get out to use the parks and wouldn't' cost
that much to establish. So, the cost is low to the benefits that it has.

Only one person lives in this household. All my children are gone and there would be no
use for playgrounds, etc. in my household.

Parking at Pine Lake Park is insufficient.

Parking is tough. They need to get a handle on the Duthie Hill Bike Park. Parking is a
disaster because people park alongside the road making it very difficult for other drivers.
Parking needs to be added to the trail by Lake Sammamish that connects to the Gilman
Trail.

People find where they want to go for entertainment. They should get volunteers
instead of increasing taxes. We cannot spend what we don't have.

Reduce the length of the survey or do it online.

Regarding the parks, I would use them more if I could set up my own volleyball court.
They told me I couldn't because of their sprinkler system.

Repair the bathrooms in those areas. Many times they are not clean enough.

Road improvements I guess. We need more stoplights up here. Trying to get on the
228th from our development is tough especially in the morning. Not on every block, but
on major entrances to developments on 228"

Sammamish already has so much in and around it that we don't need to spend a whole
bunch of public dollars just to compete with neighboring cities. We should have
something unique rather than repetitive or competitive.
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Sammamish really does need some sort of activity center or pool. Right now you have to
leave town to find a pool open the public. We shouldn't have to leave town.

Survey is good, pave East Sammamish trail.

Shorter survey.

Summer concerts in the park would be a nice gathering venue.

Spray Pine Lane Park for ticks. I'm totally in favor of the pool.

Stop wasting our money! Stop spending on art and fringe activities!

The aquatic center is a crazy idea, especially since there is one in Issaquah, that's 20
minutes away and is underused. I don't understand why we should spend money for an
aquatic center when there is one so close and not fully used.

The aquatic center is a great idea. We are all for it.

The city needs to focus on what we already have.

The city should be very very judicious when they are spending the money we give them.
The city, in these hard times, needs to focus on maintenance and existing infrastructure.
Focus on necessary cutbacks to help the deficiencies we all ready have.

The Eastside definitely needs an aquatic facility with a fixed lane pool with the availability
to hold swim-meets. There should be room for six lanes for competition, and for the
citizenry to also be there for regular swimming.

The main focus on doing something on the Lake Sammamish waterfront.

The question about parking doesn't give a realistic selection of options. Poor parking is
not always only the result of the events mentioned. The question at the beginning
asking about wanting a community center and only in the next question does it give
examples of what it might have seems to be sequenced in reverse order.

The summer concerts at Pine Lake Park, I love those!! Iwanna keep those!!

The survey is much too long. I bike on the King Country Trail daily, and it's called the
East Lake Sammamish Trail.

The survey was really long. I would of liked to have seen it so I could have narrowed
down my choices.

The turf fields need upgrading. At 2012 Eastlake will have 200-300 more kids and their
after-school sports will suffer because it has no lights.

There are too many options to remember them all. You need to make them shorter or
something.

There is a park next door to us. The brand new biking park on Duthie Hill Rd. Everyone is
parking on the street and we can't get out of our driveway. It makes it hard to drive
down Duthie Hill Rd.

These things make our city prettier.

They need to improve the connectivity in Sammamish and especially remove Trossachs
barrier.

They need to be very careful when they choose art. Sometimes you see things and
wonder, oh, that's art? Hundreds of thousands of dollars have been spent and there
needs to be a higher standard so it doesn't look like the tin can buildings like the old
library. There needs to be a board that is really going to study what kind of art is put up.
They need to start thinking about spending less money.

They should specify community fields if they are included as part of the parks system in
that first question, if community fields are part of the Issaquah parks and recreation
system.
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They should take all that money they are going to spend and spend it on keeping what
we have nice. Repair the walking trails, keep them safe, have bike patrols and keep the
bathrooms clean. We should just take care of what we have.

This has been a good survey and I'm glad you captured my attention saying it was for
Sammamish.

This is the time to spend money on subsidies and not all this other stuff.

This survey is way too long!

Too many taxes. Find another way to pay for this other than raising the taxes.

Two very important considerations for choosing recreational programs and facilities are
two things the city is lacking. There is a large population of special needs adults in
Sammamish, and we need activities and recreation for this segment of the population.
We also need to improve transportation to these activities for adults with special needs.
We definitely wanted Mr. Odell for mayor or city council. My wife and I told him we
wanted the aquatic center. We told him we would vote for him if the idea of an aquatic
center was seriously considered. We voted for him, now all there is is talk about an
aquatic center.

We have horses and we have been landlocked. I would like to see more horse trails.
There is nowhere to ride my horses anymore.

We just need more things for younger kids. There are a lot of young kids up here.

We live close to Beaver Lake Park, and I have some comments on the preserving the
character of the park. For example, Pine Lake, taking into consideration that it's nice,
however in my mind it has an open park feeling with walkways always manicured, and
neat and tidy. Now, Beaver Park has a more rural and a laid back feeling to it. Ilike the
Beaver Park atmosphere much better.

We live in a wonderful city.

We need more bike lanes on the streets. Improvement on SE 32nd is great. The 228 bike
lane peters out and made a mess of 228 being a bike viable route.

We need more dog parks and the aquatic center is needed very much.

We need more public and diversified access to Lake Sammamish.

We need to upgrade skate park.

We really like the new city center. I wish we had more parking spaces.

We really need a soft path on West Beaver Lake Drive.

We want the aquatic center and don't bother with upgrading the existing parks or roads.
I'm content with the way they are, and I wish we had a pool, and I want the money used
the way.

We would really support the pool. We are all for it.

Well, my comment is that this is a tough time to consider adding funding for recreational
things.

What is the timeframe for these planned changes?

Will the expenses be over the amount of revenue for either a aquatic center or a
community center? I've never heard that there are funds already available in the City to
afford either facility at this time. I'd prefer we hold off on building either facility until we
can afford to do so. What with the budget crossover point coming up in the near future,
if we build those things now without being financially prepared to do so we might have
to in the future make cuts in police or other city services that could have been avoided if
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we just waited to build either a aquatic center or a community center at a much later
date.

e Yes. We would very much like to see an increase in the use of parks and recreation
combined with less commercial development.

e You're doing a good job, for a small city.
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Appendix 2: Survey Questionnaire

Hello, my name is , and I am a research assistant from Hebert Research, an eastside
research firm. This research is on behalf of the City of Sammamish. We would like your advice to
assist in the City of Sammamish’s parks, recreation and open space planning. I can assure your
answers will remain strictly confidential. This survey only includes residents of the City of
Sammamish. May I continue with the survey?

[IF REFUSE TO TAKE THE SURVEY] If you'd prefer to take the survey online, it's also available on
the City of Sammamish'’s website. Thank you for your time. [TERMINATE]

1. In the past 12 months, how many times have you visited parks, recreation and open
space facilities in the City of Sammamish? [RECORD NUMBER. IF 0, SKIP TO Q. 5]

2. On ascale from 0 to 10, where 0 is “not at all satisfied” and 10 is “very satisfied,” how do
you rate your overall satisfaction with Sammamish'’s parks and recreation facilities and
services? [RECORD RATING]

[Question asked in 2008 community survey]

3. On the same 0-10 scale, how do you rate the overall appearance of Sammamish'’s parks
and recreation facilities? [RECORD RATING]
[Question asked in 2008 community survey]

4. Which specific sources of information do you use to find out about parks, trails, facilities,
recreation programs, and cultural arts opportunities in Sammamish? [DO NOT READ,
RECORD ALL RESPONSES]

City Website

. Television 21

Sammamish Library

. City email alert

Recreation Guide

City Event/Volunteer Event

. Newspapers

. City Newsletter

Word of Mouth

Chamber of Commerce

Call to the Parks and Recreation office

Other - specify

m. Don't know

T AT T oTWQ T OO0 T

AQUATIC/COMMUNITY CENTER QUESTIONS
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An aquatic facility is being considered for Sammamish and may serve both competitive and/or
leisure swimming needs.

5. On a0 to 10 scale, where 0 is "not at all likely” and 10 is “highly likely,” how likely would
you and/or members of your family be to use an aquatic facility? [RECORD RATING. IF
RATING OF 0, SKIP TO Q. 9]

[Question asked in 2006 parks survey]

6. If a new aquatic center were built, what would be the TWO important elements/features
you and/or members of your family would be most likely to use? [RECORD 1-2]

Competitive Swimming Pool (minimum 6-lanes, 25 meters)

. Water Slides

Splash/Spray Area

. Warm Water Therapy Pool

Lazy River

Zero-Depth Entry Pool

. Space for Birthday Parties/Special Events

. Other - specify

Don’t know

B
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7. If a new aquatic center were built, what would be the TWO programs you and/or

members of your family would be most likely to participate in? [RECORD 1-2]
a. Swim Lessons

. Competitive Swimming/Swim Teams

Lap Swimming

. Open Swim/Family Swim

Water Exercise Classes

Rehabilitation Programs/Water Therapy

. Water Polo

. Other — specify

Don’t know

T tho an o

8. What type of aquatic facility would you prefer? [CHOOSE ONE]
a. Indoor
b. Outdoor/Seasonal Pool
c. Both (Indoor and Outdoor)
d. None

A community center is also being considered. This facility that would serve a broad range of
citizens and provide a wide array of programs and activities. The facility may or may not be
constructed jointly with an aquatic center.

9. On a0 to 10 scale, where 0 is “very unlikely” and 10 is “very likely,” how likely would
and/or members of your family you be to use a community center? [RECORD RATING]
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10. If a community center were built, what would be the TWO MOST important
elements/features to include in the facility? [RECORD 1-2-3]
a. Fitness center, indoor sport courts, and/or running and walking track
Arts and Craft Facilities
Multi-Purpose Gymnasium
Dance Studio
Rock Climbing Wall
Banquet and meeting facilities with kitchen
Space for Childcare
Other - specify

S@ ~"oangT

11. Select the TWO MOST important factors to you and your family in choosing recreational
programs and facilities. [DO NOT READ; PROBE AND CLASSIFY]
a. Operating Hours of Facilities
b. Quality of Instructors/Programs
c. Proximity to Work or Home
d. Availability of Childcare
e. Overall Value for Programs/Services Received
f. Quality of Facilities/Equipment
g. Easy Access/Availability of Parking
h. Selection of Programs and Activities
i. Other - specify

12. Several potential locations are being considered for the aquatic and community centers.
Of the following options, what is your preferred location? [CHOOSE ONE]

a. Near City Hall and the Library/, 228" Ave SE & SE 8" St.

b. South, near the Pine Lake Shopping Center (QFC), 228" Ave SE & Issaquah-Pine
Lake Road

c. North, near the Safeway Shopping Center, 228" Ave SE & NE 8™ St.

d. Does Not Matter as long as It's Inside the Proposed Town Center/Future
Downtown Area
Does Not Matter as long as It's Inside the Sammamish City Limits
Does Not Matter

g. Don't know

A regional approach (partnership with our neighboring Eastside cities) may be considered as
a cost saving measure for the construction and operation of a community center
and/or an aquatic center.

13. What is the longest amount of time you would be willing to spend to travel from your
home to a community center? [RECORD NUMBER OF MINUTES]

14. What is the longest amount of time you would be willing to spend to travel to an aquatic
center? [RECORD NUMBER OF MINUTES]
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One funding option for a community center and aquatic center is a parks bond and an
accompanying operating levy, which would result in an increase in your annual property taxes.

15. On a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 is “very unlikely” and 10 is “very likely,” how likely would
you be to support construction and operation of both an aquatic and a community
center if the average increase in property taxes was ___ ? [ROTATE -price elasticity]

a. $30 per month
b. $20 per month
c. $10 per month
d. $5 per month

ADDITIONAL GENERAL QUESTIONS

16. A number of potential parks and recreation capital projects have been identified for
completion in future years. On a scale of 0-10, where 0 is highly unlikely and 10 is highly
likely, how likely are you to use each of the following facilities? [RECORD RATING FOR
EACH ITEM]

New Playground, and Shoreline and Parking Improvements at Beaver Lake Park

New Spray Park/Splash Area and Picnic Shelter at East Sammamish Park

Soft-Surface Trail along West Beaver Lake Drive

Upgraded athletic fields at Eastlake High School, or Pine Lake Middle School, or

Another Site

A new Sammamish Landing Park on the Lake Sammamish Waterfront

Beaver Lake Preserve, with Expanded Trails and Provide Waterfront Access

o0 oo
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17. If you could select only ONE of the following, knowing that the other options would not
be funded, what do you think the primary parks and recreation project focus should be
for the next 2 to 6 years?

a. Acquisition of Land for Parks and Open Space

b. New Sports Fields, such as baseball, soccer, lacrosse or football fields
c. Construction of a New Community Center/Aquatic Center

d. Construction of New Trails, Bikeways and Paths

e. Don't know

TRAILS QUESTIONS

18. On a 0 to 10 scale, where 0 is “not at all interested” and 10 is "highly interested,” how
interested are you in new trails, bikeways, and paths in Sammamish? [RECORD
RATING]

[Similar question asked in the 2006 and 2008 parks survey.]

19. How do you generally utilize the trails in Sammamish? [RECORD ALL RESPONSES] [IF
ANSWERED “DO NOT USE,” SKIP Q. 22]
[Similar question asked in the 2002 Trails Survey]
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Walking

Jogging

Biking

Hiking

Walking the Dog
Mountain Biking
Horseback Riding
Wheelchair-accessible
Do Not Use

Other - specify

ST @ o a0 oo

20. Please select the TWO MOST important destinations your family would like to see trails
connect within the City? [RECORD 1-2]
[Similar questions asked in the 2002 Trails Survey]

Other parks

Regional Trail Systems

Schools

Sammamish neighborhoods

Cities linked to Sammamish

Commercial Centers: workplaces and retail services

Municipal Facilities (City Hall, Library etc.)

Other - specify

S@ 0 a0 oy

21. On a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 is “very unsatisfied” and 10 is "very satisfied,” how
would you rate your overall satisfaction with the trail systems available to you and your
family in Sammamish? [RECORD RATING]

PARKS QUESTIONS

22.0n a 0 to 10 scale, where 0 means “not at all interested” and 10 means “highly
interested,” how interested are you in potential land acquisition for open spaces and
trails? [RECORD RATING]
[Question asked in 2006 and 2008 parks survey.]

23. On a 0 to 10 scale, where 0 means “not at all interested” and 10 means “highly
interested,” how interested are you in potential land acquisition for future parks and
facilities, for example, new community parks, new recreation facilities, and expansion of
existing parks? [RECORD RATING]

[Question asked in 2006 and 2008 parks survey.]

24. On a 0 to 10 scale, where 0 means “not at all interested” and 10 means “highly
interested,” how interested are you in improvements for athletic fields? In many cases
this would mean installing synthetic turf and lights to extend playability at existing fields.
[RECORD RATING]

[Similar question asked in 2008 parks survey.]
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25. Since incorporation Sammamish has continued to build new parks and renovate existing
parks. As this work will be ongoing, please identify the THREE MOST important
amenities you would like included in future parks. [RECORD 1-2-3]

AT T olKQ St 00 Tw

Picnic Shelters

. Sports Fields, Sport Courts and/or a disc golf course

Sculptures and Art Displays

. Playgrounds

Walking Trails
Spray/Splash Parks

. Zip Line
. P-Patch/Community Gardens

Off-Leash Dog Areas
Other - specify
Don’t know

26. On a 0 to 10 scale, where 0 means “not important” and 10 means “very important,” how
important is it for you and your family to be able to walk or bike to parks and recreation
facilities in Sammamish? [RECORD RATING]

27. How far are you willing to walk to a park or recreation facility (from your home)?

[ROTATE]
a. Yamile
b. Y2 mile
c. 1l mile
d. 2 miles
e. None

28. Can you usually find parking at existing Sammamish parks and recreation facilities?

[CHOOSE ONE]
a. Yes
b. Yes, except during special events
c¢. No
d. Don't use these facilities or don't park there

HEALTH AND WELLNESS QUESTION

29. On a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 is “not unimportant” and 10 is “very important,” how
important are parks and recreation facilities for improving and maintaining overall health
and wellness? [RECORD RATING]

CULTURAL ARTS QUESTIONS
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30. In the last 12 months, how many times have you attended the following types of arts
and cultural programs and/or events have you attended? [RECORD NUMBER FOR
EACH]

Dance Performances (ballet, jazz etc.)

Theater Performances (plays, musicals etc.)

Music Performances (jazz, orchestra etc.)

Other performing arts (lectures, reading, comedy etc.)

Visual Arts Events (art Walks, gallery/museum exhibition etc.)

Participatory Event (art class, choir, book club, band etc.)

mo a0 oW

31. What TWO arts and cultural programs would you most like the City of Sammamish and
the Arts Commission to offer? [DO NOT READ; PROBE AND CLASSIFY]
a. Theater Performances (plays, musicals etc.) [DO NOT READ PARENTHESIS]

b. Music Performances (jazz, orchestra etc) [DO NOT READ PARENTHESIS]
c. Other performing arts (lectures, reading, comedy etc.)

d. Visual Arts Events (Art Walks, gallery/museum exhibition etc.)

e. Participatory Events (art class, choir, book club, band etc.)

f.  Other - specify

g. None

h. Don't know

32. Please select the TWO types of public art you would most like to see included in the
new Sammamish Town Center. [RECORD 1-2]

Sculptures

Rotating Visual Displays

Interactive Art

Live Performances

Art Integrated into Infrastructure Design (i.e. art in roadways, sidewalks etc.)

City Clock/Town Hall Clock

Other - specify

None

Don't know

e P a0 T

CONCLUSION

33. Does your household own or rent your home?
a. Own
b. Rent

34. Is here anything else you would like to share or comment on? [VERBATIM]

35. Focus groups may be used by the City to further study and explore some of the concepts
and projects introduced in the survey. Are you interested in participating in a focus
group on parks and recreation? [If Yes, need contact information from caller: name,
etc.]
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a. Yes
b. No
c. Don't know
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City of Sammamish Department of Parks and
Recreation Accomplishments

2005

Parks/Facilities

Beaver Lake Park L.odge — floor and wall repair

Beaver Lake Preserve — adopted the management plan
Illahee Trail Improvements - City signs agreement with
developer for public trail use

Programs

First Annual Kids First-Noontime concert series

2006

Parks/Facilities

Beaver Lake Park Lodge — restroom remodel

East Sammamish Park — playground improvements
East Sammamish Park — ballfield improvements
Eastlake High School - community sports fields opened
Sammamish Commons Park - design and development

2007

Parks/Facilities

Beaver Lake Preserve Phase I — trails and parking
Ebright Creek Park — design and construction

NE Sammamish Park — tennis court improvements
Sammamish Commons — skatepark Completed
Skyline High School - community sports fields opened

Programs

First Annual Holiday Lighting event

Facility Rentals

Developed and implemented new rental polices

Began charging residents and non-residents rates, providing
residents with a discount

Began partnering with Police for National Night Out event

Beaver Lake Lodge revenue increased 50 percent from 2006
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2007 continued
Volunteer Projects
e Rotary volunteer native planting project at Beaver Lake Lodge
traffic circle
e 950 volunteer hours in the Parks and Recreation Department

2008

Parks/Facilities

e Beaver Lake Lodge — implemented recycling program,
purchased new trash cans and Allied Waste delivered recycling
dumpster

e Beaver Lake Park — off leash dog area designed and constructed
by in-house staff

e Fast Sammamish Park — Master Plan adopted

e Lower Sammamish Commons — brick house was demolished

e Pine Lake Park — picnic shelter renovations

e Sammamish Commons — relocated Connie Walsworth sculpture
from Lower Sammamish Commons to Pergola building on
Plaza

e Sammamish Landing — City of Redmond transfers 2.35 acres of
waterfront on Lake Sammamish to City of Sammamish

e Soaring Eagle Park — transfer agreement signed 6/13/08

Programs

e Purchased mobile stage for events

e Continued involvement with myparksandrecreation.com. and
expanded park feature of website to include facilities and trails
Hosted first Annual Teen Fest including a skate competition and
teen concert in partnership with the Boys and Girls Club
Planned and implemented Fourth on the Platean completely in-
house for the first time.

Increased to three Recreation Guides a year

Added a third Noontime Kids Performance

Partnered with the Sammamish Chamber of Commerce to open
a Farmer’s Market

Hosted food drive and teen feed with Sammamish Youth Board
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2008 continued
Facility Rentals
e Added rental office hours (20 hours per week) at City Hall to
answer rental questions and process applications
e Fields revenue at $224,000
e DPicnic shelter revenue at $11,000
e Beaver Lake Lodge revenue at $68,000

Volunteer Projects

e Boy scout volunteer invasive weed removal and native planting
at Beaver Lake Lodge

e Boy scout volunteer trail construction and improvement at
Beaver Lake Park

e Rotary volunteer native planting project at the Beaver Lake
Lodge traffic circle

e Issaquah and Lake Washington School district ravine restoration
project at the Sammamish Commons

e 45 percent of total City volunteer hours utilized by Parks
Department

e Total volunteer hours 3,500 (up 15 percent from 2007)

2009

Parks/Facilities

e Beaver Lake Lodge — floor and restroom improvements

e Beaver Lake Lodge — interior painting

e Beaver Lake Lodge — replaced fireplace

e Beaver Lake Park — new entrance gate

e Bast Sammamish Park — graveled warning track installed at
baseball fields

e Evans Creek Preserve — master plan adopted

e Lower Sammamish Commons — Hillside trail design and
construction

e Lower Sammamish Commons — parking lot construction

e Lower Sammamish Commons — spray park inspection process
complete

e DPine Lake Park — dock renovation and shoreline improvements

e DPine Lake — boardwalk phase I completed

e Sammamish Commons — repairs to skatepark plaza

e Sammamish Commons — new ADA trail (stair bypass from
upper commons to lower commons trail)

e Sween House — remodel complete

e Memorial benches installed at East Sammamish Park and Pine
Lake
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2009 continued

Programs

e Produced third annual Fourth on the Plateau - attendance
increased approximately 20 percent

e Two Noontime Kids Performances offered at Beaver Lake Park
and a third at Sammamish Commons in conjunction with
National Night Out

e Celebrated the City’s 10t birthday with a Kid’s Parade,
Sammamish Days and Sammamish Nights in partnership with
Sammamish Chamber of Commerce. As part of the 10th
birthday, a Math Contest was held and a time capsule was
buried. The time capsule contains messages from many of our
current citizens to themselves or their descendants 40 years into
the future. The capsule will be opened in 2049 when the City is
50 years old

e Parks Commission members implemented Sammamish Walks
program, guided walking tours of local parks run by volunteers

Facility Rentals

e Nearly 800 rental contracts processed in 2009
e Fields revenue $232,000

e Facilities revenue $77,000

e Shelters revenue $12,000

Volunteer Projects

e Backyard Wildlife Habitat certification project implemented

e Partnership with Washington Native Plant Society to train and
lead volunteer projects

e Growth of Eagle Scout projects by 65 percent and office
volunteer hours by 50 percent

e 5,590 volunteer hours (62 percent growth in volunteer hours
overall)

2010
Parks/Facilities
e Beaver Lake Park — master plan adopted
o Beaver Lake Park — resurfaced off-leash dog park with pet-
friendly material
e Ebright Creck Park — pilot recycling program implemented
e Lower Sammamish Commons — improved drainage around
picnic shelters
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2010 continued

Pine Lake Park — playground resurfacing

Pine Lake Park — replaced roof at restroom building
Sammamish Landing — master plan adopted

Sween House — interior renovated for non-profit use

Sween House — Landscape and irrigation constructed by in-
house staff

Programs

Celebrated the tenth year of free summer concerts in the park at
Pine Lake Park

Staff lead tours of city hall for school children as well as Boy &
Gitls Scouts

Facility Rentals

747 rental contracts processed in 2010
Fields revenue $202,000

Facilities revenue $81,000

Shelters revenue $14,000

Volunteer Projects

Implementation of Trail Steward Program

Completed improvements to Pine Lake lifeguard shack by Eagle
Scouts

Community Garden Steering Committee in planning stages
Successful implementation of Illahee Trail project with
Washington Native Plant Society

Took over Adopt A Road Program from King County

New updated volunteer web page

Online volunteer registration executed

Volunteer hours total 6,757

2011

Parks/Facilities

Community Center — feasibility study completed
Evans Creek Preserve — phase I construction
Recreation Center — access drive completed
Sammamish Landing — picnic shelters, trails, and lawn
constructed

SE 8th Street Park — site A donated to City (16 acres)
SE 8th Street Park — soft opening
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2011 continued

Programs

e Tirst city-wide Earth Day Celebration at Beaver Lake Park

o KidsFirst noontime series performances were increased and
offered for first time at East Sammamish Park and Ebright
Creek Park

e Evans Creek Preserve Grand Opening, including food vendors,
wildlife education, tree planting and bluegrass band

Facility Rentals

e Fields revenue at $260,000

e DPicnic shelter revenue at $16,000

e Beaver Lake Lodge revenue at $76,000

Volunteer Projects

e Took over Adopt A Road Program from King County

e Celebrated completion of Community Backyard Wildlife Habitat
certification

e Horseshoe pit installed at Pine Lake Park by Eagle Scouts

e Three viewing platforms built at Evans Creek Preserve by Eagle
Scouts

e Evans Creek Preserve trail building volunteer projects

e Day of Caring; 200 volunteers at SE 8th Street Park and Evans
Creek Preserve

e Completed WNPS projects at Illahee and Lower Sammamish
Commons

e 16,373 total volunteer hours
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Park Level of Service Comparison

Neighborhood . Natural Resource
Community Park Other
Park y Area/Open Space
National
Recreation & 1.0 acre per capita | 5.0 acres per capita N/A
Park
Association
City of Valuation per person
N/A N/A N/A
Issaquah at $4,336.82
2.06 acres per 2.095 acres per
capita* capita*
City of *includes public *includes public 5.70 acres per capita
Kirkland elem. school land secondary school
calculated at 50% of | land calculated at
available open 100% of available
space open space
Mini park:
0.25 - 0.50 acres per
. capita
City of Mercer | 1.0-2.0 acresper | 5.0-8.0 acres per | 5.0 - 13.50 acres per Recional oark
it it it egional park:
Island capita capita capita 5.00 — 10.00 ac/1000
people
Private
City of 1.0 ita | 3.0 ita | 2.50 it
Redmond™* .0 acre per capita .0 acres per capita .50 acres per capita Developer created
and HOA controlled
City of Valuation per person
N/A N/A N/A
Sammamish at $1,149.45

**The City of Redmond revised their methodology for calculating level of service as follows:

Sammamish PRO Plan 2012
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Increased their population served by 25 percent to account for the daytime employment population
Included non-City parks in their analysis by assigning them a value of 50 percent
Identified a 1/4 mile as level of service standard for walkability

Implemented a geographic equity standard to ensure park locations are balanced throughout the city
Implemented level of service standard based on neighborhood populations, not overall population
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Executive Summary

The purpose of this study is to establish the rates for impact fees for parks and
recreation facilities in the City of Sammamish, Washington.

Rates

The rates for impact fees for park land and recreation facilities are:

Type Dwelling Unit Impact Fee
Single Family $ 2,605.65
Multi-Family 1,5605.35
Mobile Home 1,370.82

Impact Fees vs. Other Developer Contributions

Impact fees are charges paid by new development to reimburse local governments
for the capital cost of public facilities that are needed to serve new development and
the people who occupy the new development. Throughout this study the term
"developer" is used as a shorthand expression to describe anyone who is obligated to
pay impact fees, including builders, owners or developers.

The impact fees that are described in this study do not include any other forms of
developer contributions or exactions, such as mitigation or voluntary payments
authorized by SEPA (the State Environmental Policy Act, RCW 43.21C), system
development charges for water and sewer authorized for utilities (RCW 35.92 for
municipalities, 56.16 for sewer districts, and 57.08 for water districts), local
improvement districts or other special assessment districts, linkage fees, or land
donations or fees in lieu of land.

ADJUSTMENTS FOR OTHER SOURCES OF REVENUE FOR PARK LAND AND RECREATION
FACILITIES

The impact fees in this study recognize the existence of other sources of revenue
that are available to pay for the capital cost of park land and recreation facilities.
These other revenues are accounted for by adjusting (i.e., reducing) the cost of
capital investment for parks and recreational facilities to account for the portion of
costs that are paid by the other sources of revenue and by a revenue credit
adjustment for the portion paid by new development

Henderson, City of Sammamish
Young & November 2, 2005
Company Page 1



Park Impact Fee Rate Study

CREDITS FOR OTHER CONTRIBUTIONS BY DEVELOPER

A developer who contributes land, improvements or other assets may receive a
"credit" which reduces the amount of impact fee that is due. This credit is in
addition to the adjustment for other revenues described in the preceding paragraph.

WHO PAYS IMPACT FEES

Impact fees are paid by new development. Impact fee rates for new development
are based on the type of land use: residential, retail, office, commercial, industrial,
and other types of new construction. Due to the statutory requirement regarding
the relationship between impact fees and the development that pays--and benefits
from--the fees, only new residential development (i.e., houses, apartments,
condominiums, mobile homes, and other residential construction) is charged impact
fees for parks and recreational facilities. Non-residential new development is not
charged park and recreational facilities impact fees, as explained in Chapter 1.

SERVICE AREAS FOR IMPACT FEES

Impact fees in some jurisdictions are collected and expended within service areas
that are smaller than the jurisdiction that is collecting the fees. Impact fees are not
required to use multiple service areas unless such “zones” are necessary to establish
the relationship between the fee and the development. Park land and recreation
facilities impact fees are collected and expended in a single service area throughout
the boundaries of the City of Sammamish because of the compact configuration of
the City and the accessibility of its park system to all residences.

USES OF IMPACT FEE REVENUE

Impact fee revenue will be used for the capital cost of public facilities. Impact fees
cannot be used for operating or maintenance expenses. The cost of public facilities
that can be paid for by impact fees include land acquisition, site improvements,
construction, capital equipment pertaining to park land and recreation facilities,
necessary off-site improvements, park and facilities planning, design, and
engineering, permitting, financing, and administrative expenses, and applicable
impact fees or mitigation costs.

The public facilities that can be paid for by impact fees are "system improvements"
(which are typically outside the development "and designed to provide service to
service areas within the community at large" as provided in RCW 82.02.050(9)), as
opposed to "project improvements" (which are typically provided by the developer
on-site within the development or adjacent to the development "and designed to
provide service for a particular development project and that are necessary for the
use and convenience of the occupants or users of the project" as provided in RCW
82.02.050(6).

Henderson, City of Sammamish
Young & November 2, 2006
Company Page 2



Park Impact Fee Rate Study

EXPENDITURE REQUIREMENTS FOR IMPACT FEES

Impact fees must be spent on capital projects contained in an adopted capital
facilities plan, or they can be used to reimburse the government for the unused
capacity of existing facilities. Impact fee payments that are not expended within 6
years must be refunded. In order to verify these two requirements, impact fee
revenues must be deposited into separate accounts of the government, and annual
reports must describe revenue and expenditures.

DEVELOPER OPTIONS

Developers who are liable for impact fees can submit data and or/analysis to
demonstrate that the impacts of the proposed development are less than the
1mpacts calculated in this rate study. Developers can pay impact fees under protest
and appeal impact fee calculations. Developers can obtain a refund of the impact
fees if the local government fails to expend the impact fee payments within 6 years,
or terminates the impact fee requirement, or the developer does not proceed with
the development (and creates no impacts).

Organization of the Study

Chapter 1 Summarizes the statutory basis for developing impact fees, discusses
issues, and presents the methodology and formulas for determining the
amount of the impact fee.

Chapter 2 Describes and documents the level of service standard for the parks and
recreational facilities which is measured by the amount of capital
Investment per person.

Chapter 3 Documents the value of parks and recreational facilities that are
needed to serve growth that is forecast in Sammamish, net of any
existing reserves and/or any City investment in parks and recreational
facilities.

Chapter 4 Documents the growth cost per person, calculates the cost per dwelling
unit, calculates the revenue credit adjustment per dwelling unit, and
impact fee per dwelling unit.

Appendix A documents the need for park land and recreational facilities using
categories specified in RCW 82.02.050(4).
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1. Statutory Basis and Methodology

Local governments charge impact fees for several reasons: 1) to obtain revenue to
pay for some of the cost of new public facilities; 2) to implement a public policy that
new development should pay a portion of the cost of facilities that it requires, and
that existing development should not pay all of the cost of such facilities; and 3) to
assure that adequate public facilities will be constructed to serve new development.

This study of impact fees for park land and recreation facilities for Sammamish,
Washington describes the methodology that is used to develop the fees, presents the
formulas, variables and data that are the basis for the fees, and documents the
calculation of the fees. The methodology is designed to comply with the
requirements of Washington State Law.

Definition and Rationale of Impact Fees

Impact fees are charges paid by new development to reimburse local governments
for the capital cost of public facilities that are needed to serve new development and
the people who occupy the new development. New development is synonymous with
“growth.”

Local governments charge impact fees on either of two bases. First, as a matter of
policy and legislative discretion, they may want new development to pay the cost of
its share of new public facilities because that portion of the facilities would not be
needed except to serve the new development. In this case, the new development is
required to pay for the cost of its share of new public facilities, subject to the
limitations of RCW 82.02.050 et seq.

On the other hand, local governments may use other sources of revenue to pay for
the new public facilities that are required to serve new development. If, however,
such revenues are not sufficient to cover the entire costs of new facilities
necessitated by new development, the new development may be required to pay an
impact fee in an amount equal to the difference between the total cost and the other
sources of revenue.

There are many kinds of "public facilities" that are needed by new development,
including parks and recreational facilities, streets and roads, water and sewer
plants, fire protection facilities, schools, libraries, and other government facilities.
This study covers parks and recreation facilities in the City of Sammamish,
Washington. Impact fees for parks and recreation facilities are charged to all
residential development within the City of Sammamish.
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Statutory Basis for Impact Fees

The Growth Management Act of 1990 (Chapter 17, Washington Laws, 1990, 1st Ex.
Sess.) authorizes local governments in Washington to charge impact fees. RCW
82.02.050 - 82.02.090 contain the provisions of the Growth Management Act which
authorize and describe the requirements for impact fees.

The impact fees that are described in this study are not mitigation payments
authorized by the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). There are several
important differences between impact fees and SEPA mitigations. Two aspects of
1mpact fees that are particularly noteworthy are: 1) the ability to charge for the cost
of public facilities that are "system improvements" (i.e., that provide service to the
community at large) as opposed to "project improvements" (which are "on-site" and
provide service for a particular development), and 2) the ability to charge small-
scale development their proportionate share, whereas SEPA exempts small
developments.

The following synopsis of the most significant requirements of the law includes
citations to the Revised Code of Washington as an aid to readers who wish to review
the exact language of the statutes.

TYPES OF PUBLIC FACILITIES

Four types of public facilities can be the subject of impact fees: 1) public streets and
roads; 2) publicly owned parks, open space and recreation facilities; 3) school
facilities; and 4) fire protection facilities (in jurisdictions that are not part of a fire
district). RCW 82.02.050(2) and (4), and RCW 82.02.090(7)

TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS

Impact fees can be spent on "system improvements" (which are typically outside the
development), as opposed to "project improvements" (which are typically provided
by the developer on-site within the development). RCW 82.02.050(3)(a) and RCW
82.02.090(6) and (9)

BENEFIT TO DEVELOPMENT

Impact fees must be limited to system improvements that are reasonably related to,
and which will benefit new development. RCW 82.02.050(3)(a) and (c). Local
governments must establish reasonable service areas (one area, or more than one,
as determined to be reasonable by the local government), and local governments
must develop impact fee rate categories for various land uses. RCW 82.02.060(6)
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PROPORTIONATE SHARE

Impact fees cannot exceed the development's proportionate share of system
1mprovements that are reasonably related to the new development. The impact fee
amount shall be based on a formula (or other method of calculating the fee) that
determines the proportionate share. RCW 82.02.050(3)(b) and RCW 82.02.060(1)

REDUCTIONS OF IMPACT FEE AMOUNTS

Impact fees rates must be adjusted to account for other revenues that the
development pays (if such payments are earmarked for or proratable to particular
system improvements). RCW 82.02.050(1)(c) and (2) and RCW 82.02.060(1)(b)
Impact fees may be credited for the value of dedicated land, improvements or
construction provided by the developer (if such facilities are in the adopted CFP and
are required as a condition of development approval). RCW 82.02.060(3)

EXEMPTIONS FROM IMPACT FEES

Local governments have the discretion to provide exemptions from impact fees for
low-income housing and other "broad public purpose" development, but all such
exemptions must be paid from public funds (other than impact fee accounts). RCW
82.02.060(2)

DEVELOPER OPTIONS

Developers who are liable for impact fees can submit data and or/analysis to
demonstrate that the impacts of the proposed development are less than the
impacts calculated in this rate study. RCW 82.02.060(5). Developers can pay
impact fees under protest and appeal impact fee calculations. RCW 82.02.060(4)
and RCW 82.02.070(4) and (5). The developer can obtain a refund of the impact
fees if the local government fails to expend the impact fee payments within 6 years,
or terminates the impact fee requirement, or the developer does not proceed with
the development (and creates no impacts). RCW 82.02.080

CAPITAL FACILITIES PLANS

Impact fees must be expended on public facilities in a capital facilities plan (CFP)
element (or used to reimburse the government for the unused capacity of existing
facilities). The CFP must conform with the Growth Management Act of 1990, and
must identify existing deficiencies in facility capacity for current development,
capacity of existing facilities available for new development, and additional facility
capacity needed for new development. RCW 82.02.050(4), RCW 82.02.060(7), and
RCW 82.02.070(2)
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NEW VERSUS EXISTING FACILITIES

Impact fees can be charged for new public facilities (RCW 82.02.060(1)(a)) and for
the unused capacity of existing public facilities (RCW 82.02.060(7)) subject to the
proportionate share limitation described above.

ACCOUNTING REQUIREMENTS

The local government must separate the impact fees from other monies, expend the
money on CFP projects within 6 years, and prepare annual reports of collections
and expenditures. RCW 82.02.070(1)-(3)

Issues Relating to Impact Fees

Prior to calculating impact fee rates, several issues will be addressed in order to
determine the need for, and validity of such fees: responsibility for public facilities,
the need for additional park land and recreation facilities, the need for new revenue
for additional park land and recreation facilities, and the benefit of new park land
and recreation facilities to new development.

RESPONSIBILITY FOR PUBLIC FACILITIES

In general, local governments that are authorized to charge impact fees are
responsible for specific public facilities for which they may charge such fees. The
City of Sammamish is legally and financially responsible for the parks and
recreation facilities it owns and operates within its jurisdiction.

In no case may a local government charge impact fees for private facilities, but it
may charge impact fees for some public facilities that it does not administer if such
facilities are "owned or operated by government entities" (RCW 82.02.090 (7). Thus,
a city or county may charge impact fees for parks and recreation facilities, and enter
Iinto an agreement with school districts for the transfer, expenditure, and reporting
of parks impact fees for parks and recreational facilities at school sites.

NEED FOR ADDITIONAL PARK LAND AND RECREATION FACILITIES

The need for additional park land and recreation facilities is determined by using
standards for levels of service for park land and recreation facilities to calculate the
quantity of facilities that are required. The required quantity is then compared to
the existing inventory to determine the need for additional land and facilities. The
analysis of needed park land and recreation facilities must comply with the
statutory requirements of identifying existing deficiency, reserve capacity and new
capacity requirements for facilities. An analysis of the need for additional park
land and recreation facilities is presented in Appendix A.
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NEED FOR NEW REVENUE FOR ADDITIONAL PARK LAND AND RECREATION FACILITIES

The need for new revenue for park land and recreation facilities is demonstrated by
comparing the cost of new facilities for the next 6 years to other revenue forecast for
the same 6 years, including grants and local taxes. Chapter 3 includes an analysis
of the other sources of revenue the City has to pay needed park land and recreation
facilities costs without impact fees.

DETERMINING THE BENEFIT TO DEVELOPMENT

The law imposes three tests of the benefit provided to development by impact fees:
1) proportionate share, 2) reasonably related to need, and 3) reasonably related to
expenditure (RCW 80.20.050(3)).

1. Proportionate Share.

First, the "proportionate share" requirement means that impact fees can be
charged only for the portion of the cost of public facilities that is "reasonably
related" to new development. In other words, impact fees cannot be charged
to pay for the cost of reducing or eliminating deficiencies in existing facilities.

Second, there are several important implications of the proportionate share
requirement that are not specifically addressed in the law, but which follow
directly from the law:

e Costs of facilities that will be used by new development and existing users
must be apportioned between the two groups in determining the amount
of the fee. This can be accomplished in either of two ways: (1) by
allocating the cost between new and existing users, or (2) calculating the
cost per unit (i.e., acre of park land, etc.), and applying the cost only to
new development when calculating impact fees.

e Impact fees that recover the costs of existing unused capacity should be
based on the government's actual cost, or the replacement cost of the
facility in order to account for carrying costs of the government’s actual or
imputed interest expense.

The third aspect of the proportionate share requirement is its relationship to
the requirement to provide adjustments and credits to impact fees, where
appropriate. These requirements ensure that the amount of the impact fee
does not exceed the proportionate share.

e The "adjustments" requirement reduces the impact fee to account for past
and future payments of other revenues (if such payments are earmarked
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for or proratable to the system improvements that are needed to serve
new growth).

e The "credit" requirement reduces impact fees by the value of dedicated
land, improvements or construction provided by the developer (if such
facilities are in the adopted CFP and are required as a condition of
development approval). The law does not prohibit a local government
from establishing reasonable constraints on determining credits. For
example, the location of dedicated land and the quality and design of a
donated public facility can be required to conform to local standards for
such facilities.

Without such adjustments and credits, the fee-paying development might pay
more than its proportionate share.

2. Reasonably Related to Need.

There are many ways to fulfill the requirement that impact fees be
"reasonably related" to the development's need for public facilities, including
personal use and use by others in the family or business enterprise (direct
benefit), use by persons or organizations who provide goods or services to the
fee-paying property (indirect benefit), and geographical proximity (presumed
benefit). These measures of relatedness are implemented by the following
techniques:

e Impact fees for park land and recreation facilities are charged to
properties which need (i.e., benefit from) new park land and recreation
facilities. Park land and recreation facilities are provided by the City of
Sammamish to all kinds of property throughout the City regardless of the
type of use of the property. Impact fees for park land and recreation
facilities, however, are only charged to residential development in the
City, because the dominant stream of benefits redounds to the occupants
and owners of dwelling units. As a matter of policy, the City of
Sammamish elects not to charge park impact fees to non-residential
properties because there 1is insufficient data to document the
proportionate share of parks and recreational facilities reasonably needed
by non-residential development.

e The relative needs of different types of growth are considered in
establishing fee amounts (i.e., single family dwelling units versus multi
family dwelling units, etc.).
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e Feepayers can pay a smaller fee if they demonstrate that their
development will have less impact than is presumed in the calculation of
the impact fee schedule for their property classification. Such reduced
needs must be permanent and enforceable (i.e., through land wuse
restrictions).

+ RCW requires one or more service areas as a way of connecting a unit of
development and a parks and recreation facility. All impact fees paid by
new development in the service area would be required to be spent on new
parks and recreation facilities in the same service area. Sammamish
parks and recreation facilities serve the entire City, therefore the impact
fees for these parks and recreational facilities are based on a single
district.

3. Reasonably Related to Expenditures.

Two provisions of the law tend to reinforce the requirement that expenditures
be "reasonably related" to the development that paid the impact fee. First,
the requirement that fee revenue must be earmarked for specific uses related
to public facilities ensures that expenditures are on identifiable projects, the
benefit of which can be demonstrated. Second, impact fee revenue must be
expended within 6 years, thus requiring a timeliness to the benefit to the fee-

payer.

Methodology and Relationship to Capital Facilities Plan

Impact fees for parks and recreation facilities in the City of Sammamish are based
on the value per capita of the City’s existing investment in parks and recreational
facilities for the current population of the City. New development will be provided
the same investment per capita, to be funded by a combination of grant revenue,
local taxes, and impact fees. The amount of the impact fee is determined by
charging each new development for the average number of persons per dwelling
unit multiplied times the amount of the investment per capita that is to be paid by
growth.

The investment for future population is made through park projects listed in the
City's Capital Facilities Plan. The total value of the projects in the current CFP
exceeds the amount needed to sustain the investment per capita standard, therefore
(1) the standard 1s a reasonable, and conservative, basis for the impact fee, and (2)
the investment in excess of the standard will raise the standard for all residents
(which can be adjusted in future updates of the impact fee rates).
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Calculation of Impact Fee Amounts

Seven formulas are used to determine the amount of impact fees for parks and
recreational facilities that are required as a result of new development:

1. Park and Recreation Capital Investment Per Person

Value of Parks & Current Capital
Recreation + Population = Investment
Inventory Per Person

2. Value Needed for Growth

Capital Forecast Value
Investment X Population = Needed
per Person Growth for Growth

3. Investment Needed for Growth

Value Value of Investment
Needed - Existing = Needed
for Growth Reserve for Growth

Capacity

4. Investment to be Paid by Growth

Investment City Investment
Needed - Investment = to be Paid
for Growth for Growth by Growth

5. Growth Cost Per Person

Investment Growth Growth
to be Paid + Population = Cost
by Growth per Person

6. Cost Per Dwelling Unit

Growth Average Cost
Cost x  Persons per = Per
Per Person Dwelling Unit Dwelling Unit
Henderson, City of Sammamish
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7. Impact Fee Per Dwelling Unit

Cost Revenue Credit Impact Fee
Per - Adjustment per = Per
Dwelling Unit Dwelling Unit Dwelling Unit

Data Sources and Calculation

DATA SOURCES

The data in this study of impact fees for parks and recreation facilities in the City of
Sammamish, Washington was provided by the City of Sammamish unless a
different source is specifically cited.

DATA ROUNDING

The data in this study was prepared using computer spreadsheet software. In some
tables in this study, there will be very small variations from the results that would
be obtained using a calculator to compute the same data. The reason for these
insignificant differences is that the spreadsheet software was allowed to calculate
results to more places after the decimal than is reported in the tables of these
reports. The calculation to extra places after the decimal increases the accuracy of
the end results, but causes occasional differences due to rounding of data that
appears in this study.
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2. Level of Service Standard

This chapter includes a description of the first formula and each variable that is
used in the formula, an explanation of the use of data in the formulas, and the
calculation of the level of service standard for park land and recreational facilities,
using formula 1.

FORMULA 1: Park and Recreation Capital Investment Per Person

The capital investment per person is calculated by multiplying the capacity of parks
and recreational facilities times the average costs of those items.

Value of Parks & Current Capital
Recreation + Population = Investment
Inventory Per Person

There is one variable that requires explanation: (A) value of parks and recreation
Inventory

VARIABLE (A): VALUE OF PARKS AND RECREATION INVENTORY

The value of the existing inventory of parks and recreation facilities is calculated by
determining the value of each park as well as the facilities within the park. The
sum of all of the values equals the current value of the City’s parks and recreation
system. Any park and recreation facility that is not complete or operational but for
which the City has committed funding towards is also included in the ‘current”
value.

The costs in this study come from a variety of information, depending on the status
of the park or recreation facility. Most of the valuations of the current inventory of
park land and recreation facilities are from the City’s fixed asset inventory. Actual
costs were used for recent acquisitions and construction. King County’s assessed
valuation was used for one park for which no value appeared in the fixed asset
inventory.

The cost of each new park includes land, design, landscaping, site improvements,
some recreational facilities (e.g., equipment or apparatus not separately listed in
this study), and legal and administrative costs (which includes contingency). The
cost of recreational facilities includes design, site preparation, construction, and
legal and administrative costs (which includes contingency). The cost of facilities
does not include land if the facilities are customarily located at a park. If the
facility is usually located at any site other than a park, the cost includes land.
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The cost of new parks and recreation facilities in this rate study does not include
any costs for interest or other financing. If borrowing is used to “front fund” the
costs that will be paid by impact fees, the carrying costs for financing can be added
to the costs, and the impact fee can be recalculated to include such costs.

CALCULATION OF PARK AND RECREATION CAPITAL INVESTMENT PER PERSON

Table 1 lists the inventory of park land and facilities that make up the existing City
of Sammamish park system. Each park, including it’s size (acres) is listed along
with the inventory of recreation facilities at each park site. The value of the park
land and facilities is shown in Column 4. The total value for the current existing
inventory of park land and facilities of $45,667,590 is divided by the current (April
2006) population of 39,730 to calculate an inventory value of $1,149.45 per person.

Table 1: Level of Service Standard

(1) (2) 3
Park Acres and Facilities Value
Beaver Lake Park 83 Acres $ 16,956,150
Lodge

Maintenance Shop
Baseball Field (3)
Restroom

Play Area

Picnic Shelter (Lake)
Picnic Shelter (Fields)

Beaver Creek Preserve 57 Acres 3,248,438
Bill Reams/ESP 19 Acres 1,244,040
Restroom

Tennis Court (2)
Baseball Field (2)
Soccer Field (1)
Play Area (1)
Picnic Shelter
Batting Cages (2)

Community Sports Fields at Lighting 5,246,976
Eastlake and Skyline High Schools Synthetic turf
Multi-use sports facility
Soccer fields (2)
Baseball field (1)
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(1)
Park

2)

Acres and Facilities

3
Value

Ebright Creek Park

12 Acres

5,230,000

Playfield (1)

Play Area

Sports Court
Picnic Shelter
Restroom
Climbing Boulder
Boardwalk Trail

Evans Creek Preserve 175 Acres 1,500,000

NE Sammamish Park 5 Acres 337,550
Tennis Courts (2)
Basketball Court (half)
Play Area

Pine Lake Park 16 Acres 3,430,850
Restroom/Bathhouse
Dock
Picnic Shelter
Baseball/Soccer Field
Basketball Court (full)
Play Areas (4)

Sammamish Commons 27 Acres 6,884,586
Playfield
Civic Plaza
Skatepark
Basketball Court
Climbing Wall
Restroom
Play Area

Waterfront Park Property 4 Acres 1,593,000

Total Value $ 45,667,590
April 2006 Population 39,730
Value per Capita $ 1,149.45

The City of Sammamish standard is $1,149.45 per person of capital investment in
park land and recreational facilities. This standard maintains the City’s flexibility
to develop parks and recreational facilities that are most appropriate for each site
and to respond to changing needs and priorities, such as skateboard parks and
climbing walls that did not exist at public parks until a few years ago.
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3. Park and Recreational Facility Needs

This chapter calculates the value of parks and recreational facilities that are needed
to serve growth, reduced by the value of existing reserves and future investments
the City will make in parks and recreational facilities that serve growth.

As in the previous chapter, this chapter includes a description of formulas and each
variable that is used in the formulas, an explanation of the use of data in each
formula, and the calculations that result from using formulas 2 - 4.

FORMULA 2: Value Needed for Growth

Impact fees must be related to the needs of growth, as explained in Chapter 1. The
first step in determining growth’s needs is to calculate the total value of parks and
recreational facilities that are needed for growth. The calculation is accomplished
by multiplying the investment per person (from Table 1) times the number of new
persons that are forecast for the City’s growth.

Capital Forecast Value
Investment X Population = Needed
per Person Growth for Growth

There is one new variable used in formula 2 that requires explanation: (B) forecasts
of future population growth.

VARIABLE (B): FORECAST POPULATION GROWTH

As part of the City of Sammamish long-range planning process, including its
Comprehensive Plan pursuant to the Growth Management Act, the City prepares
forecasts of future growth. The City expects 2,402 additional single family homes
with an average of 3.02 persons per dwelling unit. This will bring 7,254 additional
people to Sammamish. In addition, the City expects 285 multi-family dwelling
units, such as apartments or condominiums, each of which will average 1.74 person
per dwelling unit. These multi-family units will bring an additional 496 people to
Sammamish. The combined total of additional population in single family and
multi-family dwellings is 7,750 people.

CALCULATION OF VALUE NEEDED FOR GROWTH

Table 2 shows the calculation of the value of parks and recreational facilities
needed for growth. Column 1 lists the level of service standard for capital
investment per person from Table 1, Column 2 shows the growth in population that
1s forecast, and Column 3 is the total value of parks and recreational facilities that
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1s needed to serve the growth that is forecast for Sammamish.

Table 2: Value of Parks and Recreational Facilities Needed for Growth

(1) (2) 3
Capital Forecast Value
Investment Population Needed
per Person Growth for Growth
$1,149.45 7,750 $ 8,908,157

Table 2 shows that Sammamish needs parks and recreational facilities valued at
$8,908,157 in order to serve the growth of 7,750 additional people who are expected
to be added to the City’s existing population. The future investment needed for
growth will be $8,908,157 unless the City has existing reserve capacity in its parks
and recreational facilities.

FORMULA 3. Investment Needed for Growth

The investment needed for growth is calculated by subtracting the value of any
existing reserve capacity from the total value of parks and recreational facilities
needed to serve the growth.

Value Value of Investment
Needed - Existing = Needed
for Growth Reserve for Growth

Capacity

There is one new variable used in formula 3 that requires explanation: (C) value of
existing reserve capacity of parks and recreational facilities.

VARIABLE (C): VALUE OF EXISTING RESERVE CAPACITY

The value of reserve capacity is the difference between the value of the City’s
existing inventory of parks and recreational facilities, and the value of those assets
that are needed to provide the level of service standard for the existing population.
The value of the reserve capacity is detailed in Appendix A.

CALCULATION OF INVESTMENT NEEDED FOR GROWTH

Table 3 shows the calculation of the investment in parks and recreational facilities
that is needed for growth. Column 1 lists the value of parks and recreational
facilities needed to serve growth (from Table 2), Column 2 shows the value of
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existing reserve capacity (from Appendix A), and Column 3 is the remaining
investment in parks and recreational facilities that is needed to serve the growth.

Table 3: Investment Needed in Parks and Recreational Facilities for Growth

(1) (2) 3
Value of
Value Existing Investment
Needed Reserve Needed
for Growth Capacity for Growth
$ 8,908,157 $0 $ 8,908,157

Table 3 shows that Sammamish needs to invest $8,908,157 in additional parks and
recreational facilities in order to serve future growth. The future investment in
parks and recreational facilities that needs to paid by growth may be less that
$8,908,157 if the City has other revenues it invests in its parks and recreational
facilities.

FORMULA 4. Investment to be Paid by Growth

The investment to be paid by growth is calculated by subtracting the amount of any
revenues the City invests in infrastructure for growth from the total investment in
parks and recreational facilities needed to serve growth.

Investment City Investment
Needed - Investment = to be Paid
for Growth for Growth by Growth

There is one new variable used in formula 4 that requires explanation: (D) revenues
used to fund the City’s investment in projects that serve growth.

VARIABLE (D): CitY INVESTMENT OF NON-IMPACT FEE REVENUES

The City of Sammamish has historically used a combination of state grants and
local revenues to pay for the cost of park and recreational capital facilities. The
City’s plan for the future is to continue using grant revenue and some local
revenues to pay part of the cost of parks and recreational facilities needed for
growth.

The City estimates that it will receive approximately $1.8 million in grants for
parks and recreational facilities during the next 6 years. In addition, the City plans
to spend the same percent of local revenue on parks for growth as it spends on
streets for growth. The planned percentage is 3.23%, which is $287,733. The

Henderson, City of Sammamish
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combined total of the local revenue and grants is $2,087,733.

Revenues that are used for repair, maintenance or operating costs are not used to
reduce impact fees because they are not used, earmarked or prorated for the system
improvements that are the basis of the impact fees. Revenues from past taxes paid
on vacant land prior to development are not included because new capital projects
do not have prior costs, therefore prior taxes did not contribute to such projects.

The other potential credit that reduces capacity costs (and subsequent impact fees)
are donations of land or other assets by developers or builders. Those reductions
depend upon specific arrangements between the developer and the City of
Sammamish. Reductions in impact fees for donations are calculated on a case by
case basis at the time impact fees are to be paid.

CALCULATION OF INVESTMENT TO BE PAID BY GROWTH

Table 4 shows the calculation of the investment in parks and recreational facilities
that needs to be paid by growth. Column 1 lists the investment in parks and
recreational facilities needed to serve growth (from Table 3), column 2 shows the
value of City investment for growth from grants and some local revenues, and
column 3 is the remaining investment in parks and recreational facilities that will
be paid by growth.

Table 4: Investment in Parks and Recreational Facilities to be Paid by Growth

(1) (2) 3)
Investment City Investment
Needed Investment to be Paid
for Growth for Growth by Growth
$ 8,908,157 $ 2,087,733 $ 6,820,424

Table 4 shows that growth in Sammamish needs to pay $8,908,157 for additional
parks and recreational facilities to maintain the City’s standards for future growth.
The City expects to use $2,087,733 in grant and local revenue towards this cost, and
the remaining $6,820,424 will be paid by growth.

The portion to be paid by each new dwelling unit is presented in the next chapter.

Henderson, City of Sammamish
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4. Impact Fees

In this chapter, the investment in additional parks and recreational facilities to be
paid by growth (from Chapter 3) is converted to impact fees per dwelling unit. As in
the previous chapter, this chapter includes a description of the formulas and each
variable that is used in each formula, an explanation of the use of data in the
formula, and the calculation of the impact fee per dwelling unit, using formulas 5
through 7.

FORMULA 5: Growth Cost Per Person

The growth cost per person is calculated by dividing the investment in parks and
recreational facilities that is to be paid by growth by the amount of population
growth.

Investment Growth Growth
to be Paid - Population = Cost
by Growth per Person

There are no new variables used in formula 5. Both variables were developed in
previous formulas.

CALCULATION OF INVESTMENT TO BE PAID BY GROWTH

Table 5 shows the calculation of the cost per person of parks and recreational
facilities that needs to be paid by growth. Column 1 lists the investment in parks
and recreational facilities needed to be paid by growth (from Table 4), column 2
shows the growth population (see Variable B, Formula 2, above), and column 3 is
the growth cost per person.

Table 5: Growth Cost per Person

(1) (2) 3
Investment Growth
to be Paid Growth Cost
by Growth Population per Person
$ 6,820,424 7,750 $ 880.06

Table 5 shows that cost per new person for parks and recreational facilities that will
be paid by growth is $880.06. The amount to be paid by each new dwelling unit
depends on the number of persons per dwelling unit.
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FORMULA 6: Cost per Dwelling Unit

The cost per dwelling unit is calculated by multiplying the growth cost per person
by the number of persons per dwelling unit.

Growth Average Cost
Cost X Persons per = per
per Person Dwelling Unit Dwelling Unit

There 1s one new variable used in formula 6 that requires explanation: (E) average
number of persons per dwelling unit.

VARIABLE (E): AVERAGE PERSONS PER DWELLING UNIT

The number of persons per dwelling unit is the factor used to convert the growth
cost of parks and recreational facilities per person into impact fees per dwelling
unit. According to the 2000 Census, the number of persons per dwelling unit in the
City of Sammamish ranges from 3.02 persons per single family dwelling unit to 1.59
persons per mobile home.

CALCULATION OF IMPACT FEE PER DWELLING UNIT

Table 6 shows the calculation of the parks and recreational facilities cost per
dwelling unit. Column 1 lists the types of dwelling units, column 2 shows the
average persons per dwelling unit, and column 3 is the cost per dwelling unit
calculated by multiplying the number of persons per dwelling unit times the growth
cost of $880.06 per person from Table 5.

Table 6: Cost per Dwelling Unit

1) ) (3)
Type of Average Cost
Dwelling Persons per per Dwelling Unit @
Unit Dwelling Unit $880.06 per Person
Single Family 3.02 $ 2,656.82
Multi-Family 1.74 1,5634.91
Mobile Home 1.59 1,397.74
Henderson, City of Sammamish
Young & November 2, 2006
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FORMULA 7: Impact Fee per Dwelling Unit

The impact fee per dwelling unit is calculated by subtracting the revenue credit
adjustment from the cost per dwelling unit.

Cost Revenue Credit Impact Fee
Per - Adjustment per = Per
Dwelling Unit Dwelling Unit Dwelling Unit

There 1s one new variable used in formula 7 that requires explanation: (F) revenue
credit adjustment per dwelling unit.

VARIABLE (F): REVENUE CREDIT ADJUSTMENT PER DWELLING UNIT

The revenue credit adjustment is a reduction of the cost per dwelling unit to
account for revenues paid by new development that are earmarked or proratable to
projects that are funded with impact fees. As described in Variable (D), above, the
City spends some local revenue to pay for a portion of the cost of parks and
recreational facilities needed to serve growth. These revenues are the portion of the
real estate excise tax and local property taxes that are paid by new development
and earmarked or prorated to parks capital improvements that serve new
development. The portion of these revenues that is paid by new development and
used for the same projects as the impact fee is equal to 1.93% of the cost of the
projects. Therefore, the cost per dwelling unit will be reduced by a revenue credit
adjustment equal to 1.93% of the cost per dwelling unit. The result will be the
impact fee per dwelling unit.

CALCULATION OF IMPACT FEE PER DWELLING UNIT

Table 7 shows the calculation of the parks and recreational facilities impact fee per
dwelling unit. Column 1 lists the types of dwelling units, column 2 shows the cost
per dwelling unit from Table 6, column 3 shows the amount of the revenue credit
adjustment, and column 4 is the impact fee per dwelling unit

Table 7: Impact Fee per Dwelling Unit

(1) (2) 3) 4
Type of Cost Revenue Credit Impact Fee
Dwelling per Adjustment per per
Unit Dwelling Unit Dwelling Unit Dwelling Unit
Single Family $ 2,656.82 $51.17 $ 2,605.65
Multi-Family 1,534.91 29.56 1,505.35
Mobile Home 1,397.74 26.92 1,370.82
Henderson, City of Sammamish
Young & November 2, 2006
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Appendix A: Deficiency or Reserve Capacity of Parks and
Recreation Facilities

The need for additional park land and recreation facilities is determined by using
standards for levels of service for park land and recreation facilities to calculate the
total quantity of facilities that are required. The required quantity is then
compared to the existing inventory to determine if there is an existing deficiency
that must be made up without regard to growth, or if there is reserve capacity that
can serve growth. The deficiency or reserve is applied to the total requirement in
order to determine the net need for new capital investments to serve growth. This
analysis complies with the requirements of RCW 82.02.050(4).

Value Required for Existing Population

The table below shows the calculation of the value of parks and recreational
facilities needed for the City’s current population. Column 1 lists the level of
service standard for capital investment per person from Table 1, column 2 shows
the City’s 2005 population, and column 3 is the total value of parks and recreational
facilities that is needed to serve the existing population.

Value of Parks and Recreational Facilities Needed for Existing Population

(1) (2) 3)
Capital 2006 Value
Investment Population Needed for
per Person Existing Population
$1,149.45 39,730 $ 45,667,590

Value of Sammamish 2006 Inventory of Parks and Recreational
Facilities

The value of the City’s current inventory is calculated by totaling the value or cost
of the acres and recreational facilities the City owns. The detailed inventory and
values of each park and its recreational facilities is shown in Table 1. The total
value of the current inventory is $45,667,590.
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Deficiency or Reserve Capacity of Parks and Recreational Facilities

The deficiency or reserve capacity is the difference between the value of park and
recreational facility assets that are needed to provide the level of service standard
for the existing population and the value of the City’s existing inventory of parks
and recreational facilities. As of 2006, Sammamish has no deficiency and no
reserve capacity:

Value of 2006 Inventory $ 45,667,590

Value Required for 2006 Population 45,667,590

Deficiency or Reserve Capacity Value 0
Henderson, City of Sammamish
Young & November 2, 2006
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City of Sammamish 2013-2018 Parks Capital Improvement Plan
Adopted May 14, 2012

PARK/PROJECTS TOTAL 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Unfunded
ATHLETIC FIELDS 2,000,000 0 0 1,000,000 | 1,000,000 0 0 5,950,000
Inglewood Jr. High - Phase |
Upgrade existing football field with synthetic turf and lights. Includes

1 ’ . S 0 2,400,000
restroom, soccer/lacrosse overlay with new drainage and irrigation.
East Sammamish Park Athletic Fields - Soccer Field

2 |Upgrade existing soccer field with drainage, synthetic turf goal boxes, 0 750,000
irrigation, retaining walls, bleachers.

3 Beaver Lake Park Athletic Fields - Soccer Field o 1.500.000
One multi-use rectangular synthetic field with lighting. e
Beaver Lake Park Athletic Fields - Baseball Fields

4 |Reconfigure 3 existing natural turf softball fields to 3 natural turf little 0 1,300,000
league baseball fields.

5 Eastlake Community Fields - Field Turf Replacement 1.000.000 1.000.000
Replacement of the carpet at ELHS community fields. T e

6 Skyline Community Fields - Field Turf Replacement 1.000.000 1.000.000
Replacement of the carpet at Skyline community fields. MR T

BEAVER LAKE PARK 2,438,250 0 65,750 33,000 1,114,500 | 1,225,000 0 3,733,000
Beaver Lake Park - Lakeside Restroom
Add waterless restroom with outdoor shower for beach use. (Requires

7 |kcPH approval for greywater system. Does not include sewer 240,750 15,750 225,000
connection).

Beaver Lake Park - Shoreline Improvements

8 |swim beach, floating platform, fishing pier, shoreline restoration. 550,000 50,000 500,000
Beaver Lake Park - Lakeside Parking

9a|Parking lot expansion and stormwater improvements. (Design fees 469,000 69,000 400,000
include 7b project).

Beaver Lake Park - Lakeside
9b [ Stormwater improvements at central meadow. 175,000 175,000
Beaver Lake Park - Lakeside

10 Playground, site furnishings, landscape and irrigation. 374,500 24,500 350,000
Beaver Lake Park - Lakeside

11 Lodge improvements with SW terrace and trail improvements. 321,000 21,000 300,000 463,000

lofb Last updated: 8/7/2012




City of Sammamish 2013-2018 Parks Capital Improvement Plan

Adopted May 14, 2012

PARK/PROJECTS TOTAL 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Unfunded
Beaver Lake Park - Westside Parking
Ballfield parking lot expansion, vehicular access reconfiguration and

12 park entryway at corner of 24th & 244th. (Does not include sidewalk - 308,000 33,000 275,000 275,000
coordinate with TIP).
Beaver Lake Park - Dog Park Expansion

13|Dog park expansion and trail improvements (requires 3 baseball field 0 320,000
reconfiguration).
Beaver Lake Park - Westside Plaza

14 |New restroom at ballfields, picnic shelter, sports plaza and play area 0 2,250,000
(requires 3 baseball field reconfiguration).
Beaver Lake Park - Center Woods

15 Trail Improvements 0 425,000

BEAVER LAKE PRESERVE 200,000 200,000 0 0 0 0 0 500,000
Beaver Lake Preserve - Phase
Picnic meadow restoration with site furnishings on shoreline side of

16 |Preserve. Trail connections to shoreline. Improved/repaired trail to 200,000 200,000
Soaring Eagle Park. Potential smaller view platform.
(Design & permitting complete in 2012).
Beaver Lake Preserve - Phase Il
Parking lot expansion, restrooms, one view deck and two viewpoints,

17 wildiife blind, signage, complete trail improvements. (does not include 0 500,000
sewer connection/frontage improvements).

EAST SAMMAMISH PARK 1,150,500 0 0 0 91,000 1,059,500 0 1,000,000
East Sammamish Park - Playground

18|Playground upgrades, new spray park, climbing wall and picnic shelter| 650,000 45,500 604,500
relocation.
East Sammamish Park - Parking

19|Parking lot expansion, frontage improvements, pedestrian lighting, 500,500 45,500 455,000
tennis court access and trail to Margaret Mead Elementary.
East Sammamish Park - Restroom

20 Restroom and trail improvements, and destination garden. 0 500,000
East Sammamish Park - Picnic

21 New picnic shelter, site furnishings, plantings. 0 500,000
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City of Sammamish 2013-2018 Parks Capital Improvement Plan
Adopted May 14, 2012

PARK/PROJECTS TOTAL 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Unfunded

EVANS CREEK PRESERVE 649,500 225,000 25,000 25,000 0 24,500 350,000 1,950,000
Evans Creek Preserve - Sahalee

22|Tr4il connection to Sahalee. (Does not include acquisition costs). 200,000 200,000
Evans Creek Preserve - Circulation

23|Includes vehicular bridge replacement, internal road, 20 stall lower 0 1,750,000
parking lot, 224 St road improvements and culvert replacement.
Evans Creek Preserve - Picnic Shelter & Play Area

24 Picnic structure and informal play area. 374,500 24,500 350,000
Evans Creek Preserve - Trails

25 Completion of internal trail system and habitat improvements. 75,000 25,000 25,000 25,000
Evans Creek Preserve - Trail Connector

26 |Equestrian/bicycle outer trail connector (Does not include property or 0 200,000
easement acquisition costs).

SE 8th STREET PARK 448,000 48,000 400,000 0 0 0 0 0
SE 8th Street Park - Phase |

27|Phase | improvements TBD by 2012 Master Plan. 448,000 48,000 400,000
SE 8th Street Park - Phase Il

28 : 0 TBD
Phase Il improvements TBD by 2012 Master Plan.

NE SAMMAMISH PARK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 150,000
NE Sammamish Park - Restroom

29|Replace portable restroom with flush toilets and permanent restroom 0 150,000
building.

SAMMAMISH LANDING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,000,000
Sammamish Landing - Parking

30|Upland parking lot, restroom, entry plaza, ADA access from Parkway 0 2,000,000
to ELST.
Sammamish Landing - North

31 |North trails, beach, trailside garden with shelter and site furnishings. 0 1,000,000
Sammamish Landing - South

32|South trails, beach, trailside terrace with shelter and play area, and 0 1,000,000
restoration.
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City of Sammamish 2013-2018 Parks Capital Improvement Plan
Adopted May 14, 2012

PARK/PROJECTS TOTAL 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Unfunded
Sammamish Landing - Upland

33 Upland picnic shelter and garden (requires parking). 0 500,000
Sammamish Landing - Central Beach

34 Central beach, retaining walls and boardwalk. 0 1,500,000

SAMMAMISH COMMONS 110,000 0 0 0 0 10,000 100,000 0
Lower Commons

35 Devleopment of a waterless restroom building. 110,000 10,000 100,000

THIRTY ACRES (SOARING EAGLE PARK) 50,000 0 0 50,000 0 0 0 125,000
Thirty Acres (Soaring Eagle Park) - Master Plan 50.000 125.000

36 Complete the Master Plan for Soaring Eagle Park. 50,000 ' ’

TRAILS 1,421,000 21,000 300,000 77,000 1,023,000 0 0 3,150,000
Beaver Lake Trail

37 |Soft surface path along one side of road from Beaver Lake Park to 1,100,000 77,000 1,023,000
Beaver Lake Preserve. (Does not include acquisition costs)
Gas Pipeline Trail (does not include acquisition costs)

38 NE 25th Way southeasterly to NE 14th Place. 0 1,500,000
Sammamish Commons Trail Connection Phase |

39 |Lower Sammamish Commons to SE 8th St. Park. (Does not include 321,000 21,000 300,000
acquisition costs)
Sammamish Commons Trail Connection Phase Il

40 |SE 8th St from 218th Ave SE to 212th Ave SE. (Coordinate with TIP 0 600,000
sidewalk projects; does not include acquisition costs).
Plateau to SE 43rd Way - Part |

41 [Trail along SE 43rd Way, through the DNR property to end of 219th 0 700,000
Ave SE. (Does not include acquisition costs)
Plateau to SE 43rd Way - Part Il
500" of trail from end of existing sidewalk on north side of SE 43rd

42 Way to City limits. (Coordinate with TIP sidewalk projects; (Does not 0 350,000
include acquisition costs).

LAND ACQUISITION 1,000,000 0 0 0 500,000 0 500,000 0
Land Acquistion 00.000 00.000

43 Acquire land for future parks as opportunities become available. 1,000,000 500, 500,
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City of Sammamish 2013-2018 Parks Capital Improvement Plan
Adopted May 14, 2012

PARK/PROJECTS TOTAL 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Unfunded
FACILITIES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8,500,000
Indoor Field House
44 |Placeholder for the development of an indoor field house for athletic 8,500,000
use. Requires further study.
GENERAL 1,200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 0
Capital Replacement Program
45| This ongoing program is an investment for the replacement of facilities| 1,200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000
(ie. play areas, picnic tables, etc) within parks.
GENERAL 846,725 49,400 79,075 118,500 322,850 231,900 45,000 0
Capital Contingency Reserve
46 Reserve fund for capital projects. 846,725 49,400 79,075 118,500 322,850 231,900 45,000
[TOTAL CIP EXPENDITURES | 11,513,975 743,400 | 1,069,825 | 1,503,500 | 4,251,350 | 2,750,900 | 1,195,000 |} [ 31,058,000 |
PARKS CIP REVENUE
Beginning Fund Balance (Unrestricted) 2,000,000 | 2,637,600 | 2,885,846 | 3,752,482 | 2,371,122 | 1,011,943
Operating Contribution - General Fund 0 0 0 0 0 0
Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) 1,050,000 | 1,050,000 | 1,100,000 | 1,100,000 | 1,100,000 | 1,150,000
Park Impact Fees 325,000 260,000 260,000 260,000 286,000 325,000
Anticipated Grants 0 0 0 0 0 0
King County Levy Funding - Funds BL Trail Project (Restricted) 0 0 0 500,000 0 0
Field Turf Replacement Fund (Restricted) 0 0 1,000,000 1,000,000 0 0
Investment Interest 6,000 8,071 10,136 9,990 5,721 1,643
TOTAL PARKS CIP REVENUE 3,381,000 | 3,955,671 | 5,255,982 6,622,472 | 3,762,843 2,488,586
ENDING FUND BALANCE 2,637,600 2,885,846 | 3,752,482 2,371,122 1,011,943 1,293,586
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