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October 2, 2007
Dear Reader:

I’'m pleased to issue this Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Sammamish
Town Center Plan in accordance with the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).

In January 2007, we published the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) that analyzed
the potential environmental impacts of four Town Center alternatives (three action alternatives
and a No-Action Alternative). After publication, comments on the DEIS were accepted during a
60-day comment period. In April, 2007 the Sammamish City Council adopted a “hybrid”
Preferred Alternative for the Town Center incorporating selected elements of the three action
alternatives considered in the DEIS.

The Preferred Alternative resolution included a conceptual land use plan for the Town Center
and directed the further development of a Draft Town Center Plan. The Town Center is
proposed to accommodate up to 2,000 new housing units and up to 400,000 square feet of office
and retail space in a pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use neighborhood featuring a network of parks,
open space, and trails.

The DEIS and FEIS provide a non-project, programmatic level of analysis of potential impacts
likely to result from the proposed land use plan, policies, and action items included in the
Preferred Alternative and Draft Town Center Plan. The FEIS does not reprint the text of the
DEIS, but includes the following elements: (1) An updated Summary (Chapter 1); (2) A
description of the Preferred Alternative (Chapter 2); (3) An evaluation of potential impacts of the
Preferred Alternative (Chapter 3); and (4) Responses to comments on the DEIS (Chapter 4).

The City has used an integrated SEPA/GMA process that is encouraged by SEPA guidelines and
allows mitigation to be incorporated into the Plan on a system-wide basis. The result is a Draft
Town Center Plan that comprehensively identifies needed mitigation and infrastructure
improvements and preserves natural resources as key plan features.

Thank you for your continued involvement in the planning process. We encourage you to

participate during the review and adoption of the Town Center Sub-area Plan.

Sincerely,

e

Kamuron Gurol
Director of Community Development
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Fact Sheet

Project Title
City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan

Proposed Action and Alternatives
Proposed Action

The proposed action (or proposal) is the adoption of a sub-area plan for the Sammamish Town
Center (Draft Town Center Plan). The Sammamish Draft Town Center Plan is the articulation of
the City’s vision for the Town Center. It incorporates elements such as land use, environmental
management, open space, transportation, capital facilities, urban design, and implementation.

The sub-area plan will be incorporated into the City of Sammamish Comprehensive Plan. Other
subsequent actions may include amendments to the City’s Transportation Improvement Plan and
Capital Improvement Program and adoption of land use regulations and development guidelines.

Location

The Town Center planning area is located on the Sammamish Plateau in the center of the City of
Sammamish. It is generally bounded on the north by E Main Street; on the east by 232nd
Avenue SE; on the south by SE 8th Street; and on the west by 222nd Place SE.

Alternatives

A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), published January 31, 2007, considered four
programmatic alternative development scenarios for the Town Center, three action alternatives
and a no-action alternative. The three action alternatives each had a specific focus based on land
use emphasis:

= Alternative 1 - Commercial Focus
= Alternative 2 - Low-intensity
= Alternative 3 - Civic Focus

The No-Action Alternative assumed that the Town Center would develop according to the
current Comprehensive Plan land use designations. This would result in a town center area land
use pattern featuring existing institutional uses and low-density single-family development.

A Preferred Alternative was developed as a “hybrid” of the three Draft EIS action alternatives,
and was approved by the City Council on April 17, 2007. The Council further directed staff to
develop a Draft Town Center Plan based on the Preferred Alternative’s development
assumptions, conceptual site plan, and guiding policies. This programmatic Final Environmental
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Impact Statement evaluates the Preferred Alternative as it is reflected in the Draft Town Center
Plan.

Proponent
City of Sammamish

Date of Implementation

Spring 2008, Adoption by City Council.

Lead Agency

City of Sammamish
801 228th Ave SE
Sammamish, WA 98075

Responsible Official/Contact Person

Kamuron Gurol
Community Development
City of Sammamish

801 228th Ave SE
Sammamish, WA 98075
(425) 295-0500

Authors and Principle Contributors

This programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the City of Sammamish Town
Center Sub-area Plan has been prepared under the direction of the City of Sammamish
Community Development Department. Research, analysis, and document preparation were
provided by the following firms:

Primary Author, EIS Coordination, Development of Alternatives, Earth, Water, Plants and
Animals, Land Use, Air and Sound, Public Services and Utilities, and Aesthetics

ESA Adolfson

5309 Shilshole Avenue NW, Suite 200

Seattle, WA 98107

Transportation

The Transpo Group

11730 118th Avenue NE, Suite 600
Kirkland, Washington 98034

Graphic Development and Development of the Alternatives
Makers Architecture and Urban Design

1425 4th Avenue, Suite 901

Seattle, WA 98101
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Permits and Approvals Required

» City Council adoption of the Sub-Area Plan by way of ordinance or resolution, as
appropriate.

* Review by the Washington State Department of Community Trade and Economic
Development (CTED).

Date of Final EIS Issuance

October 2, 2007

Cost/Availability of Final EIS

This Final EIS and Draft EIS are available for viewing at Sammamish City Hall, located at 801
228th Ave SE and the Sammamish Library, located at 825 228th Avenue NE. Both Final and
Draft EIS is posted on the City’s website at: www.ci.sammamish.wa.us. Copies are available for
purchase at City Hall in hard copy or CD (pdf format). For more information please contact
Asea Sandine at (425) 295-0557.

Previous Environmental Documents

* Draft EIS prepared for the Sammamish Town Center Sub-area Plan (2007).
* Final Supplemental EIS for the City of Sammamish Final Comprehensive Plan (2003).

Location of Background Information
City of Sammamish, Department of Community Development. See lead agency above.
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Chapter 1 Summary

1.1 Introduction

The City of Sammamish proposes to amend its comprehensive plan to include a sub-area plan for
the City’s Town Center in accordance with State laws, regional policies, the City’s
Comprehensive Plan, and Council and community vision. The purpose of the programmatic
Final EIS is to:

1. Provide a programmatic evaluation of potential impacts likely to result from adoption of
the Town Center Plan as a sub-area plan in the Comprehensive Plan; and to

2. Consider and respond to comments on the Draft EIS issued January 31, 2007.

After consideration of four Town Center Plan alternatives in the Draft EIS, the Sammamish City
Council adopted a Preferred Alternative by resolution (No. R2007-271). The resolution guides
the further development of the Town Center Plan. The Council provided a more detailed vision,
recommended policies, and included a conceptual map for the Town Center. Based on the
guidance in the resolution, a Draft Town Center Plan was developed. The substantive
components of the Draft Town Center Plan include recommended policies, a conceptual land use
plan, and implementing strategies. The Final EIS evaluates the Preferred Alternative as
described in the Draft Town Center Plan.

The City Council will consider the Final EIS conclusions, along with other sources of
information and public input, in making its final decision on adoption of a Town Center plan as a
sub-area plan of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

1.2 Organization of Document

Chapter 1 of this programmatic Final EIS summarizes the Sammamish Town Center proposal,
purpose, objectives, and SEPA process. It also contains a brief summary of the Town Center
Plan alternatives; including the four Draft EIS alternatives and the Preferred Alternative. Lastly,
Chapter 1 provides a matrix-level overview of the impacts and mitigation measures included in
the analysis of the Preferred Alternative.

Chapter 2 provides a description of the Preferred Alternative as expressed in the Draft Town
Center Plan. Chapter 3 contains an analysis of potential environmental impacts and mitigation
measures associated with the Preferred Alternative. The Final EIS evaluation of the Preferred
Alternative relies heavily on information gathered and presented in the Draft EIS and for that
reason the Final EIS should be accompanied by the Draft EIS.

Chapter 4 includes comment letters received during the Draft EIS comment period. The
comment letters are reprinted with reference to corresponding responses. The comments cover a
range of topics. The responses to these comments provide corrections to the Draft EIS, reference

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007
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new material in the Final EIS, or reference other Town Center planning documents. Several
documents related to the evaluation of the Preferred Alternative and corrections to the Draft EIS
are also provided as appendices.

The Final EIS does not include a separate reference chapter. For references cited in the Final EIS
that were also cited in the Draft EIS refer to Draft EIS Reference Chapter (DEIS Chapter 11).
References that are cited in the Final EIS that were not included in the Draft EIS are provided as
footnotes in the Final EIS.

1.3 Proposed Action and Site Location

1.3.1 Proposed Action

The proposed action (or proposal) is the adoption of a sub-area plan for the Sammamish Town
Center (Town Center Plan). The Sammamish Town Center Plan is the articulation of the City’s
vision for the Town Center. It incorporates elements such as land use, environmental
management, open space, transportation, capital facilities, urban design, and implementation.

The Town Center Sub-area plan will be incorporated into the City of Sammamish
Comprehensive Plan. Other subsequent actions may include amendments to the City’s
Transportation Improvement Plan and Capital Improvement Program and adoption of land use
regulations and development guidelines.

1.3.2 Site Location

The Town Center planning area is located on the Sammamish Plateau in the center of the city of
Sammamish (Figure 1-1). The planning area is approximately 243 acres in size, bordered
roughly on the north by E Main Street; on the east by 232nd Avenue SE; on the south by SE 8th
Street; and on the west by 222nd Place SE. The intersection of SE 4th Street and 228th Avenue
SE is likely to be the central node of the Town Center (Figure 1-2). Approximately 60 acres of
the site has been identified as wetlands, wetland buffers, or stream buffers as defined by the
City’s Critical Areas Ordinance (Sammamish Municipal Code [SMC] 21A.50). In addition,
approximately 30 acres of the site is currently being developed as the Sammamish Commons.
This leaves approximately 160 acres of developable land (including current institutional uses that
are unlikely to redevelop into other uses).

For the purpose of this analysis the Town Center planning area has been divided into four
smaller areas which are referred to as the Northwest (NW), Northeast (NE), Southwest (SW),
and Southeast (SE) quadrants. The four quadrants are defined roughly by 228th Avenue SE and
SE 4th Street (Figure 1-2).

October 2007 City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS
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Summary

1.4 Purpose and Objectives

1.4.1 Purpose of the Proposal

The purpose of the proposed Town Center Sub-area Plan is to implement the directives contained
in the City’s Comprehensive Plan (adopted by the City Council in 2003 [Ordinance No. 2003-
130]). The Comprehensive Plan set forth a goal to “establish three designated community centers,
including the existing centers at Inglewood Center, Pine Lake Village, and the planned City
Hall/Park project, to host a diversity of high quality places to live, work, shop, and recreate”
(LUG-2).

The City’s Comprehensive Plan further provides that “following adoption of the Sammamish
Commons Master Plan, the City shall initiate a sub-area planning process for properties in the
vicinity of 228th Avenue that may be affected by the Sammamish Commons. This sub-area plan
may include potential zoning changes and other recommendations to promote more compatible
land uses and to minimize potential adverse impacts on adjoining properties” (LUP 2.2(d)).

1.4.2 Objectives of the Proposal

In accordance with the goals and policies established in the Comprehensive Plan, the City
Council’s Vision Statement, and the Preferred Alternative, the Town Center Sub-area Plan will
emphasize four major objectives:

1. Accommodate an appropriate share of urban growth;
2. Preserve open spaces and habitat areas;
3. Provide employment and commercial opportunities in proximity to new housing; and

4. Provide adequate public facilities and services.

1.5 SEPA Process and Environmental Review

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) (RCW 43.21C) requires that governments consider the
environmental consequences of actions they take and, where possible, attempt to find alternative
means to accomplish their goals with lower environmental impacts. A Draft EIS was published on
January 31, 2007 that considered four Town Center land use scenarios and provided comparisons to
help decision makers and the community understand the potential environmental impacts that
would likely result from each of those alternatives. This Final EIS adds to that analysis by
evaluating the potential environmental impacts of the Preferred Alternative. This environmental
assessment is one of many considerations that will be used to develop a Final Sammamish Town
Center Plan.

The adoption of a sub-area plan is classified by SEPA as a non-project (or programmatic) action.
Non-project actions are actions, such as plans, policies, and programs, which are different or
broader than single site-specific projects (WAC 197-11-774). An EIS for a non-project action
does not require site-specific analyses. Rather, the EIS discusses impacts and alternatives

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007
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appropriate to the scope of the non-project proposal and the level of planning for the proposal
(WAC 197-11-442). Projects constructed or expanded under this plan will be subject to project-
level environmental review under SEPA prior to final design, permit approval, and construction.

1.6 Description of the Alternatives

Four land use alternatives were identified and evaluated in the Town Center Sub-area Plan Draft
EIS. The alternatives included three action alternatives and a no action alternative. After
consideration of public comments on the Draft EIS, a Preferred Alternative was developed and
adopted by the City Council. The Preferred Alternative was developed as a “hybrid” of the
original three action alternatives. This Final EIS provides environmental analysis of the
Preferred Alternative. It is meant to aid decision-making and the development of a Final Town
Center Plan.

As with the Draft EIS alternatives, the Preferred Alternative includes the 30-acre Sammamish
Commons. It avoids development of approximately 60 acres of streams, wetlands, and buffers,
and provides for open spaces, public parking, low-impact development techniques, quality
design, and a network of non-motorized trails connecting the various elements of the Town
Center. The following are brief descriptions of the alternatives. For more detailed descriptions
of Alternatives 1 through 4, refer to Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS. For a complete description of
the Preferred Alternative, refer to Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and the Draft Town Center Plan.

16.1 Alternative 1 — Commercial Focus

Alternative 1, the Commercial Focus Alternative, envisioned the Town Center as a sub-regional
destination with unique character, retail activities, family entertainment, employment, and
services. Under this alternative, the Town Center included a walkable central retail area west of
228th Avenue SE, in the vicinity of SE 4th Street and 224th Place SE. The core area would be
surrounded by a variety of housing types. This alternative was estimated to include
approximately 3,000 to 4,000 new housing units; approximately 90,000 to 110,000 square feet of
civic amenities; approximately 385,000 to 415,000 square feet of retail space; and approximately
65,000 to 85,000 square feet of office space in the Town Center.

1.6.2 Alternative 2 — Low Intensity

Alternative 2, the Low Intensity Alternative, envisioned the Town Center as a local
neighborhood with a small commercial village and limited services. Alternative 2 would include
a commercial core surrounded by a limited area of mid-rise housing development. The
remaining area would comprise a neighborhood of detached single-family residences and town
houses. As in Alternative 1, the Town Center core would be centered immediately south of the
intersection of SE 4th Street and 224th Place SE. The commercial core would be much smaller
in scale, comprising approximately 150,000 to 175,000 square feet of retail development. This
alternative included 1,000 to 1,500 new housing units spread throughout the Town Center area.
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1.6.3 Alternative 3 — Civic Focus

Alternative 3, the Civic Focus Alternative, envisioned a civic, cultural, and recreational center
surrounded by housing of various densities. This alternative would have created a central plaza
north of an expanded Sammamish Commons. The plaza would be lined by public facilities that
could have included a library, community center, aquatic center, performing arts center, senior
center, youth center, or other civic amenity. This alternative included 2,500 to 3,000 new
housing units; approximately 180,000 to 200,000 square feet of civic amenities; 185,000 to
215,000 square feet of retail space; and 115,000 to 130,000 square feet of office space.

164 Alternative 4 — No-Action

Under the No-Action Alternative, the existing Comprehensive Plan land use map would remain
as adopted in the City’s Comprehensive Plan. The existing Comprehensive Plan land use
designations in the project area include primarily low-density single-family residential and some
park use for the Sammamish Commons.

Current zoning does allow institutional development under conditional use permits. There are
several institutional developments in the project area now, including the Sammamish Hills
Lutheran Church, the Eastside Catholic High School, the Arbor School, and the Sammamish
Children’s School. These existing institutional uses are likely to remain in the area, but no
commercial uses would be allowed.

1.6.5 Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative envisions the Town Center as a sub-regional destination with unique
character, retail activities, family entertainment, employment, and services. Under this
alternative, the Town Center would provide a walkable central retail area west of 228th Avenue
SE, in the vicinity of SE 4th Street and 224th Place SE. The core area would be surrounded by a
variety of housing types. This alternative is estimated to include approximately 1,300 to 2,000
new housing units; a variety of civic amenities; and up to 400,000 square feet of retail and office
space.

1.7 Development of the Preferred Alternative

The following section briefly describes the process used to develop the Preferred Alternative. For
a more complete history of the Town Center planning process and descriptions of City plans and
policies related to Town Center planning, refer to the Draft EIS and Draft Town Center Plan.

1.7.1 Comprehensive Plan

Planning for a City Town Center began with adoption of the City’s Comprehensive Plan (DEIS;
City of Sammamish, 2003a). The Comprehensive Plan includes policies directing the initiation
of a “sub-area planning process for properties in the vicinity of 228th Avenue that may be
affected by the Sammamish Commons. This sub-area plan may include potential zoning changes
or other recommendations to promote more compatible land uses and to minimize potential
adverse impacts on adjoining properties” (LUP — 2.2).

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007
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1.7.2 Special Study Area Task Force

In response to the directives in the City’s Comprehensive Plan for a sub-area planning process,
the City Council appointed a Special Study Area Task Force in July 2004 (Resolution No.
R2004-176). The Task Force was charged with assisting in the development of a community
vision for the properties in the vicinity of the Sammamish Commons as described in the
Comprehensive Plan (DEIS; City of Sammamish, 2003a). In January 2005, the Task Force
delivered a vision and recommendations to the City Council in a document titled Special Study
Area Vision (DEIS; City of Sammamish, 2005a).

The Task Force report envisioned the Town Center as a well-connected hub of public and private
community services, a place to live, and a place for neighborhood activities. It would contain a
“synergistic mix of civic, residential, and retail services.” The vision included a move away
from single-family development in the Town Center toward increased development density and
intensity of uses and heights, while preserving and protecting open spaces, wetlands, and
streams.

1.7.3 City Council Town Center Vision Statement

Following the Task Force report, the City Council developed and adopted the City Council
Vision Statement in March 2006 (Resolution No. R2006-229). The vision statement describes
the Town Center as a “vibrant, urban, family friendly gathering place in a healthy natural
setting.” The vision focuses on both the urban and natural aspects of the Town Center.

1.7.4 Council Adopted Town Center Alternatives

Based on the Council Vision Statement, Town Center land use alternatives were developed for
analysis in an EIS. The process to develop the alternatives included several public open houses,
input from a property owners’ forum, comments from the general public, the Town Center
Committee, the Planning Commission, and the City Council. A design charette was held to
solicit more details on the community’s vision for the Town Center. Four alternatives (three
action and a no-action alternative) were defined by varying the amounts, types, mixes, and
intensities of land uses within the Town Center area. The City Council approved the four Town
Center land use alternatives for analysis in a Draft EIS on July 25, 2006.

1.7.5 Council Adopted Preferred Alternative

A Draft EIS was prepared and published January 31, 2007. The Draft EIS analyzed the potential
environmental impacts of four alternatives. As required by SEPA, public comment was solicited
during a 60-day comment period from January 31, 2007 to March 2, 2007. The comment period
was extended until March 26, 2007. Based on the results of the Draft EIS analysis, comments,
and recommendations from the Town Center Committee and Planning Commission, the City
Council adopted a Preferred Alternative on April 17, 2007 (Resolution no. R2007-271).

The Preferred Alternative represents a “hybrid” of the three action alternatives analyzed in the
Draft EIS. It was developed by incorporating elements from the Draft EIS action alternatives.
The Preferred Alternative is also reflective of previous Council actions on the Town Center,
including the Council’s 2006 Vision Statement. Therefore, the parameters of the Preferred
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Alternative (land use pattern; housing units; amounts of retail, commercial, and civic space; and
open space) fall within the range of parameters analyzed in the Draft EIS.

In general the land use and development parameters proposed under the Preferred Alternative
falls between Draft EIS Alternative 1, Commercial Focus and Alternative 2, Low Intensity
Focus. Land use and development intensity would be greater under the Preferred Alternative
than under the No-Action Alternative. Table 1-1 compares the parameters of Draft EIS
alternatives and the Preferred Alternative. Complete descriptions and impact evaluations of
Alternatives 1 through 4 are provided in the Draft EIS.

Table 1-1. Comparison of Proposed Land Use Alternatives

Draft EIS Alternatives

Commercial Alt 2 Alt 3 Preferred
Land Use No-Action Focus Low Intensity | Civic Focus Alternative
Building Areas (1000
square feet)
Commercial/Retail 0 385 - 415 150 - 175 185 -215 260 — 280
Commercial/Office 0 65 -85 0 115-130 115-130
Civic/Institutional* 20-30 90-110 50-70 180 - 200 150 - 175
Open Space (acres)
Public Parks 30 31 42 38 36
StreBams, Wetlands & 60 60 60 60 60
uffers
Housing Units
Low Intensity
Detached Single-Family 300 - 350 15-25 230 -250 30-40 50-75
Townhouses, Cottages, 0 160 - 175 515 — 530 115 - 130 275 - 325
ADUs
Medium Intensity
Mid-rise Multi-family and
Mixed-use 0 2,500 - 3,000 315 -330 2,500 - 3,000 1,100 - 1600
(3 - 6-stories)
High Intensity
High-rise Multi-family 0 485 - 515 0 0 0
(12-stories)
Total Housing Units 300 - 350 3,000 - 4,000 1,000 - 1,500 2,500 - 3,000 1,300 — 2,000
Parking (1000 square feet)
Surface Parking 0 275-325 200 - 250 400 - 450 100 - 125
Structured Parking 0 325-375 0 75-100 275 - 320
Total Public Parking 0 600 — 700 200 - 250 475 - 525 375 - 445

! Civic/institutional includes City Hall for all alternatives.

These figures are not meant as forecasts of future land uses. These are assumptions developed for the purposes of comparing the

potential impacts of distinctively different development scenarios to assist in public discussion and City decisions. Ultimately, the land

use patterns in the Town Center area will be determined by several factors including City actions, demographic changes, and private

investment choices.
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1.8 Summary of Potential Impacts and Mitigation Measures

As stated above, the Preferred Alternative was developed by adapting elements from the three
action alternatives in the Draft EIS. As a combination or “hybrid” of the three Draft EIS action
alternatives, the parameters (types, patterns, and intensities of planned land uses and housing) of
the Preferred Alternative generally fall within the range of parameters represented in the Draft
EIS action alternatives. Because of this, the potential impacts resulting from implementation of
the Preferred Alternative are likely to fall within the range of impacts identified in the Draft EIS
for the action alternatives.

Similar to the Draft EIS action alternatives, the Preferred Alternative would accommodate an
increase in population and an increase in land use intensity (greater commercial, civic,
residential, and transportation development). Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would
change the Town Center planning area from its current suburban/rural character to a more
developed urban/suburban character during the planning horizon of approximately 25 years.

The following matrix (Table 1-2) summarizes the potential impacts and mitigation measures for
the Preferred Alternative that have been identified in the Final EIS. Refer to the Draft EIS for a
summary of impacts and mitigation measures for Draft EIS Alternatives 1 through 4. Complete
discussions of impacts and mitigation for each element of the environment associated with the
Preferred Alternative are located in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.
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Table 1-2. Summary of Preferred Alternative Potential Impacts and Mitigation

Element of the Summary of Impacts Draft Town Center Plan Elements Other Mitigation Measures
Environment that mitigate impacts
Earth The Preferred Alternative would allow Town Center development proposals in erosion No further mitigation measures are
development of some residential projects hazard areas would have to comply with City codes | proposed.
within designated erosion hazard areas. and applicable provisions in the Town Center Plan.
Water Preferred Alternative would result in an Draft Plan polices (NS-1.1, NS -1.3, NS -2.1, NS - | Implement stormwater retention / detention

estimated 107 acres of impervious surface,
about 44 percent of the overall Town Center
area.

Greater vehicular traffic and road surfaces
would have the potential to build up
pollutants, which are transported downstream
to aquatic resources during storm events.

The addition of impervious surfaces and
stormwater ponds has the potential to increase
surface water temperatures.

Development under the Preferred Alternative
has the potential to change groundwater flow
patterns in both the till (Qvt) and outwash and
alluvial (Qvr/Qal) geologic deposits.

Higher intensity land use in the Town Center
area has the potential to mobilize and
transport greater amounts of sediment that
could limit infiltration in the alluvial valley of
George Davis Creek.

The same process could occur in the wetlands
in both the Inglewood and Thompson Basins,
impacting aquifer recharge functions of those
wetlands.

If development negatively affects the quality
of surface water, permeable deposits could
provide a vector to contaminate deeper
aquifers.

2.3, and NS -3.1) are considered programmatic
mitigation for impacts to water resources.

Prepare a sub-basin plan for the Thompson Sub-
basin (Ebright Creek).

Prepare a storm water management master plan for
the Town Center to allow for the use of a
comprehensive stormwater system(s).

As part of the storm water master plan, evaluate the
feasibility of using the “green spine” open space as
a component of a stormwater management system.

Require neighborhood-wide storm water facilities
to be a part of mixed-use Town Center master
plans.

Evaluate adoption of standards for the use of LID
techniques to minimize potential stormwater
quantity and quality impacts.

Update landscape standards for the Town Center to
emphasize ecological functions.

Establish roadway design standards for the Town
Center that minimize runoff.

Reduce footprint per dwelling unit with the intent
of reducing the amount of land coverage and storm
water runoff.

and treatment facilities consistent with the
KCSWDM, as required by Sammamish
Code.

Implement a stormwater district for the
Town Center with the ability to collect
funds, develop, install, and maintain
stormwater systems.

Implement water quantity and quality
monitoring in George Davis and Ebright
Creeks to monitor the effectiveness of LID
techniques.

Remove barriers to fish passage within
Ebright Creek, as proposed in the East Lake
Sammamish Basin Plan.

Restore the mouth of George Davis Creek,
as proposed in the Inglewood Basin Plan
(Entranco, 2005).
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Element of the
Environment

Summary of Impacts

Draft Town Center Plan Elements
that mitigate impacts

Other Mitigation Measures

Wetlands, Streams,
Wildlife and Vegetation

Proposed new major arterial roads would
cross wetland, stream, and buffers in only one
location.

Proposed changes in land use will result in
impacts to vegetation communities and
wildlife habitat functions similar to those
described for the Draft EIS action
alternatives.

Development would occur in undeveloped (or
underdeveloped) forests and unprotected
natural areas in the Town Center within the
range of intensities discussed in the Draft
EIS.

Draft Plan polices (NS-2.2, NS-3.1, NS-3.2) are
considered programmatic mitigation for impacts.

Maintain existing vegetated corridors and enhance
and restore degraded corridors through vegetation
planting.

Continue to enforce existing significant tree
regulations and open space requirements for
developments in the Town Center.

Create landscape standards for commercial and
residential development that emphasize ecological
functions.

Consider replacing landscaping standards with a
“green area factor” that allows developers
flexibility with the type of landscaping, but ensures
a standard of ecological function.

Consider a realignment of the wildlife
corridor in the Town Center to better
connect through wetland and buffer areas.

Designate wildlife corridors by split-rail
fencing and signage to ensure preservation
of habitats.

Require the use of native plants in
landscaping guidelines and stream and
wetland enhancement or restoration projects.

Land Use Land in the Town Center would become more | Draft Plan polices (LU-1.1, LU-1.5, LU-1.6, LU- Long-term impacts:
1gtenswely used; existing uses wc.>ul.d be . 2.1, LU-.2.2, LU-2.4, LU-5..3, LI.J.-5.4., and LU-5.6) No further long-term mitigation measures
displaced or redeveloped; and building height | are considered programmatic mitigation for land are proposed
and bulk would be increased in a manner use impacts. Sh
; ith Ci o ort-term impacts:
consistent with City plans and policies. Direct development intensity into mixed use o P ) o
Transformation of the Town Center from a centers; taper land use intensities down to low-rise | Phase City financed infrastructure to assist in
largely low-density suburban residential area | development at the perimeter of the Town Center. | controlling dfeyeloll)m;nt in areas adjacent to
; : existing sensitive land uses.

to an urbanized neighborhood. Implement a review process to ensure new ) g N o
Short term internal land use conflicts may developments are consistent with City and Town Monitor transition areas to maintain long-
occur for current residents who would Center policies and regulations and integrate term functional transitions that do not create
experience construction noise and increased appropriately in to the Town Center. land use compatibility impacts.
activity levels associated with the higher Adopt design guidelines that regulate architectural Inclqde a requirement that develop§rs .
1nten31t¥ uses allowed under the Preferred scale and building mass; physically and visually pr0v1d§ transition assistance for neighboring
Alternative. integrate parking garages with other uses; and properties.

establish landscaping and screening requirements

that physically and visually separate potentially

conflicting uses.
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Element of the Summary of Impacts Draft Town Center Plan Elements Other Mitigation Measures
Environment that mitigate impacts
Land Use Approximately 80 percent of new housing Avoid excessive light, noise, and safety hazards
(continued) units are expected to be in multi-family (3 —4 | through guidelines that require placement of
stories) or mixed-use (3 — 6 story) buildings; building elements, such as driveways and garage
15 percent in town houses, cottages or ADUs; | service entrances.
and 5 percent in single-family homes.
The preferred Alternative is estimated to
include a population of 3,300 in the Town
Center; approximately 2,300 more than
expected under the No-Action Alternative.
Transportation The Preferred Alternative is estimated to Improve SE 4th Street to include a raised Intersection Mitigation Measures:

generate approximately 5,000 gross PM peak
hour trips by 2030.

The corridors immediately surrounding the
Town Center area would have the highest
levels of traffic volume growth.

One study intersection within the City of
Sammamish is forecast to operate below the
City’s LOS standard (LOS F).

Three intersections outside of the City limits
would operate at LOS E or F:

1. Issaquah-Pine Lake Rd SE/SE Issaquah-
Fall City Rd.

2. E Lake Sammamish Parkway/SR 202.

3. E Lake Sammamish Parkway/SE 56th
Street.

One corridor and three roadway segments are
forecast to exceed the established City LOS
standards by 5 percent or less:

1. SE 4th Street west of 228th Avenue NE.
2. 228th Avenue SE South Corridor.

3. SE Duthie Hill Road east of SE Issaquah
Beaver Lake Road.

median/center turn lane, bike lanes, curb, gutter,
sidewalk, and landscaping.

Accommodate traffic control, such as a roundabout
or traffic signal, at the main access point(s) to the
northwest quadrant.

Widening SE 4th Street would also require
improvements at the SE 4th Street/228th Avenue
SE and SE 4th Street/218th Avenue SE
intersections.

Convert Eastside Catholic High School’s access
road from 228th Avenue to a public extension of
SE 4th Street.

Develop connector roads and local access roads to
serve the northeast, southeast, and southwest
quadrants of the Town Center.

Impacts at the 212th Avenue SE/SE 8th
Street intersection could be mitigated
through the following measures:

1. Creating separated turn lanes for the
south and east approaches of the
intersection with the SE 8th Street
approach being stop controlled.

2. Installing a roundabout or making the
intersection all-way stop-controlled.

Roadway Mitigation Measures:

SE 4th Street segment west of 228th Avenue
SE could be mitigated through the planned
improvements identified above.

The Comprehensive Plan has identified
widening projects that would mitigate
impacts for both segments of SE Duthie Hill
Road.
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Element of the
Environment

Summary of Impacts

Draft Town Center Plan Elements
that mitigate impacts

Other Mitigation Measures

Transportation

(continued)

4. SE Duthie Hill Road west of Trossachs
Boulevard.

Impacts to the 228th Avenue South corridor
could be mitigated through the following
means:

¢ Implementing TDM measures
e Adding a 5-foot bike lane.
¢ Adding an additional southbound
through lane on 228th Avenue SE
through the intersection of Issaquah
Pine Lake Road.
Impacts to the 218th Avenue SE/SE 8th

Street corridor could be mitigated through
the following means:

e Providing paved shoulders, sidewalks
or pedestrian paths, and bike lanes.

Alternative mitigation measures could also
include:

e Adoption of new LOS standards for
higher levels of congestion.
¢ Widening or adding capacity to
alternate routes.

¢ Completing new roadway connections
through the City.

¢ Reducing or changing the mix and level
of development in the Town Center.

Proposed mitigation measures in adjacent
jurisdictions could include:

e Jointly conducting additional analysis of
specific corridors outside of the City.

¢ Establishing interlocal agreements
identifying how transportation impacts
would be mitigated.

October 2007
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Element of the
Environment

Summary of Impacts

Draft Town Center Plan Elements
that mitigate impacts

Other Mitigation Measures

Air and Sound

Sound:

Community sound levels are expected to
increase from levels typical of suburban areas
to those typical of more urban areas.

Noise impacts associated with events at new
civic facilities would be anticipated.

Noise from automobiles would be expected to
increase commensurate with the expected
increase in vehicular traffic.

Noise levels are not expected to exceed state
regulations or City codes.

Air Quality:

Increase levels of vehicular traffic are
expected to increase ambient levels of
emissions.

Air Quality impacts are not expected to
exceed local, state, and national air quality
regulations.

All infrastructure, civic, and private development
proposals would be required to comply with local

and state noise and air quality regulations.

No further mitigation measures are
proposed.

Utilities and Public
Services

Fire and EMS:

Demand for fire protection and EMS services
would incrementally increase and potentially
lower the fire and EMS LOS.

Law Enforcement:

Development in the Town Center would
require the addition of approximately two
officers to maintain acceptable LOS.

Public Schools:

Town Center development would not affect
enrollment at the ISD.

Town Center development would add
approximately 280 new students to the
LWSD.

Parks and Open Space

Draft Plan polices (OS-1.1, OS-1.2, OS-1.3, OS-

1.4, OS-2.1, and OS-2.2) are considered

programmatic mitigation for impacts to parks and

open space

Additional Plan elements include:

Refining the proposed trail system plan.

Planning for the green spine.

Acquiring easement or land for enhancement of

environmentally sensitive areas for trails and
consistent long-tern stewardship.

Fire and EMS

Failure to meet the LOS standards could be
mitigated by:

¢ Adjustments in staffing and/or shifts.

e Development of EMS facilities.

¢ Making transportation improvements.

e Automatic response agreements with
other service providers (including
Sammamish Police).

Law Enforcement:

Law enforcement services are anticipated to
be provided at existing levels of service. No
mitigation is required.
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Element of the Summary of Impacts Draft Town Center Plan Elements Other Mitigation Measures
Environment that mitigate impacts
Utilities and Public LWSD currently does not have the capacity to Schools:
Services serve the student population projected to be Impact fees paid by developers would reduce
(continued) enrolled by the year 2012. the impacts of the Preferred Alternative on
Parks and Open Space: LWSD by providing a portion of the funding
The Preferred Alternative could result in a necessary to expand school facilities.
population increase of approximately 3,300 Additional funding sources for new and
people, which would increase the demand on expanded facilities would have to be
existing facilities. identified over the 25-year planning horizon.
Water: Parks and Open Space
The Sammamish Plateau Water and Sewer Impact fees collected from development
District indicates that there is currently under the Preferred Alternative would
adequate water supply to serve the Town mitigate the impacts to parks and open space
Center under the Preferred Alternative. from the incremental increase in population.
Sewer: Water:
The Sammamish Plateau Water and Sewer Water services will be provided at existing
District does not anticipate any problems with levels of service. No mitigation is proposed.
connecting new development in the Town Sewer:
Center to the wastewater system. ) ) )
.. Sewer service will be made available as
Electricity and Natural Gas: needed. No mitigation is proposed.
PSE 1nd10a§es that addltlopal electrical and Electricity and Natural Gas
natural gas infrastructure improvements . .
would be required in the Town Center by Mitigation for impacts of the Preferred
2030 under any of the alternatives. Alternative would be the same as those
o L ) proposed for the action alternatives in the
PSE anticipates a significant service-area Draft EIS
wide shortfall in energy resources by 2025 .
regardless of Town Center alternative. The Solid Waste:
shortfall is due to regional growth. Solid waste service will be made available as
Solid Waste: needed. No mitigation is required.
The Preferred Alternative would not exceed
the provider’s ability to service the planning
area.
October 2007 City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS

page 1-16




Summary

Element of the Summary of Impacts Draft Town Center Plan Elements Other Mitigation Measures
Environment that mitigate impacts
Aesthetics The Preferred Alternative would substantially | Plan elements described for Land Use would No additional mitigation measures are

change the area’s character from a generally
suburban character to a more urban character.

The height, bulk and scale of development
would change in the Town Center.

Current views will be altered to included new
commercial, civic, and residential buildings.

Enhancement of wetland and buffer areas as
open space with native vegetation will change
the visual character of the Town Center,
particularly in the NE and SE quadrant.

The design of new roads proposed in the
Town Center Plan would represent a strong
visual element that differs from current
conditions.

largely mitigate aesthetics impacts in the Town
Center.

Draft Plan polices (D-1.2, D-1.4, D-1.6, D-2.1) are
considered programmatic mitigation for aesthetic
impacts.

Additional Plan elements include:

¢ Adopt master planning principles for each
mixed-use node.

e Adopt design guidelines and a design review
process to guide the form and character of the
buildings, quality and quantity of landscaping,
treatment of parking lots, setbacks and open
space, and environmental restoration.

¢ Develop a set of roadway standards with
streetscape elements that make streets in the
Town Center attractive to travel and optimal
settings for new development.

proposed.
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1.9 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Under the Preferred Alternative, as under all of the Draft EIS alternatives, the existing character
of the Town Center area will change over the next 25 years from a largely low-density residential
area to an urban area featuring a range of housing densities and land use intensities. This change
will represent a significant impact. However, the change would be consistent with the City’s
Comprehensive Plan and Council Vision Statement for the Town Center. As such, the impact
would not be considered adverse.

Additionally, the planning process was designed to develop a Preferred Alternative from
elements of the Draft EIS alternatives. The planned increase in population growth and
development intensity (as expressed by the number of housing units and amount of commercial
and civic uses allowed) assumed under the Preferred Alternative falls within a range that, for the
most part, was discussed in the Draft EIS. The Draft Town Center Plan was developed to
incorporate elements that avoid or mitigate potential adverse impacts identified in the Draft EIS.
Significant unavoidable adverse impacts that persist are identified in each section of the analysis
of the Preferred Alternative in Chapter 3.
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Chapter 2 Description of Preferred Alternative

2.1 Introduction

This chapter of the programmatic Sammamish Town Center Sub-area Plan Final EIS provides a
more detailed description of the Preferred Alternative as adopted by the City Council and further
developed in the Draft Town Center Plan. This chapter outlines, in specific terms the land use
assumptions and proposed actions that are the subject of this evaluation. Refer to the Draft Town
Center Plan for complete Plan details.

The Preferred Alternative as adopted by Resolution No. R2007-271 includes a generalized
conceptual land use map of the Town Center area (Figure 2-1) along with ranges of housing
units, commercial (retail and office) space, and a list of possible civic facilities. Based on the
generalized land use map and use parameters, a more detailed conceptual land use scenario
(including transportation infrastructure and conceptual open spaces) was developed for the
purposes of analysis in this Final EIS (Figure 2-2). In order to capture a conservative range of
potential environmental impacts, the more detailed concept was developed using the upper limits
of the parameters established by the City Council.

Figure 2-2 illustrates a reasonable development scenario for the Town Center that allows for a
programmatic evaluation of impacts. It is not meant as a final land use plan. Ultimately, the land
use pattern in the Town Center will be determined by future City investments, council actions,
and private development decisions.

2.1.1 Land Use Pattern

Under the Preferred Alternative, as adopted by the City Council, the Town Center would include
a variety of civic and community elements (recreational, cultural and educational activities),
retail and office opportunities, and residential choices (3-6 story mixed-use and multi-family,
town houses, cottages, and low-intensity single family). Development under the Preferred
Alternative (directed by implementing regulations) would be required to maintain and, where
possible, improve environmental functions and values of the area’s natural resources (through
habitat protection and enhancement, comprehensive stormwater management, and low impact
development techniques).
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Description of Preferred Alternatives

As shown in Figure 2-2, the Preferred Alternative would create a core mixed-use area (CMU) on
the west side of 228th Avenue SE, north of the Sammamish Commons, with development
intensities gradually decreasing towards the Town Center boundary and surrounding
neighborhoods. The Plan map follows a “wedding cake” approach with civic and mixed-use
buildings concentrated around a centralized plaza or green space, low and medium intensity
multi-family uses ringing the core area, and townhouses and cottages transitioning to nearby
single-family neighborhoods.

The Draft Town Center Plan also includes three neighborhood-scale mixed use areas (NMU);
one north of City Hall in the SW quadrant and one in both the NE and SE quadrants (Figure 2-2).
Residential units would be planned around these neighborhood core areas and transition outward
following the same “wedding cake” approach described for the CMU.

In total, the Preferred Alternative is estimated to add up to 164,000 square feet of civic
amenities; 272,500 square feet of retail space; and 127,500 square feet of office space in the
Town Center. The Preferred Alternative would include up to 2,000 new housing units spread
throughout the Town Center area. New housing would be a mix of housing types that could
include detached single-family homes, town houses, cottages, accessory dwelling units (ADUSs),
and mid-rise mixed-use and multi-family buildings (3—6 stories depending on location). A
summary of potential land uses by quadrant is shown in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1 Draft Town Center Plan Development Assumptions

NW NE SW SE Total
Land Uses
Retail (sq. ft.) 115,000 20,000 117,500 20,000 272,500
Office (sq. ft.) 35,000 30,000 32,500 30,000 127,500
Total Commercial (sq. ft.) 150,000 50,000 150,000 50,000 400,000
Civic (sq. ft.) 0 0 164,000 0 164,000
Public Parking
Public Parking (sq. ft.) 170,000 0 275,000 0 445,000
Parks and Open Space
Public Parks (acres) 0.70 0.25 33 1.3 36
Housing (dwelling units)
Low Intensity
Single-family 67 0 11 0 78
Town houses, cottages, ADUs 22 90 40 166 318
Medium Intensity
Mld—_rlse Multl—famlly and Mixed-use 611 404 392 196 1,603
Multifamily
Total Housing Units 700 482 455 362 1,999
October 2007 City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS
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Description of Preferred Alternatives

2.1.2 Transportation and Parking
2.1.2.1 Circulation

A range of new roads would be needed to serve new development and mitigate congestion. The
Preferred Alternative would include both improvements to existing roads (including widening
and grading) and creation of new roads. The road network proposed for the Preferred
Alternative is similar to the alignment proposed under Draft EIS Alternative 1. Primary access
from 228th Avenue SE to the CMU would be provided by SE 4th Street. A new road would
intersect with SE 4th Street at approximately 222nd Place SE and form a loop connecting 228th
Avenue SE at E Main Street. East Main Street would then continue east and turn south,
connecting with SE 4th Street. A second new road would head southeast from SE 4th Street and
travel to SE 8th Street. The Preferred Alternative would also include a system of non-motorized
trails connecting all areas of the Town Center and connecting the Town Center to surrounding
neighborhoods.

Figure 2-3 shows the conceptual Town Center street layout including proposed roadway widths.
Figure 2-4 shows the conceptual street cross-sections of the proposed roadways. While the exact
location and configuration of Town Center roads may vary from the conceptual layouts and
cross-sections presented in the Draft Plan, they were designed to fit with the topography of the
area and provide appropriate connections to arterial and connector streets. The transportation
implementation actions proposed for the Preferred Alternative are listed below:

1. Improve SE 4th Street by increasing the right-of-way and substantially grading the slopes
between 228th Avenue and the core area to enhance access, visibility, and safety.

2. Convert Eastside Catholic’s access road from 228th Avenue to a public street (extension
of SE 4th Street). This action would require acquisition of a 72 foot right-of-way, lane
configuration changes, a bicycle lane, planting strips, and sidewalk improvements.

3. Develop “connector roads” serving the northeast, southeast, and southwest quadrants of
the Town Center. These roads would likely be built in phases coinciding with
development activity in the Town Center.

4. Extend 232nd Avenue SE. This connection would provide access to other development
sites just to the east of the Town Center and provide more circulation options.

5. Develop local access roads. The addition of public and private streets would be necessary
to facilitate the planned Town Center development.

2.1.2.2 Parking

Under the Preferred Alternative, parking would be accommodated by a combination of off- and
on-street parking spaces and lots. Mixed-use developments in the CMU and NMUs would
provide shared parking facilities. Such facilities may be shared between public and private uses
and between different private uses. Most of the required off-street parking would be
underground or within structures. See Figure 2-2 for conceptual parking structure locations in
the CMU.

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007
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Description of Preferred Alternatives

2.1.3

Parks, Trails and Open Space

The Preferred Alternative proposes a system of park, trail and open spaces throughout the Town
Center with the intent of providing multiple benefits including recreation opportunities,
ecological enhancement, and aesthetic improvements. As planned, the Town Center’s open
spaces would include, approximately 30 - 40 acres of public parks, 1.7 acres of privately
developed public open space, five miles of trails, and approximately 60 acres of streams,
wetlands, buffers, or other undeveloped forested area.

The elements of the park, trail, and open space system are described briefly below and shown in
Figure 2-5. Refer to the Draft Town Center Plan for complete details. The proposed system
elements include the following:

1.

Sammamish Commons. The Plan recommends possible enhancements to the complex
that could include additional storm water treatment facilities, enhancements to the City
Hall plaza with “active edges” such as heavily frequented retail shops or cafes, or
creation of terraces that enhance the visual and pedestrian connection between the plaza
and the panoramic views to the west.

“Green Spine” Northern Extension of the Commons. The Preferred Alternative
recommends creation of a linear open space—or spine—about 60 feet to 120 feet wide
extending north of the Commons for at least two blocks north of SE 4th Street. The
purpose of this feature would be to provide an organizing structure for new development,
add a visual and recreational amenity, and treat storm water runoff. The green spine could
also serve as a public gathering space or setting for fairs, markets, and celebrations.

Plazas and Open Spaces in the Northeast and Southeast Sectors. The preferred
Alternative includes smaller plazas, greens, or squares to serve the NMUs in the NE and
SE quadrants (see Figure 2-5). These would be privately developed and maintained as
part of the mixed-use centers and could range from one-third to one acre in size.

Residential Courts, Greens, and Gardens. Under the Preferred Alternative, the multi-
family and townhouse developments in the Town Center would include common open
space (directed by Town Center design guidelines). These open spaces may be a
combination of active recreation, passive recreation, and natural areas and would ideally
provide storm water management and other ecological functions.

Trails and Pedestrian Walkways. A network of pedestrian and bicycle trails are
proposed throughout the Town Center. The conceptual trail network is shown in Figure
2-5.

Natural Areas. The Town Center site includes large vegetated corridors along streams
and wetlands. Like all of the Draft EIS action alternatives, the Preferred Alternative
directs development away from these areas. The Preferred Alternative also considers
purchase of at least some of these areas for trail construction, storm water management
facilities, and environmental enhancement. Details of such acquisitions would be
developed at a later stage of the planning process.

October 2007 City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS
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Chapter 3 Analysis of the Preferred Alternative

This chapter analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the Preferred Alternative. Potential
impacts are discussed for each element of the environment. The analysis in this Chapter is based
on the baseline information identified in the Affected Environment sections of Chapters 3
through 10 in the Draft EIS.

As stated earlier, the Preferred Alternative was developed as a hybrid alternative, drawing from
elements of the Draft EIS alternatives. As such, the defining parameters of the Preferred
Alternative (number of residential units and intensity and location of proposed new
development) are generally within the range of growth assumptions described and analyzed in
the Draft EIS. Therefore, most of the potential impacts of the Preferred Alternative have already
been identified. This chapter notes if potential impacts of the Preferred Alternative have been
discussed in the Draft EIS and highlights impacts that differ from those already discussed in that
document.

As described in Chapter 1, the City of Sammamish has employed an integrated GMA/SEPA
planning process for developing the Town Center Sub-area Plan. The purpose of this process is
to integrate environmental information into the planning process as the plan is being developed.
As a result of the integrated nature of the plan’s development, many of the measures proposed to
mitigate impacts identified in the Draft EIS have been incorporated into the Preferred Alternative
and Draft Town Center Plan.

Plan elements, including strategies, policies, and proposed actions, that have been incorporated
to avoid, minimize, or mitigate potential impacts in a direct or programmatic fashion are noted.
Additional mitigation measures are proposed where relevant.

3.1 Earth

3.1.1 Impacts of the Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative would promote urbanization of the Town Center similar to that
analyzed under the three Draft EIS action alternatives. Likewise, potential impacts associated
with the Preferred Alternative would be similar to those identified for the Draft EIS alternatives.

The magnitude of potential impacts resulting from the Preferred Alternative would depend on the
scale, pace, and location of development as well as compliance with the City’s code provisions
for clearing and grading activities and erosion hazard areas. Because commercial and residential
development in the Town Center would largely be determined by private entities, the pace of
development under this alternative is not known. The scale and location of development under
the Draft Town Center Plan is better understood.

The location of development is an important determinant of impacts to earth resources because
some areas are more susceptible than others. The City has identified these areas as erosion,
landslide, or seismic hazard areas. There are several locations within the Town Center planning

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007
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Analysis of the Preferred Alternatives

area designated as erosion hazard areas (see DEIS Figure 3-3). There are no designated landslide
or seismic hazard areas within the Town Center planning area.

The amount of land disturbance resulting from construction of town houses and single-family
development could be less than that for commercial and multi-family developments, because the
building footprints of the structures themselves result in less actual land cover. However,
piecemeal or uncoordinated development may not afford the same opportunity for effective
mitigation as coordinated development.

The Preferred Alternative would allow development of some residential projects within
designated erosion hazard areas (see DEIS Figure 3-3). Individual development projects in
designated erosion hazard areas would be required to undergo a project-level evaluation to
identify erosion hazard impacts.

3.1.2 Mitigation Measures

The mitigation measures proposed for earth resources in the Draft EIS are directly applicable to
the Preferred Alternative. Projects that comply with City codes and applicable provisions in the
Draft Town Center Plan are not expected to result in adverse impacts to earth resources.
Therefore, no new mitigation is proposed for the Preferred Alternative.

3.1.3 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

If the proposed mitigation measures are implemented, significant unavoidable adverse impacts
are not anticipated to result from the Preferred Alternative.

3.2 Water Resources

3.2.1 Impacts of the Preferred Alternative

As noted above, the Preferred Alternative was developed as a hybrid of the Draft EIS action
alternatives. Therefore, the potential impacts on water resources resulting from the Preferred
Alternative are generally similar to the impacts identified in the Draft EIS (Chapter 4). These
impacts include:

1. Sedimentation due to construction;

2. Altered rainfall-runoff relations;
3. Degradation of water quality; and
4

Altered groundwater recharge patterns.
3.2.1.1  Construction Sedimentation

The Preferred Alternative includes a significant area that will likely require clearing and some
grading to allow for the distribution of roads and structures proposed as part of the Draft Town
Center Plan. Disturbance to the ground surface during construction has the potential to result in
sedimentation in downstream aquatic systems. This sedimentation could result in flooding and
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an overall reduction in ecosystem function. Sedimentation in George Davis Creek has the
potential to clog and/or cap the highly porous glacial outwash materials located downstream of
the Town Center site. If the surface hydrologic connection to these materials is broken,
significantly more water would remain in the stream channel likely resulting in flooding and
erosion.

3.2.1.2  Altered Rainfall-Runoff Relationships

Changing the Town Center area from its current low-density suburban land use pattern to the
higher density urban center envisioned under the Preferred Alternative would change the way
that rainfall is translated into runoff. The increase in impervious surfaces including rooftops and
pavement would have the following likely effects:

1. Increase the volume of water being directed to streams and wetlands;
2. Decrease the time between rainfall and peak flows in drainages and waterways; and
3. Reduce the amount of water being infiltrated.

To assess the relative magnitude of the potential changes to runoff, the Town Center area was
classified into general land use categories based on the Draft Town Center Plan development
concept shown in Figure 2-2. An estimated percentage of impervious surface was applied to each
land use classification. These estimates were derived from the limits of impervious surfaces
provided in the Draft Town Center Plan (See the Table 2, Zone Specific Regulations in the Draft
Town Center Plan), the 2005 King County Surface Water Design Manual (KCSWDM), and the
Draft EIS. The results of the analysis are summarized below in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1. Impervious Surface Estimates for the Preferred Alternative

Approximate Area Percent Area of
Land Use Category PP (acres) Impervious Impervious

Estimate surface (acres)
Park 30 10 3.0
Roads 40 95! 38
Multi Family 33 50? 16.5
Townhouses 21 50 10.5
Parking 9 95 8.5
Retail 17 90 15.3
Institutional (schools/churches/municipal) 16 70° 11.2
Single Family 9 452 4.0
Streams, wetlands, buffer and Undeveloped lands 68 o' 0
Total 243 - 107 (44 percent)

Sources of impervious surface multipliers:

! Draft EIS (NRCS 210-VI-TR-55 (1986))

2 Draft Town Center Plan; maximum allowed impervious surface (Chapter IV, Table 2: Zone Specific Regulations)

% These areas include existing institutional uses (such as schools and churches) that are unlikely to redevelop. Impervious surface were
estimated through readily available review of aerial photographs.
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This analysis indicates that the Preferred Alternative would result in approximately 107 acres of
impervious surface, about 44 percent of the overall Town Center area. This result considers all
impervious surfaces, and does not differentiate between ineffective and effective impervious
surfaces. Examples of ineffective impervious surfaces would be an impervious surface that
discharges on to a vegetated area, or permeable pavement (installed at the Sammamish City
Hall).

This level of impervious surface is typically associated with significant degradation of aquatic
ecosystems (DEIS; Booth et al., 2002). These changes would be partially mitigated through
existing Sammamish drainage regulations that require level 3 flow control measures included in
the KCSWDM. Level 3 flow control measures consist of maintaining the durations of high
flows at their predevelopment levels for all flows greater than one-half of the 2-year flow up to
the 50-year flow and holding the 100-year peak flow rate at its predevelopment level. Level 3 is
the most stringent of the measures included in the most recent KCSWDM. However, even if
Level 3 protections are achieved, hydrologic patterns on the site will be modified from
predisturbance and existing conditions.

3.2.1.3 Water Quality

Development of the Town Center area under the Preferred Alternative has the potential to
negatively affect water quality in both George Davis and Ebright Creeks. In general, greater
vehicular traffic resulting from higher density development, roads, and parking areas has the
potential to build up pollutants (e.g., metals, nutrients, pathogens) on impervious surfaces. These
pollutants are then transported downstream to aquatic resources during storm events. The
addition of impervious surfaces and stormwater ponds also has the potential to increase surface
water temperatures.

The proposed changes in land use under the Preferred Alternative have the potential to improve
water quality in both creeks for some water quality parameters. The proposed allowed land uses
would eliminate agriculture in and near headwater streams and wetlands. Direct access of
livestock to streams and wetlands is a likely source of fecal coliform bacteria to each system
(DEIS; King County, 1994). Therefore, eliminating this land use could reduce bacteria loading
to the stream and ultimately Lake Sammamish. Similarly, the Preferred Alternative would result
in connection to a regional wastewater treatment system. The abandonment and/or
decommissioning of existing septic systems has the potential to reduce bacteria loading to both
streams.

3.2.1.4  Groundwater Recharge

Development under the Preferred Alternative has the potential to change groundwater flow
patterns in both the till (Qvt) and outwash and alluvial (Qvr/Qal) geologic deposits. The change
in land use intensity could also impact groundwater quality.

Within the portions of the Town Center area underlain by Qvt materials, limited impacts to
groundwater flow patterns are anticipated due to the low permeability of the till material, which
limits recharge to deeper aquifers. The increase in impervious surface would reduce the amount
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of shallow subsurface flow within the soil. Water that had traveled in the shallow subsurface
would be replaced by flow discharging from the stormwater system. The storage provided in the
till soils is typically greater and more distributed than storage in the stormwater system.
Therefore, while the stormwater system would be designed to match peak flows discharging
from the site, the system would likely result in longer duration, lower magnitude flows to
downstream receiving waters. This change in timing is not anticipated to have significant
impacts on the geometry of downstream receiving waters. The change in pathway (i.e. no longer
stored in subsurface till) could result in adverse water quality impacts including elevated
temperatures and increased pollutant loading.

Development in the Town Center area under the Preferred Alternative has the potential to impact
the groundwater recharge area that exists within the Qvr materials north of the planning area. As
discussed above, higher intensity land use in the Town Center has the potential to mobilize and
transport greater amounts of sediment. This sediment could be deposited on top of the coarse
sediments in the alluvial valley of George Davis Creek, thereby limiting infiltration. This same
process could occur in the wetlands in both the Inglewood and Thompson Basins, impacting
aquifer recharge functions of those wetlands.

Of primary concern is the quality of the water being recharged into the deeper aquifers in the
Qva deposits that feed some of the Sammamish Plateau Sewer and Water District’s (District)
supply wells. As discussed above, the District utilizes groundwater for most of the domestic
water supply throughout the vicinity of the Town Center. While there does not appear to be
sufficient information to directly link surface streamflow and hyporheic flow in George Davis
Creek to these deeper aquifers (DEIS; Herrera, 2004), there is a potential for surface waters to be
conveyed downstream to permeable deposits. If development negatively affects the quality of
surface water, the permeable deposits could provide a vector to contaminate deeper aquifers.

3.2.2 Mitigation Measures

There are several potential mitigation opportunities for the Preferred Alternative in and around
the Sammamish Town Center area. Most of these measures are similar to the items proposed in
the Draft EIS.

3.2.2.1 Incorporated Plan Elements

The Draft Town Center Plan includes many elements that would mitigate potential impacts to
water resources in a programmatic manner. The following policies are considered programmatic
mitigation as they are intended to guide the City in implementing plan provisions related to water
resources:

NS-1.1  Planning and development in the Town Center should take special note of
sensitive drainage basin issues for Ebright Creek and George Davis Creek.

NS -1.3 Regional storm water management systems should be designed and constructed as
part of the master planning and development of mixed use nodes.

NS -2.1 The city should encourage green building techniques, low impact development
techniques and other mechanisms to minimize environmental impacts.

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007
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NS -2.3 A program of environmental monitoring and adaptive management should be

established for the Town Center

NS -3.1 New development should be focused away from natural resources and critical

areas with adequate mitigation

The following strategies and recommended implementation actions have also been included in
the plan and could mitigate potential impacts to water resources:

3.2.2.2

Prepare a basin plan for the Thompson Sub-basin (Ebright Creek) identifying and
quantifying problem areas and recommending capital improvement projects.

Prepare a storm water management master plan for the Town Center that establishes a
comprehensive stormwater system that would allow for more efficient placement of
detention/retention ponds and other stormwater facilities.

Require neighborhood-wide storm water facilities to be a part of mixed-use Town Center
master plans.

As part of the storm water master plan, evaluate the feasibility of a green spine open
space with water quality benefits. If feasible, take public action to construct the facility.

Evaluate adoption of standards for the use of low impact development techniques for
single-family, multi-family, mixed-use, and commercial development to minimize
potential stormwater quantity and quality impacts.

Update landscape standards for the Town Center to emphasize ecological functions.
Continue to implement the preservation ordinance.

Establish roadway design standards for the Town Center that minimize runoff.

Reduce footprint per dwelling unit with the intent of reducing the amount of land
coverage and storm water runoff and providing a greater amount of vegetated open space

Other Recommended Mitigation Measures

Implement stormwater retention/detention and treatment facilities consistent with the
KCSWDM, as required by Sammamish Municipal Code.

Develop and implement a Stormwater District specifically for the Town Center planning
area. The district would have the authority to collect funds to develop, install, and
maintain the planning area’s stormwater system.

Implement water quantity and quality monitoring in George Davis and Ebright Creeks,
focusing on the upper watershed. This monitoring could include baseline monitoring
before the project begins to better understand the effectiveness of LID techniques, if
applied.

Remove barriers to fish passage within Ebright Creek, as proposed in the East Lake
Sammamish Basin Plan (DEIS; King County, 1994).

Restore the mouth of George Davis Creek, as proposed in the Inglewood Basin Plan
(DEIS; Entranco, 2005).
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3.2.3 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

If the relevant plan elements and proposed mitigation measures are implemented as part of the
Town Center development, significant unavoidable adverse impacts are not anticipated to result
from the Preferred Alternative.

3.3 Streams, Fish, Wetlands, and Wildlife

3.3.1 Impacts of the Preferred Alternative

The Sammamish Town Center Sub-area Plan Draft EIS, provided a programmatic analysis of
potential impacts to streams, fish, wetlands, wildlife, and vegetation that would likely result from
the Draft EIS alternatives. As discussed in the Draft EIS (Chapter 5), the differences in impacts
between the alternatives involved the amount and location of new roads proposed through
streams and wetlands; forest and vegetation removal; intensity of land use; and area remaining as
open space or parks.

This section of the Final EIS presents a similar programmatic analysis of the potential impacts
likely to result from the Preferred Alternative. The parameters of the Preferred Alternative
(number of residential units and intensity and location of proposed new development) are within
the range analyzed in the Draft EIS. Thus, the overall conclusions regarding impacts to streams,
fish, wetlands and wildlife generally apply to the Preferred Alternative as well.

There are approximately 60 acres (25 percent) in the Town Center area that are currently
classified as wetlands’, streams, or buffers. All of the Draft EIS action alternatives (1 through 3)
and the Preferred Alternative were designed to comply with the City’s Comprehensive Plan and
adopted City Council Town Center vision by planning development outside of sensitive natural
features (wetlands, streams, and buffers). Because of this, the differences in impacts to streams,
fish, wetlands, and wildlife between the Draft EIS action alternatives and the Preferred
Alternative is minimal.

Under the Preferred Alternative, the construction of new major arterial roads would cross
wetland, stream, and buffers in only one location, the same as Draft EIS Alternative 3. The new
loop road connecting 228th Avenue SE and SE 4th Street would cross a seasonal reach of
George Davis Creek just west of 228th Avenue SE (DEIS Figure 2-1 and FEIS Figure 2-2). The
Preferred Alternative would result in an estimated 40 acres of new road right of way, which is
similar to Draft EIS Alternative 1 (42 acres).

The amount of area (assumed for this analysis) to be designated as public parks under the
Preferred Alternative is approximately 36 acres, similar to the Draft EIS action alternatives

! As part of a re-zone application for a property adjacent to the Town Center, the classification of wetland 1511 is
currently being reviewed. A preliminary wetland classification performed by the City in 2006 concluded that the
wetland was a Type | wetland, which would require a 150 foot buffer. The maps shown in the EIS and Draft Town
Center Plan reflect this classification and show the 150 foot buffer. If the ongoing review of wetland 1511
concludes that the wetland is a Type Il wetland, the buffer requirement would likely be 100 feet.
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(Table 2-1). As in Alternatives 1 through 3, the Preferred Alternative proposes a trail system of
interconnected private and public open spaces.

The intensity of residential development proposed under the Preferred Alternative is between
Alternatives 2 and 3, with up to 2,000 housing units proposed (Table 2-2). The proposed
changes in land use would result in impacts to vegetation communities and wildlife habitat
functions similar to those described for the Draft EIS action alternatives. Under the Preferred
Alternative, undeveloped (or underdeveloped) forested and unprotected natural areas in the
Town Center would be developed within the range of intensities discussed for the action
alternatives.

The City of Sammamish development code defines and regulates Fish and Wildlife Habitat
Conservation Areas (HCAs) (SMC 21A.50.325). HCAs are those areas “that are essential for the
preservation of critical habitat and species” and are comprised of four different categories (SMC
21A.15.468). One of the four categories is wildlife habitat corridors, which are regulated to
preserve connections between habitats along the designated wildlife habitat network. The
wildlife habitat network, originally designated on the King County Comprehensive Plan Wildlife
Habitat Network and Public Ownership 2004 Map, is comprised of natural vegetation linking
wildlife habitat with critical areas, their buffers, priority habitats, trails, parks or open spaces
(DEIS; King County, 2004). Protection of the network is meant to provide for wildlife
movement and alleviate the effects of habitat fragmentation.

A portion of the designated wildlife habitat network extends east to west through the southern
portion of the Town Center (Figure 3-1). The construction of Skyline High School and the
Sammamish City Hall, combined with increased road traffic on 228th Avenue SE, has altered the
suitability of this corridor for use by wildlife. As shown in Figure 3-1, the Draft Plan proposes to
study realignment of this portion of the habitat network using the original criteria developed by
King County to map these networks. This current corridor segment is not well aligned with
existing wetland and stream corridors (which are known preferred wildlife use areas). The new
corridor alignment would be composed mostly of natural vegetation and would link critical areas
and their buffers. It would eventually link trails, parks or open space planned as part of the
Sammamish Town Center.

Wildlife habitat mapped during development of the Draft Supplemental EIS (2003) of the City’s
Comprehensive Plan is also shown on Figure 3-1. The Draft SEIS consultant team conducted a
field reconnaissance of the mapped wildlife habitat network and assessed its effectiveness. The
team concluded that wildlife likely utilize other stream corridors and associated wetlands and
mapped these areas as wildlife habitat. The proposed realigned wildlife corridor would be
consistent with these field identified wildlife habitats.

October 2007 City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS
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Analysis of the Preferred Alternatives

3.3.2

Mitigation Measures

The mitigation proposed for streams, fish, wetlands and wildlife resources in the Draft EIS
would directly apply to the Preferred Alternative. In addition, the Draft Town Center Plan
includes policies, strategies, and recommended implementation actions that would avoid or
mitigate impacts to streams, fish, wetlands, and wildlife.

3.3.2.1

Incorporated Plan Elements

The following Plan policies are considered programmatic mitigation because they would guide
the City in implementing the Plan’s measures to protect the area’s biological resources:

NS -2.2  Design guidelines and other development regulations should emphasize native

vegetation protection and enhancement.

NS -3.1 New development should be focused away from natural resources and critical

areas with adequate mitigation

NS -3.2 The City should consider acquiring easements or land in key portions of wetlands,

wetland buffers and other ecologically valuable and undevelopable lands for
environmental enhancement, appropriate construction of trails, and/or consistent
long-term stewardship.

The following Plan strategies and recommended implementation actions have also been included
in the plan and could mitigate potential impacts to the area biological resources:

Maintain existing vegetated corridors and enhance and restore degraded corridors. These
corridors include wetland and stream buffers as well as designated wildlife corridors.
Enhance these areas, primarily through vegetation planting, to increase water quality and
habitat functions.

Continue to enforce existing significant tree regulations and open space requirements for
developments in the Town Center to protect water quality, maintain hydrologic functions,
and habitats for special-status species.

Create landscape standards for commercial and residential development that emphasize
ecological functions of landscaped areas. One possibility is to replace landscaping
standards with a green area factor that allows developers flexibility with the type of
landscaping incorporated into development, but ensures a standard of ecological function.

3.3.2.2 Other Recommended Mitigation Measures

Designate wildlife corridors by split-rail fencing and signage, where appropriate, to
ensure preservation of habitats for special-status and other wildlife species. Fencing and
signage should be placed so as to discourage human activities in high value habitats, but
not disrupt wildlife movement patterns.

Require the use of native plants in landscaping guidelines and where restoration of
streams and wetlands is required.

October 2007 City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS
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3.3.3 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Significant unavoidable adverse impacts would be similar to those identified in the Draft EIS.
The Town Center area has remained relatively undeveloped, in part, because a recently lifted
development moratorium has been in place since 1999. Under any of the Draft EIS alternatives
or the Preferred Alternative, a significant amount of development is expected to occur in the
Town Center over the next 25 years. This development is likely to result in loss of upland forest
habitat. While this loss can be minimized by City ordinances and Plan elements, loss of
undeveloped areas that currently serve as habitat would occur.

Also, due to the increase in population, commercial, and civic development, the area would
transform from a rural or suburban environment to an urban environment. Over time,
undeveloped forests and unprotected natural areas are likely to be cleared or significantly
reduced and replaced with impervious surfaces, buildings, and ornamental landscaping. Wildlife
associated with rural areas, such as deer and coyote, and some species of birds, amphibians, and
reptiles, would be displaced.

3.4 Land Use

3.4.1 Impacts of the Preferred Alternative

This section highlights the differences between the Preferred Alternative, the Draft EIS
alternatives, and current conditions as they relate to land use, housing, and population changes in
the Town Center.

3.4.1.1 Land Use Pattern

Direct or indirect changes in land uses over a large area resulting from a proposal represent
impacts to land use patterns. Similar to the Draft EIS action alternatives, future development in
the Sammamish Town Center under the Preferred Alternative would be of higher density and
intensity than currently exists or that would be allowed under the No-Action Alternative.
Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would result in large scale conversion of existing
land uses. The Town Center area would transform from a largely low-density suburban
residential area to an urbanized neighborhood containing a variety of residential densities, retail
and office uses, civic facilities, and a network of open spaces and trails. The conversion of land
uses and the change in land use intensity in the Town Center would represent a significant
impact to the land use pattern. However, because the change would be consistent with the City’s
Comprehensive Plan and Council Vision Statement for the Town Center, the impact would not
be considered adverse.

As shown in Figure 2-2, the general land use pattern proposed by the Preferred Alternative is
similar to that identified for the Draft EIS action alternatives. Growth in retail, mixed-use, and
high-density multi-family would be focused in a core mixed-use area (CMU) on the west side of
228th Avenue, north of the Sammamish Commons, with development intensities gradually
decreasing towards the surrounding neighborhoods. The plan would concentrate civic and
mixed-use buildings around a centralized plaza with low and medium intensity multi-family

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007
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residential uses ringing the core area. Town houses and cottages would transition to nearby
neighborhoods.

The Town Center would also include three neighborhood-scale mixed use areas (NMU): one
north of City Hall in the SW quadrant and one in both the NE and SE quadrants. Residential
units would be planned around the neighborhood core and transition outward (Figure 2-2).

As expressed by the number of housing units and amount of retail and office space, development
intensity would be within the range analyzed in the Draft EIS. As shown on Table 1-1, the
Preferred Alternative would have more housing units than Alternative 2 and less than
Alternatives 1 and 3. Retail and office development would be greater than Alternatives 2 and 3,
but less than Alternative 1. The amount of civic facilities would be greater than Alternatives 1
and 2, but less than Alternative 3.

3.4.1.2 Land Use Compatibility

The analysis of land use compatibility evaluates potential conflicts between adjacent or nearby
land uses. These conflicts could occur between land uses within the Town Center (internal) and
between land uses in the Town Center and adjacent uses outside the Town Center (external).
Under the Preferred Alternative, land would become more intensively used; existing uses would
be displaced and redeveloped; and building height and bulk would be increased in a manner
described for the action alternatives in the Draft EIS.

As with the action alternatives, short term internal land use conflicts may occur for current
residents who would experience construction noise and increased activity levels associated with
the higher intensity uses allowed under the Preferred Alternative. The Draft Town Center Plan
has been developed to avoid these conflicts through appropriate setbacks, landscaping, buffers
and screening, and design review. These plan elements will ensure a high level of compatibility
between uses within the Town Center. Once the Town Center Plan is fully implemented, land
use conflicts would not be expected to persist.

External land use conflicts are not expected to result from the Preferred Alternative. As
described for the action alternatives in the Draft EIS, building heights and densities would
transition downward as they approach the Town Center boundary. The Draft Town Center Plan
will direct land uses along the edges of the Town Center to be compatible with adjacent land
uses.

3.4.1.3 Housing and Population

The majority of new Town Center housing units under the Preferred Alternative are expected to
be in the medium density multi-family (3 — 4 story) or mixed-use (3 — 6 story) buildings
(approximately 80 percent), with smaller percentages in town houses, cottages or ADUs
(approximately 15 percent). Detached single-family homes (5 percent) will be included
primarily in transition zones.

For this analysis, population estimates were generated based on the residential development
assumptions of the Preferred Alternative. This is the same methodology employed in the Draft
EIS. Table 3-2 shows a new residential population estimated to be up to approximately 3,300,
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which is approximately 2,300 above what would be expected under the No-Action Alternative
(see DEIS Table 6-6).

Table 3-2. Estimated Town Center Planning Area Population by Quadrant, 2030

HH size |Occupancy NW NE SW SE Total
Units ‘ Pop. |Units ‘ Pop. |Units ‘ Pop. |Units ‘ Pop. |Units ‘ Pop.
Preferred Alternative
Single-Family 3.0 100% 67 201 0 0 11 33 0 0 78 234
Townhouse 2.0 100% 22 44 90 180 40 80 166 332 318 636
Mid-rise 1.6 95% 611 929 392 596 404 614 196 298 | 1,603 2,437
Total 700 1,174 | 482 866 455 767 362 796 | 1,999 3,307

In comparison to existing conditions and the No-Action Alternative, adoption and

implementation of the Draft Town Center Plan would result in significant change in the number
and diversity of housing types and population. Although significant, the expected changes in
housing and population are consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan policies and the City
Council’s Town Center vision. Given this consistency, the Preferred Alternative would not
result in adverse land use impacts.

3.4.2

3421

Mitigation Measures

Incorporated Plan Elements

Potential land use impacts would largely be mitigated through elements in the Draft Town Center
Plan. Features incorporated in the Plan would help in avoiding long-term internal and external
land use conflicts described above. The following plan policies are considered programmatic
mitigation for potential land use impacts:

LU-1.1

LU-1.5

LU-1.6

LU-2.1

LU-2.2

New development should be located and designed to reduce impacts to residential
neighborhoods adjacent to the Town Center.

Design guidelines should ensure that new development is characterized by human
scale, integration with the surrounding landscape and, quality design.

Landscaping and natural area retention should be an essential part of new
development.

Mixed-use activities and development should be focused in a core area north of
the Sammamish Commons and in neighborhood scale mixed-use nodes in the
southwest, northeast, and southeast quadrants.

Development intensity in the Town Center should emphasize the “wedding cake”
approach, with multi-story mixed-use in the core area and transitioning towards
surrounding uses at the Town Center perimeter. Each Master Plan should be

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS
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LU-2.4

LU-5.3

LU-5.4

LU-5.6

developed and refined in coordination with affected landowners to maximize
compatibility.

All of the mixed-use nodes should be interconnected with a well-planned system
of sidewalks, trails and pathways.

The implementation strategy should address transition strategies such as
landscape buffers and setbacks to mitigate impacts for noise and light on current
residents and landowners within the planning area.

The regulatory system for directing new development should include a master
planning process for the mixed-use nodes that encourages property owners and
the City to work together for mutual benefit.

Design guidelines should be established to direct new development in a way that
is consistent with the Town Center Plan and the Council’s Vision.

Plan strategies and proposed actions that would mitigate potential land use impacts include the

following:

e Areview process that ensures new developments integrate appropriately into the Town
Center and are consistent with City and Town Center policies and development
regulation.

o Design guidelines that regulate architectural scale and building mass; physically and
visually integrate parking garages with other uses; and establish landscaping and
screening requirements that physically and visually separate potentially conflicting uses.

o Design guidelines that require placement of building elements, such as driveways and
garage service entrances to avoid excessive light, noise, and safety hazards.

In order to assure that development in the Town Center complies with City policies and is
sufficiently coordinated to provide use compatibility and design consistency along with efficient
circulation and infrastructure, the Draft Plan will require master planning in each of the Town
Center’s three mixed use areas.

The Draft Plan includes a zoning overlay that would determine where master planning is
required as well as other development requirements (Figure 3-2). Development in each zone
would be required to comply with a set of regulations specific for that zone (refer to the Draft
Town Center Plan for details). The master plans would serve as binding site plans in
development agreements in which the City and property owners agree to a general layout

indicating:

e General amounts and locations of proposed land uses.

+ Roads and connections to activities.

e Open space and pedestrian connections.

« Surface water management facilities and practices.

October 2007
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e Maximum height and bulk of buildings.
o Landscape concept or guidelines.
o Architectural concept or guidelines.
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3.4.2.2 Other Recommended Mitigation Measures

Short-term land use conflicts that are created during the planning period (through 2030) by
construction and conversion of uses could be mitigated through the measures identified in the
Draft EIS. These could include the following:

« Phase implementation to protect areas where single-family uses are likely to remain.

« Phase City financed infrastructure to assist in controlling where development is
prioritized and postpone development in areas adjacent to existing sensitive land uses.

« Monitor transition areas to maintain long-term functional transitions that do not create
land use compatibility impacts.

e Require that developers provide transition assistance (as described in the Draft EIS) for
neighboring properties that would be adversely impacted by the development proposal.

3.4.3 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Similar to the Draft EIS action alternatives, under the Preferred Alternative, land use in the Town
Center would significantly change over the next 25 years. The current low-density suburban
landscape would be replaced with an urbanized neighborhood featuring higher intensity
commercial and higher density residential land uses, as well as a change in the height, bulk, and
scale of development.

While these changes would be significant relative to existing conditions and the No-Action
Alternative, they would be consistent with the policies and goals established by the City Council
in the City’s Comprehensive Plan and Town Center Vision Statement. Given this consistency,
the changes resulting from the proposed action would not be considered adverse from a land use
perspective.

3.5 Transportation

As with the other elements of the environment, the analysis of transportation impacts under the
Preferred Alternative is based on the baseline information identified in the Affected Environment
section of the Transportation Chapter in the Draft EIS (Chapter7). This Final EIS includes an
update to the traffic safety discussion. Otherwise the Affected Environment information
contained in the Draft EIS remains unchanged.

3.5.1 Traffic Safety

This section identifies existing traffic safety parameters that may be affected by future Town
Center development. Since the publishing of the Draft EIS, more recent collision data has
become available at each of the study intersections. Table 3-3 provides a summary of the
collisions that have been reported at each of the study intersections within Sammamish for the
past three years.

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007
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Table 3-3. Intersection Collision Summary (2004 - 2006)

Comp Intersections Within the City of Sammamish Number of Accidents Accidentsl per
Plan No. 2004 | 2005 | 2006 |3-year Average MEV
1 228th Ave NE/NE 12th St 2 4 1 23 0.31
2 Sahalee Way NE/NE 37th St 1 1 1 1.0 0.15
4 228th Ave SE/SE 4th St 2 3 3 2.7 0.27
5 228th Ave SE/SE 8th St 7 6 7 6.7 0.59
6 228th Ave SE/SE 20th St 4 1 5 3.3 0.28
7 228th Ave SE/SE 24th St 3 3 4 3.3 0.26
8 228th Ave SE/Issaquah-Pine Lake Rd SE 6 3 3 4.0 0.32
9 Issaquah-Pine Lake Rd/SE Klahanie Blvd 0 0 0 0.0 0.00
10 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy/NE Inglewood Hill Rd 4 11 4 6.3 0.67
11 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy/212th Way SE 1 0 1 0.7 0.13
13 228th Ave NE/NE 8th St 2 5 3 33 0.23
14 192nd Dr NE/SR 202 0 0 0 0.0 0.00
17 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy/Louis Thompson Rd NE 1 0 2 1.0 0.18
18 212th Ave SE/SE 20th St 0 0 0 0.0 0.00
19 SE Duthie Hill Rd/SE Issaquah-Beaver Lake Rd 0 1 2 1.0 0.17
20 Trossachs Blvd SE/SE Duthie Hill Rd 1 6 6 4.3 0.94
21 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy/SE 24th Way 1 1 0 0.7 0.15
22 244th Ave NE/NE 8th St 0 0 0 0.0 0.00
N/A1 |212th Ave SE/SE 8th St 1 0 0 0.3 0.16
N/A1 |228th Ave NE/NE 25th Way 0 1 0 0.3 0.05
N/A1 |228th Ave SE/E Main St 0 2 0 0.7 0.07

1. MEV = million entering vehicles

Typically locations with accident rates higher than one accident per million entering vehicles
(MEV) are considered a concern. As shown in table 3-3, none of the study intersections exceeds
this threshold. The highest accident rate is at Trossachs Boulevard SE/SE Duthie Hill Road (0.94
acc/mev), but is less than one acc/mev. The predominant accident type at this location involves
vehicles either failing to stop or yielding the right-of-way to vehicles traveling on SE Duthie Hill
Road. The next highest three-year average accident locations are at the 228th Avenue SE/SE 8th
Street (6.7 accidents per year) and the East Lake Sammamish Parkway/NE Inglewood Hill Road
intersections (6.3 accidents per year). At both intersections the predominant accident type due to
left-turning vehicles failing to yield the right-of-way to oncoming traffic. However, the accident
rate at both locations is well below the threshold for concern.

3.5.2 Impacts of the No-Action Alternative

This section provides an update to the No-Action Alternative (Alternative 4) (DEIS Chapter 7).
The updated analysis accounts for an increase in background traffic growth that was not provided
in the Draft EIS, but that is consistent with the background growth for the Draft EIS action
alternatives and the Preferred Alternative. This change produced an increase of approximately
200 PM peak hour vehicle trips on most of the major corridors.
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3.5.2.1 PM Peak Hour Trip Generation & Travel Patterns

The No-Action Alternative includes the land use designations assumed in the Comprehensive
Plan, which is primarily single-family (R-4). Due to the lack of retail and office components that
foster the internalization of trips, single-family residential areas have very little internally
captured trips. The No-Action Alternative generates just over 400 PM peak hour trips with most
of the impact remaining within the city of Sammamish. Table 3-4 summarizes the trip generation
under the No-Action Alternative.

Table 3-4. Sammamish Town Center 2030 No-Action PM Peak Hour
Trip Generation Summary

Trip Type Trip Generation Area No-Action Alternative
Trips Percent
1. Connects within Town Center 10 2%
2. Connects within Sammamish 320 78%
3. Connects External to City 80 20%
Total Gross Trips 410 100%

3.5.2.2 Traffic Volumes

Traffic volume forecasts for the No-Action Alternative were provided through use of the City’s
travel demand forecast model. The traffic volumes derived from the forecasting model for the
No-Action Alternative are shown in Figure 3-3.
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The greatest increase in traffic would occur along SE 4th Street, 218th Avenue SE, and SE 8th
Street west of the project site. This corridor is projected to carry approximately 1,400 daily trips
under the No-Action Alternative.

The 212th Avenue SE corridor is currently projected to carry approximately 4,400 daily trips
under the No-Action scenario. The 228th Avenue SE corridor just south of SE 20th Street is
projected to carry approximately 30,200 daily trips under the No-Action Alternative. The SE 8th
Street corridor east of 228th Avenue SE is projected to carry approximately 10,100 daily trips
under the No-Action Alternative.

3.5.2.3  Traffic Operations

Traffic operations for all of the alternatives were compared through evaluation of the impacts to
both intersections and roadway segments. The methodologies for evaluating both intersections
and roadways are consistent with current concurrency requirements adopted by the City in
January 2007. With a long-range planning horizon (2030) and traffic volume forecasts that are
significantly different from current conditions, signal timings were optimized for the No-Action
Alternative.

The intersection analysis focuses on evaluating the PM peak hour operations based on estimated
delays, while the roadway segments were evaluated based on comparing the daily volumes to the
City’s planned roadway capacities. The City has established and adopted mitigation criteria for
both the intersection levels of service and roadway capacities.

The intersection criteria is based on the level of service criteria established for each individual
intersection. The roadway criteria is based on the average segment capacity along a roadway
corridor. The future intersection operations and roadway capacities account for improvements
that are funded and planned for in the City’s 18-year Capital Facilities Plan. It is important to
note that individual roadway segments are allowed to operate below the segment capacity as long
as the average capacity along the corridor is not exceeded by the average corridor volume.

Intersection Operations

PM peak hour intersection traffic operations for the No-Action Alternative are summarized in
Table 3-5 and illustrated in Figure 3-4. The City’s adopted level of service (LOS) standards are
shown along with the forecasted LOS operations to provide a comparison for identifying
locations where potential future improvements would be needed. The City of Sammamish LOS
standards are determined based on intersection control and roadway classification as described
within the Comprehensive Plan. The detailed LOS worksheets are included in Appendix B.

Several intersections that are located outside of the City limits were included in this analysis.
These locations were included because they have been identified as important intersections for
accessing the City. Since these locations are outside of the City limits, coordination with
adjacent jurisdictions would be required to implement any potential improvements. The City of
Sammamish and the City of Issaquah are currently coordinating and evaluating the best approach
for determining and mitigating traffic impacts from future developments in each jurisdiction.
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As shown in Table 3-5 and in Figure 3-4, none of the study intersections located within the city
of Sammamish are anticipated to operate below the City’s LOS standard under the No-Action
Alternative. There are two intersections located outside of the City limits (E Lake Sammamish
Parkway/SR 202, and E Lake Sammamish Parkway/SE 56th Street) that are projected to operate

at LOS F.
Table 3-5. Sammamish Town Center PM Peak Hour No-Action
Intersection LOS Summary (2030)
No-Action Alternative
Comp LOS Traffic Exceeds
Plan No. (Intersections within the City of Sammamish|Standard|  Control  |Delay|LOS|Standard
1 228th Ave NE/NE 12th St D Signalized 9.9 A
2 Sahalee Way NE/NE 37th St D Signalized 9.0 A
4 228th Ave SE/SE 4th St D Signalized 14.8 B
5 228th Ave SE/SE 8th St D Signalized 124 B
6 228th Ave SE/SE 20th St D Signalized 12.8 B
7 228th Ave SE/SE 24th St D Signalized 16.0 B
8 228th Ave SE/Issaquah-Pine Lake Rd SE D Signalized 27.2 C
9 Issaquah-Pine Lake Rd/SE Klahanie Blvd D Signalized 25.7 C
10 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy/NE Inglewood Hill Rd C Signalized 13.6 B
11 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy/212th Way SE C Signalized 94 A
13 228th Ave NE/NE 8th St D Signalized 32.7 C
14 192nd Dr NE/SR 202 D Signalized 9.8 A
17 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy/Louis Thompson Rd NE Cc Signalized 4.8 A
18 212th Ave SE/SE 20th St C AWSC 8.8 A
19 SE Duthie Hill Rd/SE Issaquah-Beaver Lake Rd D Signalized 7.5 A
20 Trossachs Blvd SE/SE Duthie Hill Rd D Signalized 9.9 A
21 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy/SE 24th Way D Signalized 11.8 B
22 244th Ave NE/NE 8th St C AWSC 13.9 B
N/AL 228th Ave NE/NE 25th Way D Signalized 13.1 B
N/A! 228th Ave SE/E Main St D Signalized 54 A
N/A! 212th Ave SE/SE 8th St C TWSC 10.8 B
Comp Plan No.|Intersections outside the City of Sammamish Traffic Control Delay LOS
3 Sahalee Way NE/SR 202 Signalized 34.7 C
12 Issaquah-Pine Lake Rd SE/SE Issaquah-Fall City Rd Signalized 52.0 D
15 244th Ave NE/SR 202 Signalized 314 C
23 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy/SR 202 Signalized 103.7 F
24 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy/SE 56th St Signalized 137.1 F
25 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy/SE Issaquah-Fall City Rd Signalized 31.7 C
1. N/A = Not Applicable as these intersection were not evaluated in the 2003 Comprehensive Plan.
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Roadway Capacity

All of the corridors within the city would meet the City’s concurrency policy as the capacity
would accommodate the average volume as shown in Table 3-6. Only one individual roadway
segment, SE Duthie Hill Road east of SE Issaquah Beaver Lake Road, is anticipated to exceed its
individual capacity by only 10 daily trips.

Table 3-6. Sammamish Town Center Average Weekday Daily Traffic Summary (2030)

No-Action Alternative

Comp Plan No. Route Name Segment Location Capacity Voliel JEXCeets Capanih)
1-3 East Lake Sammamish Parkway North Corridor 22,010 19,733
1 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy NE | s/o 187th 22,010 21,200
2 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy NE | about NE 30th St 22,010 19,000
3 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy NE | n/o Inglewood Hill Rd 22,010 19,000
5-6 East Lake Sammamish Parkway Central Corridor 17,370 9,600
5 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy NE | s/o Thomson Hill Rd 17,370 9,700
6 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy NE | n/o SE 25th St 17,370 9,500
7-8 East Lake Sammamish Parkway South Corridor 20,270 15,250
7 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy NE | s/o 24th Way SE 17,370 13,100
8 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy NE | s/o 212th Way SE 23,170 17,400
11-14 Louis-Thompson Road — 212th Corridor 10,930 3,875
11 NE Thompson Hill Rd s/o E Lake Sammamish Pkwy 9,820 4,000
12 212th Ave SE s/o SE 8th St 11,425 4,400
13 212th Ave SE s/o SE 20th St 11,350 3,700
14 212th Ave SE s/o SE 32nd St 10,550 3,400
21-23 Sahalee Way — 228th Avenue North Corridor 17,950 15,300
21 Sahalee Way NE s/o NE 37th 16,790 15,300
22 Sahalee Way NE n/o NE 25th 16,790 12,500
23 228th Avenue NE n/o NE 12th St 20,270 18,100
24-25 228th Avenue Central Corridor 34,950 26,200
24 228th Avenue NE s/o NE 8th St 34,950 22,200
25 228th Avenue SE s/o SE 8th St 34,950 30,200
26-27 228th Avenue South Corridor 28,190 26,600
26 228th Avenue SE s/o SE 20th St 34,950 34,900
27 228th Avenue SE s/o Issaquah Pine Lake Rd 21,430 18,300
32-34 Issaquah-Pine Lake Road Corridor 30,987 24,200
32 Issaquah-Pine Lake Rd SE s/o 228th Ave SE 31,480 23,500
33 Issaquah-Pine Lake Rd SE s/o 32nd Way 23,170 20,500
34 Issaquah-Pine Lake Rd SE n/o SE 48th St 38,310 28,600
35-37 244th Avenue North Corridor 17,370 9,000
35 244th Ave NE uninc, s/o SR 202 15,050 9,300
36 244th Ave NE n/o NE 8th 15,050 8,900
37 244th Ave NE s/o NE 8th St 22,010 8,800
E Lake Sammamish Pkwy NE | s/o Inglewood Hill Rd 17,370 12,800
9 SE 24th Way e/o E Lake Sammamish Pkwy 9,420 2,600
10 SE 24th St w/o 212th Ave SE 9,420 1,800
15 NE Inglewood Hill Rd e/o E Lake Sammamish Pkwy 16,790 11,300
16 NE Inglewood Hill Rd w/o 228th 17,370 12,200
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Table 3-6 continued

No-Action Alternative

Comp Plan No. Route Name Segment Location Capacity -
Volume | Exceeds Capacity

17 SE 8th St e/o 212th Ave SE 9,420 1,400

17 218th Ave SE n/o SE 8th St 9,420 1,400

18 SE 4th St wi/o 228th Ave SE 16,250 3,300

19 SE 20th St e/o 212th Ave SE 10,950 4,700

20 SE 20th St wi/o 228th Ave SE 11,350 5,700

28 NE 8th St e/o 228th Ave NE 21,430 9,300

29 SE 8th St e/o 228th Ave SE 20,730 10,100

30 SE 24th St elo 228th Ave SE 10,550 4,900

31 SE 24th St w/o 244th Ave SE 10,550 5,300

38 242nd Ave NE n/o SE 24th na 100

39 244th Ave NE s/o SE 24th 15,630 4,600

40 SE 32nd Way e/o Issaquah Pine Lake Rd 16,790 8,900

41 SE 32nd St e/o 244th Ave SE 16,790 6,400

42 SE Issaquah-Beaver Lake Rd | w/o Duthie Hill Rd 17,950 4,200

43 SE Duthie Hill Rd e/o SE Issaquah Beaver Lk Rd 16,790 16,800 le)

44 SE Duthie Hill Rd w/o Trossachs Blvd 16,790 16,300

45 Trossachs Blvd SE n/o Duthie Hill Rd 13,680 9,500

Corridors in bold are those that are evaluated based on the average of the individual segments.
o Indicate roadway segments that exceed individual capacity.

3.5.3

Impacts of the Preferred Alternative

This section identifies projected transportation impacts resulting from implementation of the
Preferred Alternative in the planning horizon year of 2030. Comparing the results from this
section with those found in the No-Action section will identify the transportation impacts

attributed to the Preferred Alternative.

Since the publication of the Draft EIS, updates to the channelization were incorporated into the
intersections of SE 4th Street/228th Avenue SE and Issaquah Pine-Lake Road/SE Klahanie
Boulevard to reflect planned transportation improvements. This includes correcting the
channelization for the east leg of the SE 4th Street/228th Avenue SE intersection where the East
Side Catholic High School access road is being built and adding the widening project along
Issaquah-Pine Lake Road that was not accounted for in the Draft EIS analysis.

3.53.1

PM Peak Hour Trip Generation & Travel Patterns

The assessment of the amount of vehicular traffic that the Preferred Alternative would generate
was based on land use quantities estimated from the Town Center Preferred Alternative
conceptual land use scenario described in Chapter 2, The Description of the Alternative, and
shown in Figure 2-2.

The trip generation estimates were derived from the City’s travel demand forecasting model and
are consistent with the trip rates and methodology used in preparing the Transportation Element
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of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. Table 3-7 outlines the Town Center trip generation by land
use category. The residential category includes single-family and multi-family dwellings. The
retail category includes everything from gas stations and fast food restaurants to specialty stores,
drug stores, and supermarkets. Office land use accounts for all types of non-retail employment.
Open space is a general category used in the traffic model to represent parks, playgrounds, etc.

Table 3-7. Sammamish Town Center 2030 Preferred Alternative PM Peak Hour Trip

Generation Summary by Land Use

Trips
Land Use Out- bound | In-bound Total Share Out- bound | In-bound
Residential 420 713 1,133 23% 37% 63%
Retail/Institutional 1,572 1,423 2,995 60% 52% 48%
Office 179 45 224 4.5% 80% 20%
Open Space 329 297 626 12.5% 52% 48%
Total Trips 2,500 2,478 4,978 100% 48% 52%

The model also accounts for the production and attraction of trips between land uses. This is
broken down into three types of trips as identified below:

1. Vehicular trips that would travel between uses within the Town Center planning area,

2. Vehicular trips that would occur between the Town Center and other areas within the
city of Sammamish, and

3. Vehicular trips that would occur between the Town Center and locations outside of the
city of Sammamish limits.

Table 3-8 shows the PM peak hour trip generation estimates for the Preferred Alternative. This
includes a summary of the three trip types described above.

Table 3-8. Sammamish Town Center PM Peak Hour Trip Generation Summary

Trip Type Trip Generation Area . GG T
Trips Percent
1. Connects Within Town Center 1,468 30%
2. Connects Within Sammamish 2,394 48%
3. Connects External to City 1,116 22%
Total Gross Trips 4,978 100%

As shown in Tables 3-7 and 3-8, the Town Center planning area is estimated to generate
approximately 5,000 gross PM peak hour trips under the Preferred Alternative. This falls just
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below Alternative 1. These trip generation estimates are conservatively high as they do not
account for any reductions due to added transit service or other Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) strategies that could potentially reduce travel demand.

The majority of traffic traveling to/from outside the Town Center under the Preferred Alternative
would travel along 228th Avenue SE with approximately the same number traveling north (30
percent) as south (30 percent). The remaining external trips would travel to/from the west along
SE 4th Street and east along SE 8th Street. A greater amount of the non-228th Avenue SE traffic
would travel to/from the west on SE 4th Street (30 percent). Of the traffic heading west on SE
4th Street, approximately half would ultimately be coming to/from the north and half to/from the
south.

3.5.3.2 Traffic Volumes

Traffic volume forecasts for the year 2030 with the development of the Preferred Alternative
were generated through use of the City’s travel demand forecast model and are shown in Figure
3-5. The specific assignment and distribution of traffic from the preferred alternative can be seen
in the model plots included in Appendix C.

In general the corridors immediately surrounding the Town Center area would have the highest
levels of traffic volume growth. The greatest increase in traffic would occur along SE 4th Street,
218th Avenue SE, and SE 8th Street west of the project site. This corridor is projected to carry a
total of approximately 8,300 daily trips under the Preferred Alternative. This includes both
background and Town Center traffic. The 212th Avenue SE corridor is currently projected to
carry approximately 10,900 daily trips under the Preferred Alternative. This indicates that
vehicular traffic to/from the Town Center area would be utilizing the corridors to the west as
relief from the congested areas along 228th Avenue SE.

The 228th Avenue SE corridor just south of SE 20th Street is projected to carry approximately
33,600 daily trips under the Preferred Alternative. The SE 8th Street corridor east of 228th
Avenue SE is projected to carry a total of approximately 10,400 daily trips under the Preferred
Alternative. Town Center traffic that would otherwise travel along 228th Avenue SE and SE 8th
Street is diverted to 234th Avenue SE and then onto SE 8th Street by the addition of the roadway
connection from the Town Center.

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007
page 3-27



CREATED BY: JAB / DATE LAST UPDATED: 09/14/07

FILE NAME: Fig03-5_2030pref_vol.ai

5
R .
2280 74 2 o,
23,300 AR S
wm T Ga,
e Ra
%, Jeh W 930
%, % ) 1,360 10,600
KN Q™ 16,400
-, ~
AF
2,090 | _eo%
21,300 %
; g
2 g %,
il = 6> ME R
" = NE 7o oy g % W %Fdfg{,
@ FEbth St S 3 L
830
11 | B
Sy = 10,000
p o
.j_'h'i.‘ . J}:._ /
. amamish \'f*r-‘?ar NE 8th 5t
W\
-
) Q’b, 1,000 2,400 "
5 [11,500 28,800 i
% 2
i % i
- [ 720 -
s Z [ 8,300
?
SN /./ 1,420 By St
5 ss::o 11:;7000 o 300
£ : ! 2 10400] ., ’
5 2 [am e &
& e | R e = S
SE 24th St P wo,%
SE 24th St 830
” 460 9,500
f‘g 1,530 2,250 5,300 KL
2 18400[ 26,000 P
= / SE Issaquap, & o
~ LT P
1,910
- T L
1,890 ) 22,100 1,520
20,100 2 Moo e—117,400
Se g =
2 ~ §
X: & £ 9
f%‘ Y = g
v g o
% ) Ca
g @ « i
B = - LEGEND
2 % XX | = PMPEAKHOUR
SE 56th 5t %g ' XX | = AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC
i iy B -
call O % = SAMMAMISH TOWN CENTER
0
= ) STUDY AREA
%
N Not to Scale

Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS . 205164

Figure 3-5
2030 Preferred Alternative Traffic Volumes
Sammamish, Washington

SOURCE: The Transpo Group, 2007; DEA Inc, 2007.



Analysis of the Preferred Alternatives

3.5.3.3  Traffic Operations

Traffic operations under the Preferred Alternative were evaluated for their impact to both
intersections and roadway segments. The intersection analysis focused on evaluating the PM
peak hour operations based on estimated delays. The roadway segments were evaluated based
on comparing the daily volumes to the City’s planned roadway capacities. The future capacities
are based on those improvements that are funded and planned for in the City’s 18-year Capital
Facilities Plan. The methodologies for evaluating both intersections and roadways were
consistent with those used in the Transportation Element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan and
the Town Center Draft EIS. With a long-range planning horizon (2030) and traffic volume
forecasts that are significantly different from current conditions, signal timings were optimized
for the Preferred Alternative.

Intersection Operations

PM peak hour intersection traffic operations for the Preferred Alternative are summarized in
Table 3-9 and illustrated in Figure 3-6. The City’s adopted LOS standards are shown along with
the forecasted LOS operations to provide a comparison for identifying locations where potential
future improvements would be needed. The City of Sammamish LOS standards are determined
based on intersection control and roadway classification as described within the Comprehensive
Plan. The detailed LOS worksheets are included in Appendix B.

Several intersections that are located outside of the City limits were included in this analysis.
These locations were included since they have been identified as important intersections for
accessing the City. Since these locations are outside of the City limits, coordination with
adjacent jurisdictions would be required to implement any potential improvements. The City of
Sammamish and the City of Issaquah are currently coordinating and evaluating the best approach
for determining and mitigating traffic impacts from future developments in each jurisdiction.

In general, under the Preferred Alternative, traffic operations at many key individual
intersections within the City would degrade slightly. Most of the intersections would operate at
acceptable standards when timing plans are optimized. The LOS at two city intersections would
degrade below City standards. These locations are indicated in Table 3-9.

Intersection operations along 228th Avenue SE would generally operate at acceptable levels but
some areas would have significant queuing and would potentially have long delays on some of
the minor street approaches.

Under the Preferred Alternative, one study intersection within the city of Sammamish is forecast
to operate below the City’s LOS standards: 212th Avenue SE/SE 8th Street (LOS F).

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007
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Table 3-9. Sammamish Town Center 2030 Preferred Alternative PM Peak Hour
Intersection LOS Summary

Preferred Alternative

Comp . L . . LOS Traffic
Intersections within the City of Sammamish Exceeds
Plan No. Standard Control Delay [LOS
Standard
1 228th Ave NE/NE 12th St D Signalized 9.2 | A
2 Sahalee Way NE/NE 37th St D Signalized 105 | B
4 228th Ave SE/SE 4th St D Signalized 411 | D
5 228th Ave SE/SE 8th St D Signalized 276 | C
6 228th Ave SE/SE 20th St D Signalized 157 | B
7 228th Ave SE/SE 24th St D Signalized 218 | C
8 228th Ave SE/Issaquah-Pine Lake Rd SE D Signalized 271 | C
9 Issaquah-Pine Lake Rd/SE Klahanie Blvd D Signalized 233 | C
10 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy/NE Inglewood Hill Rd C Signalized 212 | C
11 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy/212th Way SE C Signalized 99 | A
13 228th Ave NE/NE 8th St D Signalized | 322 | C
14 192nd Dr NE/SR 202 D Signalized 105 | B
17 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy/Louis Thompson Rd NE o Signalized 6.2 | A
18 212th Ave SE/SE 20th St C AWSC 226 | C
19 SE Duthie Hill Rd/SE Issaquah-Beaver Lake Rd D Signalized 83 | A
20 Trossachs Blvd SE/SE Duthie Hill Rd D Signalized 96 | A
21 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy/SE 24th Way D Signalized 119 | B
22 244th Ave NE/NE 8th St C AWSC 156 | C
N/A! 228th Ave NE/NE 25th Way D Signalized 143 | B
N/A 228th Ave SE/E Main St D Signalized 160 | B
N/A 212th Ave SE/SE 8th St C TWSC 685 | F o
N/A 218™ Ave SE/SE 4™ st C TWSC  |>80.0| F °
Comp Plan No.|Intersections outside the City of Sammamish Traffic Control| Delay LOS
3 Sahalee Way NE/SR 202 Signalized 31.7 C
12 Issaquah-Pine Lake Rd SE/SE Issaquah-Fall City Rd Signalized 63.1 E
15 244th Ave NE/SR 202 Signalized 43.1 D
23 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy/SR 202 Signalized 121.3 F
24 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy/SE 56™ St Signalized 95.5 F
25 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy/SE lIssaquah-Fall City Rd Signalized 375 D
1. N/A = Not Applicable as these intersection were not evaluated in the 2003 Comprehensive Plan.
® Indicates intersections that exceed the LOS standard.
AWSC - All-way stop-controlled
TWSC — Two-way stop-controlled
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The stop-controlled intersections of 212th Avenue SE at SE 8th Street and 218th Avenue SE at
SE 4th Street would operate below the LOS standard with the increased demand from traffic to
and from the area west of the Town Center. These corridors would become more heavily used to
access the Town Center as congestion on 228th Avenue SE increases. The locations of these
intersections are identified in Figures 3-6 and 3-7 with potential channelization improvements
described in the mitigation section (FEIS section 3.5.4).

The Preferred Alternative also affects three intersections located outside of the city limits
(Issaquah-Pine Lake Rd SE/SE Issaquah-Fall City Rd, E Lake Sammamish Parkway/SR 202, and
E Lake Sammamish Parkway/SE 56th Street) which would operate at LOS E or F. Ongoing
coordination between the City of Sammamish and the adjacent jurisdictions is recommended to
identify the ultimate needs and mechanisms for funding potential improvements at those
locations.

Roadway Capacity

The average weekday traffic volumes for all of the roadway segments are summarized in
Table 3-10 along with their future planned capacities. The future capacities are based on those
improvements that are funded and planned for in the City’s 18-year Capital Facilities Plan.
Long-range improvements identified in the comprehensive plan that are not certain of being
completed or funded were not accounted for. In Table 3-10 the locations that exceed capacity
are further identified as being minor (0 to 5 percent over capacity), moderate (5 to 10 percent
over capacity), or significant (10 to 15 percent over capacity).

In general, the Preferred Alternative would have impacts that would exceed the capacity of six
roadway segments. The potential need for roadway improvements (beyond what is identified in
the Capital Facilities Plan) are described in the mitigation section (section 3.5.4).

When evaluating the roadway capacity thresholds established by the City, one corridor and three
roadway segments are forecast to exceed the established thresholds (Table 3-10). The roadway
segments exceeding the City’s capacity thresholds are listed below and identified in Figure 3-7:

e SE 4th Street west of 228th Avenue NE;
e 228th Avenue SE South Corridor;

e SE Duthie Hill Road east of SE Issaquah Beaver Lake Road; and
e SE Duthie Hill Road west of Trossachs Boulevard.

All of the failing roadway corridors have only minor deficiencies, with the demand only
exceeding the planned capacity by less than five percent. Corridors with minor deficiencies can
be more easily mitigated through Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies.
Specific approaches to mitigating the impacts are discussed in more detail in the Mitigation
section of this document (Section 3.5.4).
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Table 3-10. Sammamish Town Center Average Weekday Daily Traffic Summary (2030)

Comp Plan No. Route Name Segment Location Capacity Preferred Alternative -
Volume Exceeds Capacity

1-3 East Lake Sammamish Parkway North Corridor 22,010 21,967
1 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy NE | s/o 187" 22,010 23,300
2 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy NE | about NE 30th St 22,010 21,300
3 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy NE | n/o Inglewood Hill Rd 22,010 21,300
5-6 East Lake Sammamish Parkway Central Corridor 17,370 9,150
5 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy NE | s/o Thomson Hill Rd 17,370 9,500
6 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy NE | n/o SE 25th St 17,370 8,800
7-8 East Lake Sammamish Parkway South Corridor 20,270 16,000
7 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy NE | s/o 24th Way SE 17,370 11,900
8 E Lake Sammamish Pkwy NE | s/o 212th Way SE 23,170 20,100
11-14 Louis Thomson Road — 212th Corridor 10,930 8,175
11 NE Thompson Hill Rd s/o E Lake Sammamish Pkwy 9,820 6,000
12 212th Ave SE s/o SE 8th St 11,425 10,900
13 212th Ave SE s/o SE 20th St 11,350 8,300
14 212th Ave SE s/o SE 32nd St 10,550 7,500
21-23 Sahalee Way — 228th Avenue North Corridor 17,950 17,000
21 Sahalee Way NE s/o NE 37th 16,790 16,400
22 Sahalee Way NE n/o NE 25th 16,790 14,000
23 228th Avenue NE n/o NE 12th St 20,270 20,600
24-25 228th Avenue Central Corridor 34,950 31,200
24 228th Avenue NE s/o NE 8th St 34,950 28,800
25 228th Avenue SE s/o SE 8th St 34,950 33,600

26-27 228th Avenue South Corridor 28,190 28,500 o
26 228th Avenue SE s/o SE 20th St 34,950 38,600
27 228th Avenue SE s/o Issaquah Pine Lake Rd 21,430 18,400
32-34 Issaquah-Pine Lake Road Corridor 30,987 26,067
32 Issaquah-Pine Lake Rd SE s/o 228th Ave SE 31,480 26,000
33 Issaquah-Pine Lake Rd SE s/o 32nd Way 23,170 22,100
34 Issaquah-Pine Lake Rd SE n/o SE 48th St 38,310 30,100
35-37 244th Avenue North Corridor 17,370 10,033
35 244th Ave NE Uninc, s/o SR 202 15,050 10,600
36 244th Ave NE n/o NE 8th 15,050 10,400
37 244th Ave NE s/o NE 8th St 22,010 9,100
E Lake Sammamish Pkwy NE | s/o Inglewood Hill Rd 17,370 13,800
9 SE 24th Way e/o E Lake Sammamish Pkwy 9,420 1,900
10 SE 24th St w/o 212th Ave SE 9,420 2,400
15 NE Inglewood Hill Rd e/o E Lake Sammamish Pkwy 16,790 11,500
16 NE Inglewood Hill Rd wi/o 228th 17,370 11,100
17 SE 8th St e/o 212th Ave SE 9,420 8,300
17 218th Ave SE n/o SE 8th St 9,420 8,200

18 SE 4th St wi/o 228th Ave SE 16,250 16,400 o
19 SE 20th St e/o 212th Ave SE 10,950 5,900
20 SE 20th St wi/o 228th Ave SE 11,350 6,700
28 NE 8th St e/o 228th Ave NE 21,430 10,000
29 SE 8th St e/o 228th Ave SE 20,730 10,400
30 SE 24th St e/o 228th Ave SE 10,550 5,300
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Table 3-10 continued

Comp Plan No. Route Name Segment Location Capacity Preferred Alternative -
Volume Exceeds Capacity
31 SE 24th St w/o 244th Ave SE 10,550 5,700
38 242nd Ave NE n/o SE 24th na 100
39 244th Ave NE s/o SE 24th 15,630 5,300
40 SE 32nd Way e/o Issaquah Pine Lake Rd 16,790 8,700
41 SE 32nd St e/o 244th Ave SE 16,790 7,500
42 SE Issaquah-Beaver Lake Rd | w/o Duthie Hill Rd 17,950 5,000
43 SE Duthie Hill Rd e/o SE Issaquah Beaver Lk Rd 16,790 17,400 o
44 SE Duthie Hill Rd w/o Trossachs Blvd 16,790 16,800 o
45 Trossachs Blvd SE n/o Duthie Hill Rd 13,680 9,500
O Minor: Exceeds capacity by less than 5 percent

© Moderate: Exceeds capacity by 5-10 percent

® Significant: Exceeds capacity by more than 10 percent

3.5.34

Site Access & Town Center Circulation Roadways

Under the Preferred Alternative, four primary roadways would provide access for the Town
Center planning area. These include 228th Avenue SE, E Main Street, SE 4th Street, and SE 8th
Street. Access from these primary roadways would be provided via a new roadway network as
illustrated in Figure 2-3. The cross-sections of the roadways identified in Figure 2-3 are

illustrated in Figure 2-4.

The majority of traffic coming to and from the Town Center would utilize 228th Avenue SE as it
is the primary arterial traveling north/south through the Town Center area and through the entire
City. Primary access points along 228th Avenue SE would be limited to the major signalized
intersections at E Main Street, SE 4th Street and SE 8th Street. From the signalized intersection
at E Main Street, access and circulation through the northwest quadrant to the west would be
provided via a new connector road to SE 4th Street. This would require modifications to the E
Main Street/228th Avenue SE signal to accommodate a forth leg on the west approach.
Improving Main Street to the east of 228th Avenue SE would provide access and circulation to
the northeast quadrant. In addition, converting East Side Catholic High School’s private
roadway into a public city street would provide access and circulation for the eastern half of the
Town Center. Secondary access points along 228th Avenue SE would be limited and are likely to
be restricted to right-in/right-out only operations.

Access and local circulation would also be provided via the east-west streets of E Main Street,
SE 4th Street, and SE 8th Street. These streets would provide more direct access to the local
internal roadway network and have lower volumes of traffic than 228th Avenue SE. Full turning
movement access from these streets can occur through proper location and design of
intersections. This would require that access locations meet City intersection spacing and sight
distance standards. It is also desirable that intersections on each side of the roadway be aligned
to prevent turning conflicts and other potential safety problems. It is anticipated that most
locations along these roadways could be adequately controlled with stop controlled cross streets
with the exception of the two central main access points on SE 4th Street, which would serve the
majority of development west of 228th Avenue SE and the main access point to SE 8th Street.
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One, if not both, of the central access points on SE 4th Street west of 228th Avenue SE would
benefit from either a traffic signal or roundabout for traffic control. The traffic volumes on SE
4th Street are forecast to be high enough to meet signal warrants and left turning vehicles would
have difficulty finding acceptable gaps to enter the flow of traffic with stop-controlled
operations. Installing a traffic signal or roundabout would provide the developable areas west of
228th Avenue SE with safe and efficient access to SE 4th Street and allow for safer pedestrian
crossings. The main access point to SE 8th Street would also meet signal warrants and benefit
from the installation of a traffic signal. This access point is located on the slope of SE 8th Street
and future consideration should be given to improving sight distances along this corridor. If a
traffic signal is installed, special design considerations would be needed to accommodate
adequate sight distances and intersection design. A roundabout at this location is less than ideal
given the existing grades along SE 8th Street.

The Preferred Alternative would provide a high level of connectivity in the northwest and east
quadrants with new roadways providing through connections to the surrounding arterials and
collector streets. The northwest and northeast quadrants include connections between SE 4th
Street and 228th Avenue SE at the Main Street intersection. These connections provide for
added circulation options reducing impacts to the intersection of SE 4th Street/228th Avenue SE,
which is located within the heart of the Town Center and would be heavily utilized. Providing
the connections through the northeast and northwest quadrants would be more difficult than a
typical road due to the significant topography challenges and potential impacts to wetlands. The
southeast quadrant includes a through connection between SE 4th Street and SE 8th Street,
which provides for adequate circulation and access through this quadrant.

Access points should be located where adequate sight distance is available. This may require
significant grading or improvement to the existing roadway profile along SE 4th Street or SE 8th
Street to minimize the sight restrictions created by the vertical curves. Any future widening or
improvements to these roadways would need to account for improving sight distance. Turning
restrictions and other access management practices would also need to be incorporated at
locations where sight distances, spacing, or other safety standards are not able to be met.

3.5.3.5 Parking

Specific quantities for parking demand and supply are not identified at this level of planning
analysis. Those quantities will be determined through project level environmental review as
individual projects within the Town Center are developed. Parking supply requirements for new
developments are detailed in Chapter 21A.40 of the Sammamish Municipal Code.

Much of the parking for the Preferred Alternative would be provided through a combination of
surface parking lots and parking garages. Because of the dense levels of mixed-use development
envisioned under the Preferred Alterative, parking garages could be more easily accommodated
and feasible for developers to build. Accommodating parking in garages, either as part of
development or as stand alone structures would provide for a more efficient use of land, allow
for more developable area, foster a more pedestrian oriented environment, and require less
impervious surface. The Preferred Alternative would also provide a mix of land use options,
which could increase opportunities for shared parking. This is desirable given that the
topography will likely limit the ability to accommodate large surface parking lots.
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3.5.3.6 Non-Motorized Facilities

In general, the Preferred Alternative provides a comprehensive network of non-motorized
facilities that would include bike lanes, recreation trails, sidewalks, and connections between
developments (see Figure 2-5).

All new streets would be designed to meet City standards and include sidewalks, bike lanes
(where appropriate), crosswalks or walkway structures at critical areas, and landscaping to
enhance the non-motorized system. There are also many opportunities to provide recreational
trails and other pedestrian connections along some of the environmentally sensitive areas, which
could provide key connections among the various developable areas.

The more dense and urban the development scenario, the more non-motorized facilities are likely
to be used and needed. With higher density development proposals, a pedestrian friendly
environment with amenities to encourage the use of non-motorized travel could provide some
relief from vehicular congestion.

Consideration will need to be given to the location and design of pedestrian crossings for the
Preferred Alternative. Enhanced pedestrian crossing areas are already provided along 228th

Avenue SE, but crossings of SE 4th Street and SE 8th Street would need to be enhanced with
development. These roadways are anticipated to have a significant level of crossings, which
would require special treatment to provide for safe and controlled pedestrian mobility.

Pedestrian and bicycle facilities west of the Town Center are very limited. With the increase in
traffic to the west of the Town Center along SE 4th Street, 218th Avenue SE, and SE 8th Street,
consideration should be given to providing additional pedestrian and bicycle facilities. This may
include providing paved shoulders, a pedestrian path, sidewalks, and possibly bike lanes.

3.5.3.7 Transit Impacts

Transit service within the City of Sammamish is limited to the north-south corridor of 228th
Avenue SE. Additional transit service could be supported through the Town Center planning
area for the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would likely provide enough
development to justify increased transit access, frequency, and service. This is more easily
accommodated with internal roadway networks that provide enhanced roadway connectivity
between developable areas. The design of the internal roadways should consider their potential
use for transit through evaluating turning radii, grades, and locations of bus stops and pedestrian
crossings. Providing more transit service in addition to providing amenities and enhancements
that will foster the use of transit will help reduce the vehicular impacts to area roadways.

354 Mitigation Measures

This section identifies the transportation improvements that have been incorporated in to the
proposed Draft Town Center Plan as well as additional measures that would be needed to
mitigate off-site impacts within the City. In addition, general strategies are identified to mitigate
impacts beyond the city limits. Figures 3-8 and 3-9 show locations where planned improvements
and mitigation measures are proposed.
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3.5.4.1 Planned Improvements

The following transportation improvements have been included as part of the Draft Town Center
Plan. These primarily relate to the development of a roadway network within the Town Center as
previously discussed in the Access and Circulation section (3.5.3.4).

Improve SE 4th Street. This will be the primary access for most residents and visitors to the
Town Center’s core and thus, the street warrants top priority. The cross section would be
designed to City standards and include a raised median/center turn lane, bike lanes, curb, gutter,
sidewalk, and landscaping. The improvements will require additional right-of-way and could
include a boulevard configuration with a center median/turn lane and wide planting strips. The
design would need to also accommodate traffic control, such as a roundabout or traffic signal, at
the main access point(s) to the northwest quadrant. Also, substantial grading will be needed on
the slopes between 228th Avenue SE and the core area to the west to enhance access, site
distance, and safety. Widening of this corridor should also include improvements at the
following intersections:

SE 4th Street/228th Avenue SE. The intersection of 228th Avenue SE/SE 4th Street is
anticipated to operate at an overall acceptable level with the Preferred Alternative but queuing
impacts are expected on the west approach. Eastbound queuing at the west approach can be
mitigated through the addition of an eastbound right-turn lane to accommodate eastbound SE 4th
Street traffic heading south on 228th Avenue SE. The widening of SE 4th Street should extend to
218th Avenue SE to the west to provide for an additional westbound turn lane at this
intersection. In addition, provision of a dedicated southbound left turn lane and a dedicated
northbound right turn lane or installation of a roundabout would provide for good progression
through this intersection.

Convert Eastside Catholic High School’s access road from 228th Avenue to a public street
(extension of SE 4th Street). While this road was originally intended as dedicated access to
Eastside Catholic High School, it will become the primary access point to development in the
northeast and southeast quadrants under the Preferred Alternative. Thus, this link is expected to
facilitate a substantial amount of vehicular, bicycle, pedestrian, and bus traffic. The plan calls
for acquisition of a 72 foot right-of-way, lane configuration changes, raised median/center turn
lane, bike lanes, planting strip, and sidewalk improvements.

Develop “connector roads” serving the northeast, southeast, and northwest quadrants of
the Town Center. These roads are intended to provide better circulation within the Town
Center and reduce pressure on 228th Avenue SE and SE 4th Street by providing more options to
move about the area. Due to the cost, configuration, ownership pattern, and phased nature of
such developments, these roads are likely to be built in phases parallel to development activity in
the Town Center. While the exact location and configuration of these roads may vary from the
example shown in the Draft Plan, the connection points shown in Figure 2-3 are the most
desirable locations.

Develop local access roads. Additional public and private streets will be necessary to facilitate
the planned Town Center development. While the configuration of local access roads shown in
Figure 2-3 is only an “example,” it was designed to generally fit with the existing topography
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and provide for an appropriate number of connections to the arterial and connector streets. The
roadway connections shown to arterials and connector streets may not meet minimum sight
distance and intersection spacing requirements based on the existing topography. The specific
location and design of these roadways would need to meet all applicable City standards and
requirements. The cross sections in Figure 2-4 illustrate desirable roadway configurations of
proposed streets.

3.5.4.2 Other Recommended Mitigation Measures

A preliminary evaluation of measures to reduce potential significant adverse environmental
impacts on transportation facilities (intersection congestion and arterial capacity) was completed
for the Preferred Alternative. Specific mitigation measures were explored for the Preferred
Alternative and are presented in this section.

At this stage of the planning process, potential improvements have been identified but the
feasibility and cost analyses have not been completed. In general, mitigating impacts to roadway
and intersection segments can either be done through completing improvements that add
capacity, through measures that reduce demand, or through adopting new policies that allow
higher levels of congestion.

Intersection Mitigation Measures

Impacts at the 212th Avenue SE/SE 8th Street intersection could be mitigated through the
following measures:

1. Separated turn lanes for the south and east approaches of the intersection would provide a
dedicated northbound right turn lane and separated westbound left and right turn lanes.
This would improve intersection operations to LOS C with the SE 8th Street approach
being stop controlled.

2. Installing a roundabout or making the intersection all-way stop-controlled would also
mitigate the impacts.

Roadway Mitigation Measures

There are four roadway segments that are forecast to exceed the concurrency threshold with the
full buildout of the Town Center Preferred Alternative. The SE 4th Street segment west of 228th
Avenue SE would be mitigated through the planned improvements identified above, which
include widening SE 4th Street to a three-lane section. The remaining three roadway segments
have only minor deficiencies that could be mitigated through implementing Transportation
Demand Management measures to reduce the vehicular demand or by completing the long-range
improvements identified in the City’s Comprehensive Plan. In general, mitigating impacts to
roadway segments can either be done through completing improvements that add capacity,
through measures that reduce demand, or through adopting new policies that allow for higher
levels of congestion. Mitigation measures for the remaining three roadway segments that have
minor deficiencies as well as the 218th Avenue SE/SE 8th Street corridor to the west are
described below:
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SE Duthie Hill Road. The roadway segment west of Trossachs Boulevard is forecasted to
exceed the capacity by 10 daily trips and the roadway segment east of SE Issaquah Beaver Lake
Road is forecast to exceed the capacity by 610 daily trips (approximately 3.5 percent). Since the
roadway section west of Trossachs Boulevard is only exceeding the daily capacities by a minor
amount; it is likely that no mitigation would be required as this analysis conservatively estimated
trip generation for the highest level in the range of development for the Preferred Alternative.

To mitigate impacts for the roadway segment west of Trossachs Boulevard, the roadway would
need to be widened to a three lane section. The Comprehensive Plan has identified the following
widening projects that would provide sufficient capacity to mitigate impacts for both segments of
SE Duthie Hill Road:

o SE Duthie Hill Road east of Beaver Lake Road, (CP #43 Widen to 3 lanes with 5-ft bike
lanes, curb, gutter, and sidewalk.); and

o SE Duthie Hill Road west of Trossachs Boulevard. (CP #44 Widen to 3 lanes with 5-ft
bike lanes, curb, gutter, and sidewalk.)

The planned improvements identified in the Comprehensive Plan are long-term visions that do
not have funding identified or a schedule for implementation.

228th Avenue South Corridor. The 228th Avenue South corridor is forecast to exceed the
capacity by 310 daily trips (approximately 1 percent). With the capacity only being exceeded by
1 percent and a large percentage of Town Center traffic utilizing this corridor, higher levels of
transit service and other Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures are anticipated
to mitigate this impact. This analysis conservatively estimated trip generation for the highest
level in the range of development for the Preferred Alternative. In addition the trip generation
estimates do not account for added transit or other TDM measures that would reduce the
demand. Assuming a 6 percent transit ridership would mitigate impacts to this corridor. Other
TDM measures besides transit ridership would include providing carpool/vanpool programs,
having businesses participating in commute trip reduction programs, providing flexcar services,
and other incentives that will reduce the vehicular demand.

If enhanced bus service or other TDM measures are not implemented or successful, the 228th
Avenue South corridor could be mitigated by adding capacity. The segment of 228th Avenue SE
between SE 24th Street and SE 20th Street is currently without bike lanes. By adding five foot
bike lanes to this section of 228th Avenue SE the capacity of the corridor would exceed the
forecast volumes for the Preferred Alternative. Another option would be to add capacity and
improve operations by adding an additional southbound through lane on 228th Avenue SE
through the intersection of Issaquah Pine Lake Road.

218th Avenue SE/SE 8th Street Corridor. This corridor is the main corridor west of the Town
Center, which is comprised of two lane roads with no pedestrian facilities and minimal to no
shoulders. The corridor is not built to current City standards. This roadway currently has a
relatively low volume with capacity to accommodate the additional traffic from the Town Center
but with the increase in vehicular traffic, consideration should be given to improving the
pedestrian and bicycle safety along this roadway. This could include providing paved shoulders,
sidewalks or pedestrian paths, and bike lanes to allow the safe and efficient mobility for
pedestrian and bicycle travel. The specific area of interest is illustrated in Figure 3-9.
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If the various mitigation strategies identified above are not feasible then impacts would need to
be mitigated through one of the following:

e Adopt new level of service standards that allow for higher levels of congestion,
e |dentify alternative improvements that would add capacity to the roadway system,

e Widen or add capacity to alternative routes that would alleviate the impacts to failing
segments,

e Complete new roadway connections through the City to provide for improved
connectivity and circulation that would provide alternative routes and better disperse
traffic impacts,

e Implement higher levels of transportation demand management to reduce the vehicular
demand on the roadway network,

e Reduce or change the mix and level of development.

Often, traffic impacts and congestion are mitigated through a combination of the above
measures. The mitigation measures would be needed as the Town Center develops. Funding of
improvements can be completed through a number of mechanisms including revisions to the
City’s Comprehensive Plan, updating the Traffic Impact Fee program, implementing Local
Improvement Districts, obtaining grant funding, and through developer contributions.

Mitigation Measures in Adjacent Jurisdictions

In addition to the mitigation measures identified above, continued coordination with the City of
Issaquah and adjacent jurisdictions will be needed to mitigate any potential impacts to areas
outside of the city. Impacts to areas outside of the city could be mitigated through the following
strategies:

e Jointly conduct additional analysis of specific corridors outside of the city to identify
impacts and potential improvement needs.

e Adjacent jurisdictions could negotiate mitigation of impacts with individual
developments through the SEPA process.

e Jointly work to expand local and regional transit service and implement other
transportation demand management practices to reduce vehicular demand.

e Establish interlocal agreements identifying how transportation impacts would be
mitigated.

3.5.5 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

In general, development in the Town Center under the Preferred Alternative would increase
traffic volumes and congestion levels throughout much of the city. Where transportation impacts
exceed the adopted thresholds and standards, mitigation measures are identified. If
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implemented, traffic and congestion levels would not exceed City standards and would,
therefore, not be considered significantly adverse.

3.6 Air and Sound

3.6.1 Impacts of the Preferred Alternative

The section evaluates potential impacts to the sound environment and air quality expected to
result from development under the Town Center Preferred Alternative. As with the action
alternatives in the Draft EIS, the Preferred Alternative would promote urbanization of the Town
Center. New roads, increased traffic and increased intensity of use are factors which could
impact sound and air conditions.

The two principle sources of impacts to air quality and the sound environment in the Town
Center will be increased traffic and increased intensity of land use. Based on the traffic impacts
identified in the transportation analysis, and intensity of use (hnumber of housing units and square
feet of commercial and civic facilities) in the Town Center, the potential impacts to the air and
sound environment will be within the range evaluated in the Draft EIS. Therefore, this
evaluation will be limited to comparing the Preferred Alternatives to the Draft EIS alternatives in
terms of the amount, type and location of traffic impacts and increased intensity of urbanization.

Construction related impacts to the sound environment and air quality would be the same as
discussed for the Draft EIS action alternatives.

3.6.1.1 Sound

Sources of community sound arising from increased housing and land use intensity are likely to
increase under the Preferred Alternative above existing conditions and above conditions
anticipated under the No-Action Alternative. The Preferred Alternative includes a number of
housing units (up to 2,000) slightly less than Alternative 3 and an amount of commercial (retail
and office) space which is slightly less than Alternative 1. Also, similar to Alternatives 1 and 3,
the highest densities of residential, commercial, and civic development, under the Preferred
Alternative would occur within the Town Center core mixed-use area. Therefore, the types and
locations of change in community sound resulting from the Preferred Alternative would be
similar to those described in the Draft EIS.

Additionally, certain civic facilities would likely be the site of meetings or events during
daytime, evening, and occasional weekend hours; sound impacts associated with civic events
would be anticipated at those times.

The other major source of sound impacts likely to result under the Preferred Alternative is
increased automobile sound. Vehicular traffic (as expressed as total PM peak hour trips
generated) is expected to increase under the Preferred Alternative (4,978 trips) more than under
Alternatives 2 (2,590 trips) and 3 (3,920 trips) but less than under Alternative 1 (5,680). A
complete discussion of transportation impacts is located in section 3.5 of this Final EIS.
Accordingly, noise produced from vehicular traffic under this alternative is expected to fall in a
corresponding range.
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In general, increased sound would likely be most pronounced during typical AM and PM
commutes. At these times noise from vehicular traffic would be expected along all existing and
proposed roadways, especially at major intersections.

3.6.1.2 Air

Major sources of long-term or non-construction air quality impacts would include automobile
traffic and residential wood burning. Under the Preferred Alternative, levels of vehicular traffic,
and vehicular emissions would be within the range of impacts identified in the Draft EIS. Based
on trip generation forecasts (see above), impacts to air quality from automobile traffics would be
higher than Alternatives 2 and 3 and lower than Alternative 1.

Higher density multi-family and town home residential development would be expected to
produce limited emissions of fine particles and other pollutants (discussed in DEIS Section
8.1.2.2) from wood burning stoves, fireplaces, and controlled outdoor fires. However, pollutants
from wood burning stoves will depend on whether private developers decide to include wood
burning fireplaces in apartments, condominiums, townhouse, cottages or ADUs.

3.6.2 Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures to control impacts to sound and air quality would not differ from those
described in the Draft EIS. No further mitigation measures are proposed.

3.6.3 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

No significant unavoidable adverse sound or air quality impacts are expected to result from the
Preferred Alternatives. Any adopted Town Center Plan would require associated development to
comply with all local and state noise and air quality regulations.

3.7 Public Services and Utilities

3.7.1 Impacts of the Preferred Alternative

This analysis evaluates the potential impacts on public services and utilities expected to result
from implementation of the Preferred Alternative. Public services typically include fire,
emergency services, police, parks, and public schools. Utilities typically include water, sewer,
electricity, natural gas and solid waste.

3.7.1.1 Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services (EMS)

Potential impacts from future growth are determined by the ability of fire and EMS services to
operate within the City’s established level of service (LOS) standard, and not by the direct
population growth. For this reason, it is difficult to quantify the impacts that could result from
implementation of the Draft Town Center Plan. New development under the Preferred
Alternative would incrementally increase the demand for fire protection and EMS services over
the 25-year planning horizon. It is possible, however, to qualitatively discuss the potential
impacts of the Preferred Alternative in comparison with the alternatives discussed in the Draft
EIS.
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Population and land use intensity are both factors that could affect fire protection and EMS LOS.
Increases in population and land use intensity would likely result in decreased LOS. Staffing,
equipment, and facilities would be monitored to identify when new resources would need to be
added to maintain adequate fire and EMS services. The Preferred Alternative would have more
housing units, and subsequently a larger increase in population, than Alternative 2, but fewer
than Alternatives 1 and 3. Similarly, the intensity of retail and office development under the
Preferred Alternative would be greater than Alternatives 2 and 3, but less than Alternative 1.

3.7.1.2 Law Enforcement

New development under the Draft Town Center Plan would increase the demand for law
enforcement services over the 25-year planning horizon. The Preferred Alternative could
increase the population of Sammamish by approximately 3,300 people (see Table 3-6 for
population estimates). Following the district standard of 0.6 commissioned officers per 1,000
residents, development in the Town Center would require the addition of approximately two
officers. It is likely that this increase is attainable within the next 25 years (DEIS; Wills, 2006).

The land use mix in the Town Center may also affect the ultimate levels of law enforcement
staffing. In some cases, the level of service required for a single-family development may be
lower than that required for multi-unit development. The number of officers would be
determined by the Sammamish Police Department based on ongoing evaluations of the Town
Center’s service needs (DEIS; Thompson, 2006).

3.7.1.3 Public Schools

Based on the District’s projected growth rates, the Lake Washington School District (LWSD)
schools serving the planning area will increase their enrollment by 179 students by the 2011-
2012 school year (DEIS; LWSD, 2006 and Miller, personal communication, 2007%). The
Issaquah School District (ISD) has projected an increase of 266 students in their enrollment in
the Town Center planning area schools by the 2011-2012 school year (DEIS; ISD, 2006). Both
of these growth projections are based on current planned growth in the area, and are above and
beyond that which would be generated with implementation of the Draft Town Center Plan.
Enrollment projections for the proposed planning horizon of 25-years are not available at this
time. As described in the Draft EIS, the LWSD and I1SD currently do not have the capacity to
house the extra students projected to be enrolled by the year 2012 (DEIS; LWSD, 2006 and
DEIS; ISD, 2006). They are, however, able to plan the construction of new facilities based on
capacity needed during upcoming school years.

As there are no housing units proposed within the ISD under the Preferred Alternative, it would
not be affected by implementation of the Draft Town Center Plan. Development under the
Preferred Alternative would, however, contribute to the student population of the LWSD. The
LWSD has developed factors, or student generation rates, that enable them to estimate the
number of new students that will be added to the district from each new single-family dwelling

2 Miller, Forest. 2007. Phone communications between ESA Adolfson and Forest Miller, Lake Washington School
District, Director of Support Services. June 12, 2007
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or multi-family dwelling units. Table 3-11 shows the estimated number of students that would
be added by the Preferred Alternative.

Table 3-11. Number of Students Generated by the Town Center Sub-Area Plan within
Each School District

Preferred
Alternative
Number of single-family units in LWSD 78
New LWSD students from single-family units 43
Number of multi-family units in LWSD 1921
New LWSD students from multi-family units 238
Total New Students in LWSD"! 281

Source: LWSD Six-Year Capital Facility Plan 2006-2011, 2006.
! The number of new students generated is a combination of elementary, middle and high
school students.

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would affect LWSD school services more than
Alternative 2, but less than Alternatives 1 and 3. The Preferred Alternative would create a larger
demand for facilities than is currently planned under the LWSD’s Facility Plan (DEIS; LWSD,
2006).

3.7.1.4 Parks and Open Space

According to the requirements outlined in SMC Title 21A.30.140, all residential developments
of more than four units must provide on-site recreation space for leisure, play or sport activities.
The amount of recreation space required is based on the size of the development and the number
of bedrooms per unit. For the purposes of this analysis, a breakdown of the residential types for
the Preferred Alternative has been estimated to calculate the total acreage of on-site recreational
space that would be required upon full build-out®. A summary of these requirements is shown in
Table 3-12 below.

® The number of bedrooms per housing unit was based on statistical averages from the neighboring communities of
Redmond and Issaquah, Washington. Statistical information was obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau, Census
2000 Table QT-HB8, retrieved October 2006.
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Table 3-12. New Recreation Space Required

Recreation Space New Recreation Space
Required Number of Units Required (acres) for
Residential Density (square feet) per unit* (estimated) Preferred Alternative
8 units/acre, or less? 390 78 0.70

Attached residential and mixed use, greater than 8 units/acre

Studio and 1- bedroom 90 688 1.42
2-bedroom 130 928 2.77
3-bedroom or more 170 305 1.19

Total 6.08

Source: Sammamish Municipal Code, Title 21A.30.140.

! See SMC Title 21A.30.140 for specific facility requirements.

2 This analysis assumes that SFD units would be developed in blocks of four or more. Residences developed
individually, or in developments of less than four units, would be exempt from this requirement.

The requirements shown in Table 3-12 are for on-site facilities that would be created
concurrently with each residential development. An analysis of the exact amount of dedicated
recreation land required will be completed during the planning stages of specific projects. This
does not take into account the potential impacts to existing parks and open space facilities from
population growth resulting from Town Center development. The Preferred Alternative could
result in a population increase of up to approximately 3,307 people (2,332 above what would be
expected under the No-Action Alternative), which would increase the demand on existing
facilities.

The Draft Town Center Plan includes a parks, open space, trails and natural areas strategy that
proposes a conceptual network of passive and active recreational spaces. A more detailed
description of the Draft Plan’s open space strategy is provided in section 2.1.3 of this Final EIS.
In general, the Draft Town Center Plan system would include approximately 36 acres of public
parks and open space.

The Preferred Alternative would comply with the goals and policies outlined in the Parks,
Recreation and Open Space Plan (DEIS; City of Sammamish, 2004) and the Trails, Bikeways
and Paths Plan (DEIS; City of Sammamish, 2005b). In addition, all development of new parks
and recreation facilities would comply with City standards for parks and recreation facilities
(SMC title 7).

3.7.1.5 Water

The size and number of new water lines and meters needed for development under the Preferred
Alternative would be determined largely by the underlying zoning, and by fire flow requirements
for the size and use of buildings. During individual project planning, each new development
would be evaluated for the availability of water and appropriate infrastructure improvements.
Developments would be required to comply with Sammamish Municipal Code (21A.60.040) and
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Fire District standards in addition to the Sammamish Plateau Water and Sewer District (District)
guidelines. Individual projects would be subject to connection and maintenance fees. Non-
single-family projects would require a minimum of 12-inch diameter water mains.

The District’s 2002 Water Comprehensive Plan does not anticipate the proposed development of
the Town Center area in its projected water needs. The Plan does conclude, however, that
projected new water demands would require the development or acquisition of new sources of
supply. Since 2002, the District has increased its capacity through the Cascade Water Alliance
(CWA). According to the District, there is currently adequate water supply to serve the Town
Center under the Preferred Alternative (DEIS; Regenstreif, personal communication, 2006).

3.7.1.6 Sewer

The District’s Draft Wastewater Comprehensive Plan (2003) projects future wastewater flows
based on population and weather forecasts. Very little of the Town Center planning area is
currently connected to the sewer system. All new development within the Town Center planning
area would be required to connect to the District’s sanitary sewer system, which will require the
installation of new, or upgraded, infrastructure. The District would likely develop a conceptual
layout of the proposed sewer collection system that considers the land use pattern of the
Preferred Alternative. The District does not anticipate problems with connecting new
development in the Town Center area to the wastewater system (DEIS; Regenstreif, personal
communication, 2006).

During the planning stages, each new development would be evaluated for appropriate
infrastructure improvements. The development would be required to comply with all District
guidelines, as well as Sammamish Municipal Code (SMC 21A.60.030) standards. In addition,
individual development projects would be subject to all connection fees required to provide
service to new users and maintain system standards.

3.7.1.7 Electricity and Natural Gas

Average peak demands for electricity have been calculated for both residential and non-
residential uses, based on “instantaneous maximum loads,” rather than daily, monthly, or yearly
average uses. Puget Sound Energy (PSE) measures these uses by power meters/residential units
(not per capita). The average kilowatt (kW) per residential customer is 3.7kW, and the average
kW/non-residential customer is 15 kW (DEIS; Van Nort, personal communication, 2006).

PSE projects demand for natural gas services using a forecast analysis calculation based on
PSE’s revenue report that is generated by City tax codes. Because natural gas is not an essential
service, PSE is not required to serve all areas. Service additions are based on request and an
analysis of revenue production. This analysis assumes that natural gas will be provided to the
entire Town Center area.

The existing electrical system would likely handle most of the additional demand from the
Preferred Alternative (DEIS; Van Nort, personal communication, 2006). Existing natural gas
infrastructure is not adequate to service the development under the Preferred Alternative.
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Additional electrical and natural gas infrastructure improvements would be required. However,
according to PSE, these improvements would be required by 2030, under any of the alternatives
(including the No-Action) (DEIS; VVan Nort, personal communication, 2006). Therefore, this is

not considered a project impact.

PSE’s anticipated service area energy need in 2007 is expected to be approximately 3,000 annual
megawatts (aMW). By 2025, that regional energy need is projected to increase to approximately
4,080 aMW. Due to expiring resource contracts within the next 6-7 years, there will be a
regional shortfall in energy resources (approximately 2080 aMW) by 2025 (DEIS; Van Nort,
2006). This shortfall is due to regional growth throughout PSE’s service area. While increased
development in the Town Center would contribute to the expected shortfall, the Town Center’s
contribution would be relatively minor and will be expected under any of the Town Center
alternatives. PSE expects to meet this shortfall through the actions discussed in the Draft EIS
(Section 9.3.2.3).

3.7.1.8 Solid Waste

Development of the Town Center would occur incrementally, contributing proportionally larger
amounts of solid waste to the total generated by the city. As new residences and businesses are
added to the planning area, Rabanco will be required to expand the services currently provided to
the planning area. The Preferred Alternative would require additional services al levels similar
to Alternative 3, based on the amount and concentration of overall development.

All new residential and commercial developments under the Draft Town Center Plan would be
required to pay service fees for pick-up of garbage, recycling and yard waste. These fees will
reduce the impacts associated with the addition of services required by Rabanco. The Preferred
Alternative would not exceed the provider’s ability to service the planning area (DEIS; Frey,
personal communication, 2006).

3.7.2 Mitigation Measures
3.7.2.1  Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services

The Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) being prepared for the three Sammamish area fire stations
contains project elements that may be required to provide adequate services for full build-out of
the Town Center. The mitigation proposed for the action alternatives in the Draft EIS would also
apply to the Preferred Alternative. If it is found that new development in the planning area has
caused a failure to meet the LOS standard, a number of actions would be evaluated. Actions to
restore the LOS may include, but are not limited to:

e Adjustments in staffing and/or shifts;

o Development of EMS facilities;

e Relocating existing stations;

e Making transportation improvements; and/or

e Automatic response agreements with other service providers (including Sammamish
Police).
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3.7.2.2 Law Enforcement

Law enforcement services are anticipated to be provided at existing levels of service. No
mitigation is proposed.

3.7.2.3 Schools

The mitigation proposed for the action alternatives in the Draft EIS, the payment of impact fees
to the school district, would also apply to the Preferred Alternative. These fees are paid by the
developer at the time of construction and would reduce the impacts of the Preferred Alternative
on LWSD by providing a portion of the funding necessary to expand school facilities.
Additional funding sources for new and expanded facilities would have to be identified over the
25-year planning horizon (Miller, personal communication, 2007%). No new residences are
proposed within the ISD under the Preferred Alternative and thus would not have an impact on
that school district. No additional mitigation is proposed.

3.7.2.4  Parks and Open Space

The following Draft Plan policies would be considered programmatic mitigation for potential
impacts to parks and open space:

0S-1.1  Usable open space should be a priority for each quadrant of the Town Center.

0S-1.2  The City should complete the development of Sammamish Commons to serve as
the primary civic focus for the City.

0S-1.3  Master plans for each of the mixed use nodes should include a publicly accessible
open space that meets the City’s design guidelines.

0S-1.4 A variety of small open spaces should be developed as part of private
development to serve local needs.

0S-2.1  Multi purpose trails, pathways and sidewalks connecting to the city-wide trail
system should be developed.

0S-2.2  The City may need to acquire land or access rights in wetland buffer areas to
accommaodate the trails and to allow for the environmental enhancement of those
areas.

The Sammamish City Council adopted Ordinance No. 02006-207 on November 21, 2006
requiring any applicant seeking residential development approval to pay an impact fee for parks
and recreational facilities. The impact fees are assessed at $2,681.42 per single-family unit and
$1,549.13 per multi-family unit. The fees are intended to mitigate the impacts of new
development on the current parks system (i.e. to maintain the current level of service), and not

* Miller, Forest. 2007. Phone communications between ESA Adolfson and Forest Miller, Lake Washington School
District, Director of Support Services. June 12, 2007
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for the creation of new parks or for on-site improvements that are required of new development.
Additionally, the fees may only be applied towards projects listed in the 6-Year Parks Capital
Improvement Plan (CIP).

Upon adoption of a Town Center Plan, the City’s Comprehensive Plan and Parks, Recreation and
Open Space Plan would be amended. Planned projects resulting from these amendments would
subsequently be included in the 6-Year Parks CIP. The impact fees collected from development
under the Preferred Alternative would help to mitigate the impacts to existing parks and open
space from the incremental increase in population.

The Draft Plan also includes the following recommended implementation actions that, if
adopted, would mitigate potential impacts to parks, open space, and trails:

o Refine the proposed trail system plan outlined in the Draft Town Center Plan and prepare
a proposal to fund and construct trails in the Plan.

e Begin planning the green spine.

« Consider acquiring easements or land for to enhance portions of environmentally
sensitive areas for trails.

3.7.2.5 Water

Water services will be made available as needed. No mitigation is proposed.
3.7.2.6  Sewer

Sewer service will be made available as needed. No mitigation is proposed.
3.7.2.7 Electricity and Natural Gas

The mitigation proposed for the action alternatives in the Draft EIS would also apply to the
Preferred Alternative. As with other utility services provided to the planning area, the specific
impacts to electrical and natural gas services from individual development proposals will be
evaluated on a case-by-case basis. No further mitigation measures are proposed.

3.7.2.8 Solid Waste
Solid waste service will be made available as needed. No mitigation is proposed.
3.7.3 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

If the proposed mitigation measures are implemented, significant unavoidable adverse impacts
are not anticipated to result from implementation of the Preferred Alternative.
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3.8 Aesthetics

3.8.1 Impacts of the Preferred Alternative

This discussion focuses on the changes in pattern, type, and scale of development in the Town
Center resulting from implementation of the Preferred Alternative. As described in previous
sections, the Preferred Alternative was developed as a “hybrid” of the land use alternatives
discussed in the Draft EIS, using elements from each of the three action alternatives. As such,
the aesthetic impacts of the Preferred Alternative have already been analyzed at a programmatic
level (DEIS Chapter 10, Aesthetics). This section will qualitatively discuss the aesthetic and
visual impacts of the Preferred Alternative, where they differ from those discussed in the Draft
EIS or where specific information has been developed subsequent to its publication.

The impacts described in the Draft EIS as common to all alternatives will also be common to the
Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative will substantially change the area’s character
from a generally rural/suburban residential character to a more urban character.

Under the Preferred Alternative, development would be directed away from wetland, stream and
buffer areas. Included in the Draft Town Center Plan’s strategy for maintaining and enhancing
vegetation and wildlife habitat are provisions for maintaining the Town Center’s wetland and
buffer areas. Retention and enhancement of these areas as open space with native vegetation will
change the visual character of the Town Center, particularly in the NE and SE quadrant.

The design of new roads proposed in the Draft Town Center Plan would also represent a strong
visual element that differs from current conditions. Most of the Town Center would feature a
curvilinear roadway system (see Figure 2-3) designed to fit with the area’s topography (the
exception would be the CMU). Most of the new streets will be landscaped and include planting
strips on both sides of the roads with street trees. Figure 2-4 shows conceptual cross-section of
the proposed road network. The proposed trail connections and open space corridors (shown in
Figure 2-5) between developments will also be a prominent visual feature that differs from
current conditions.

As with the Draft EIS action alternatives, the Preferred Alternative is illustrated in this document
using computer generated visualizations of the conceptual land use scenario. The intent of the
visualizations is to provide an understanding of what the Town Center could look like, in terms
of the height, bulk and scale of buildings and the location of development types, under the Draft
Town Center Plan. The visualizations do not represent actual plans for development or
redevelopment by the City or any private party. They do not show the details of building
modulation or architectural details nor do they show all the landscape screening or vegetation.
Actual constructed building locations and configurations will depend on individual developer
decisions. Future Town Center implementation actions will include development of land use
regulations, development standards, and capital improvements that will guide developer’s efforts
to conform to a Final Plan’s vision.
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3.8.1.1 Southeast Quadrant

Development in the southeast quadrant under the Preferred Alternative would feature a mix of
medium density (3 — 4 story) multi-family buildings, townhouses, and neighborhood scale
mixed-use (3 -5 stories) buildings with residential and neighborhood scale commercial uses.
Townhouses would be visible from SE 8th Street and mid-rise multi-family buildings would be
visible along 228th Avenue SE unless screened with vegetation. The interior of this quadrant,
located on a topographic rise, would be characterized by a NMU featuring 3 — 5 story multi-
family and mixed-use (residential/commercial) buildings and may be visible from 228" Ave SE.

Buildings in the higher density NMU area in this quadrant would be surrounded by landscaped
open spaces. Views of the Sammamish Hills Lutheran Church, currently located at the
intersection of 228th Avenue SE and SE 8th Street, are not expected to change. A visualization
of the southeast quadrant is shown in Figure 3-10.

3.8.1.2 Southwest Quadrant

The commercial building included in the NMU north of City Hall near the northwest corner of
228th Avenue SE and SE 8th Street (Figure 3-10) would be a significant visual impact in the
southwest quadrant under the Preferred Alternative. Because of the site’s visual prominence
from 228th Ave SE, it would be important to establish strong design guidelines to ensure that
this building presents an attractive, pedestrian oriented facade to the street.

Views north across the Commons from City Hall would include new public and commercial
buildings (2 — 4 stories) oriented toward park activities (Figure 3-10). A linear open space
“spine” extending from the Commons north across SE 4th Street would be visible from City Hall
and would represent a significant visual feature of the Town Center. A visualization of the
“spine” is shown in Figure 3-11

Views from SE 4th Street would include medium density (3 — 4 story) buildings on both sides of
the roadway as it rises west from 228th Avenue SE to the CMU area. The character of this street
would change dramatically from current conditions. SE 4th Street would be a relatively
intensely developed pedestrian oriented street with commercial and mixed-use developments (1
— 4 stories) visible from the street. As described above in Section 3.5.4.1 and shown in Figures
2-4 and 2-5, SE 4th Avenue (west of 228th Avenue SE) would be designed as a boulevard with
landscaped median and wide planting strip with trees.

Impacts to views from existing properties west of the Town Center boundary would be minimal
because of the low intensity single-family residences located along the western boundary. These
would provide a buffer between the higher-intensity uses and adjacent neighborhoods. A
visualization of the southwest quadrant is shown in Figure 3-10.
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3.8.1.3 Northeast Quadrant

Views of the northeast quadrant eastward from 228th Avenue SE would include an NMU area
featuring mixed-use (3 -5 stories) development around a small park/open space, surrounded by
medium density (3 — 4 story) multi-family buildings and town houses. Development would be set
back from 228th and Main Street. As viewed from 228th Ave SE and Main Street, the buildings
would appear in the background, separated from the roads by undeveloped open space (which
includes wetland, stream, and buffer areas). Landscaping standards and design guidelines would
be necessary to direct development in this quadrant to present attractive faces toward 228th
Avenue SE and Main Street. The northeast quadrant is illustrated in Figure 3-12.

3.8.1.4  Northwest Quadrant

Development in the Northwest Quadrant under the Preferred Alternative would include a portion
of the CMU described in section 2.1.1 and, in more detail, in the Draft Town Center Plan. It
would feature a mix of medium density (3 — 4 stories) multi-family and medium scale mixed-use
(4 - 6 stories) buildings clustered around a linear open space “spine” (see Figure 3-11). This
quadrant would also feature single use retail buildings and structured parking.

Development in this area would be visible from SE 4th Street. Views of the Town Center from
the north would be largely blocked by the forested hill located roughly along E. Main Street.
Development intensity would also taper down to the north and west with low-density single
family and townhouses providing a visual buffer along the Town Center boundary. Views of new
development would also be very limited from residences west of the project area because of
existing vegetation in the wetland and buffer system along the planning area’s western margin.
The northwest quadrant is illustrated in Figure 3-12.
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3.8.2 Mitigation Measures
3.8.2.1 Incorporated Plan Elements

Features of the Preferred Alternative Town Center Plan would direct and regulate development
in a manner that mitigates, minimizes, or avoids adverse aesthetic and visual impacts. These
elements take the form of strategies, policies, and proposed actions that are included in the Draft
Town Center Plan.

The Plan includes a design strategy (Chapter V) that focuses on achieving the City Council’s
Vision Statement goals through a combination of zoning standards, master planning processes
and guidelines, and public improvements. One of the Draft Plan’s fundamental concepts relates
directly to the aesthetics goals of the plan:

Establish a distinctive design character. The envisioned design character emphasizes
integration with the natural rolling and wooded landscape and new buildings that exhibit an
intimate scale, inviting architectural character, high quality construction and integration with
the Town Center’s natural setting. Beyond the Town center’s physical image, the Town
Center character will reinforce the larger City’s identity of a progressive community
supporting an active lifestyle and an intimate relationship to the natural environment.

The Draft Plan provides several policies that are considered programmatic mitigation measures
intended to guide the implementation of the Town Center Plan. The policies that would
specifically mitigate potential impacts to aesthetics and views include:

D-1.2 The City should adopt design guidelines for the Town Center.

D-1.3 Landscaping and natural elements should play a prominent role in the Town
Center’s overall design character, and landscape design should be an important
part of public facilities, streets, and private development.

D-14 Aesthetics should be an important design criterion in the design of public
infrastructure, including streets, utilities, and public facilities.

D-1.6 Foster design excellence by seeking a higher standard in the design and
construction of quality of civic buildings.

D-2.1 Building forms and layouts should take advantage of views.

The Draft Plan also includes the following recommended implementation actions that, if
adopted, would mitigate potential aesthetic impacts of the Preferred Alternative:

o Establish a process to master plan mixed-use nodes that guides development in an
organized way and achieves the Town Center vision. As part of the design guidelines,
adopt master planning principles for each mixed-use node.

o Adopt design guidelines and a design review process to guide development in the Town
Center. Design guidelines would direct the form and character of the buildings, quality
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and quantity of landscaping, treatment of parking lots, setbacks and open space, and
environmental restoration

o Develop a set of roadway standards with streetscape elements that make streets in the
Town Center attractive to travel and optimal settings for new development.

Adverse aesthetics and visual impacts would be further avoided to a large extent by the land use
pattern approved by the City Council and prescribed in the Draft Town Center Plan land use
strategy, specifically through the following means:

o Development intensity would taper down toward lower intensity uses and the Town
Center Boundary in a “wedding cake” pattern (See Figure 2-2).

e The Draft Plan includes provisions to create open space buffers between medium and low
intensity residential developments (building foot prints would be limited to 30 or 35
percent in residential zones)

o Street and park landscaping, accomplished as part of public works projects included in
the Town Center Plan, would further increase the amount of “green infrastructure” and
soften the visual character in the Town Center.

3.8.2.2 Other Recommended Mitigation Measures
No additional mitigation measures are proposed.
3.8.3 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative as described in the Draft Town Center Plan would
represent a dramatic change in the visual character of the Town Center. Although the change
would be significant, it is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan goals and policies and
Council vision, therefore it would not be considered adverse.

The mitigation measure described above, including the City’s development regulations, Town
Center Plan features, Town Center development guidelines and design standards, would likely be
sufficient to mitigate potential adverse impacts.
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Chapter 4 Comments and Responses

A public comment period on the Draft EIS was held from January 31, 2007 to March 2, 2007 and
extended to March 26, 2007. During that time 38 comment letters including approximately 180
individual comments were received by the City. All of the comments received during the
comment period are reproduced and included in this chapter of the Final EIS. The individual
responses to each comment follow the reproduced comment |etter.

The comment letters are divided first by government agencies and then by citizens. Distinct
comments are numbered in the margins with responses corresponding to the numbered comment.
Where comments raise similar issues and warrant similar responses, the comment is responded to
once with subsequent responses referring to the earlier response.
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STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY, TRADE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

128 - 10" Avenue SW ¢ PO Box 42525 « Olympia, Washington 98504-2525 » (360) 725-4000

March 26, 2007

Mr. Kamuron Gurol

Director of Community Development
Attn: Town Center DEIS

City of Sammamish

801 228th Avenue Southeast
Sammamish, Washington 98075

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan

Dear Mr. Gurol:

Thank you for sending the Washington State Department of Community, Trade and Economic
Development (CTED) the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Sammamish Town Center
Sub-Area Plan that we received on February 5, 2007. We recognize the substantial investment of time,

energy, and resources that this document represents, and we appreciate the opportunity to comment.

We especially like the following:

[ The City of Sammamish is continuing to plan for its future, and is moving forward with plans for a town

center. This is an exciting time for Sammamish as the community is faced with the option of developing as
the current plan exists, or embracing the development of a true town center. We appreciate that the DEIS
considers the full range of options including those for more intense uses of the site. Sammamish has
conducted a market study which provides valuable information about the types of developments which
could be profitable to developers, and those that are needed in Sammamish. Many communities are using
these types of studies not only to develop their plans, but to market them so that the plans are implemented
in the short term. We congratulate you on using this proven approach. In addition, all of the options take
advantage of the natural features, and protect them by designating them as park and open space. All
options include a significant trail system to provide public access to these areas. These trail systems also
provide bicycle and pedestrian connectivity to other neighborhoods, and offer opportunities for physical
activity which is gaining increasing importance as part of planning for a community.

Of course, from a growth management perspective, we will encourage you to choose a more urban form
that will be consistent with the goals of the Growth Management Act, and those of your own
comprehensive plan. However, that are a lot more reasons why this is such an important decision. As you
consider the options, we encourage you to consider the lessons from other suburban communities
throughout the U.S. who are redesigning already-developed lands, at great cost, seeking to create a sense of
place, and a true focus for their communities. Sammamish can skip this intermediate step, and go directly

COMMENT LETTER NO. 1

1-2

Mr. Kamuron Gurol
March 26, 2007
Page 2

to place-making' — defining and investing in a community center where the community can come
together, and where a diversity of activities can take place.

‘We have some suggestions for strengthening your town center planning that we encourage you to consider:

[~ Focus the options to be consistent with the comprehensive plan:

The vision in the 2003 Sammamish Comprehensive plan is for a unique core of urban lifestyles and
conveniences that put the pedestrian first. The policies in your comprehensive plan, and the findings from
the town center market analysis, point to a more diversified and pedestrian-oriented center than is
represented in some of the alternatives in the EIS. We encourage you to focus on options which

characterize the vision and policies in your comprehensive plan.

[~ Multiple modes of transportation could be supported by the Town Center:

The analysis in the DEIS has a concentrated focus on accommodating motor vehicle trips. The analysis
between the options might be broadened with a review how existing and new trips could be shifted to
regional bus or vanpool services on 228™ Avenue if convenient and high quality service was available.

The development of a town center for Sammamish can provide a central node not only for new residents of
this area, but for the surrounding neighborhood. Goal LUG — 15 of the comprehensive plan is to promote
connectivity between neighborhoods. At a minimum, we suggest that the plan ensure safe and efficient
bicycle and pedestrian connections throughout the town center and multiple links to surrounding
neighborhoods. A town center with a diverse mix of uses could provide local services within walking and
bicycling distance or many existing homes. This would offer options for replacing local car-based
shopping or dining trips to locations within the town center. We encourage you to more fully explore this
option in your analysis. The benefits would include not only a reduction in traffic, pollution, and

| greenhouse gases, but increased opportunities for walking and bicycling.

[~ Careful design makes a big difference:

Safe and efficient bicycle and pedestrian facilities are just the beginning of planning for a successful town
center. Comprehensive plan policy LUP 2.4 states: The City should promote design of the three
designated community center environments based upon a human scale to encourage attractive street fronts
and other connecting walkways that accommodate pedestrians as the first priority, while accommodating
vehicular movement. Careful attention to design of buildings, design of streets and sidewalks, placement of
parking and landscaping, and form of public places make a great deal of difference in how the town center
will feel when it is built. Good design in commercial areas creates a place where pedestrians feel
comfortable. Good design in residential areas can help higher density developments fit better with
surrounding developments, and still feel like a small town. Design details such as setbacks, lighting,
landscaping, and pedestrian crossings along and across 228" Avenue can completely change the feel of this
area. The DEIS captures some of the design options in the detailed renderings, but the importance of

| design in the success of the project should not be overlooked.

[~ The Town Center is a good place for more housing diversity:

The three centers appear to be the best opportunities to create a wide range of housing options in
Sammamish including cottage housing, townhouses, condos, flats, and other multifamily styles. This is
supported by policy LUP 7.6 of the comprehensive plan — High density multifamily housing should be

! The Project for Public Spaces hosts a Web site with a great number of resources on placemaking at www.pps.org/.
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located close to arterials served by public transit and within walking distance of commercial activities,
parks and recreational facilities. The market analysis provided a great deal of information regarding the
potential for some of the more intense alternatives. The analysis suggested that five-story mixed-use
structures, which may include commercial or office and residential would do very well in the town center.
Well-designed structures could provide some landmark buildings to create a sense of place for this area as
well as providing a range of housing options. The market analysis showed that smaller, more cost-efficient
housing is needed for singles, seniors, and modest income earners such as teachers, fire-fighters, and other
service workers. We encourage you to consider how to provide this range of housing within an easy five-
minute walk of transit and commercial services within the town center.

Congratulations to you and your staff for the good work embodied by the DEIS. If you have any questions
or concerns about our comments or any other growth management issues, please call me at (360) 725-3064
or Ike Nwankwo at (360) 725-3056. We extend our continued support to the City of Sammamish in
achieving the goals of growth management.

Sincerely,

Anne Aurelia Fritzel, AICP
Growth Management Planner
Growth Management Services

AAF:tw

cc: The Honorable Mark Cross, Mayor of Sammamish
Leonard Bauer, AICP, Managing Director, Growth Management Services, CTED
David Andersen, AICP, Plan Review and Technical Assistance Manager, Growth Management
Services, CTED
Ike Nwankwo, Financial and Technical Assistance Manager, Growth Management Services CTED
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Comment Letter No. 1 — Washington State Department of Community Trade and
Economic Development

1-1

1-2

1-3

1-4

Comment noted.

All of the action alternatives and the Preferred Alternative were devel oped to be
consistent with the City's Comprehensive Plan goals and policies for adiverse,
pedestrian-oriented center as well as the City Council’ s vision directing the Town Center
to be "linked to the region with excellent transit service and bikeways and to the rest of
the city with pedestrian trails* and to be "eminently walkable, with accessible sidewalks,
trails, and pathways." The Preferred Alternative as expressed in the Draft Town Center
Plan includes a strategy for pedestrian and bicycle access. The strategy providesfor a
hierarchy of trails to connect the land uses and amenities of the Town Center with
surrounding areas. The Draft Plan also includes a conceptual trail network (See Figure 2-
5), which isintended to serve both transportation and recreational functions. In addition,
the compact and coordinated nature of the planned Town Center will provide for highly
functioning and attractive non-motorized access.

See the response to comment 1-2. The Draft Plan’ s transportation strategy also includes a
transit element. The Preferred Alternative will likely provide enough devel opment
density to justify increased transit access, frequency, and services. Some form of local
transit service may also be included as a means to mitigate traffic (see section FEIS
3.5.4).

Development of the Preferred Alternative relied heavily on the City's Comprehensive
Plan goals and policies and the City Council Vision Statement. The Draft Town Center
Plan’s design strategy includes policies and proposed implementation actions aimed at
promoting design techniques that enhance pedestrian access, deemphasize vehicular
access, provide for attractive and safe open space, reduce the perceived scale of
buildings, enhance neighborhood character, and promote environmentally friendly
design. The Town Center Plan will be implemented through design guidelines and
development regulation that will be adopted before development in the Town Center
begins. These implementing measures will address these concernsin detail. Additionally,
measures to mitigate impacts to the area’ s aesthetics are discussed in section 3.8.2 of this
FEIS.

The Preferred Alternative as embodied in the Draft Town Center Plan includes provisions
to 1) increase the diversity of the housing stock in the City and 2) provide affordable
housing. The Draft Plan includes the following “conceptual directions’ to implement its
fundamental concepts that relate to housing diversity:

A variety of housing types. To encourage a diversity of housing to meet the
needs of current and future residents, the plan calls for amix of multi-family,
townhouse, cottage housing, and single-family units. These will provide housing
choices, alow for affordable housing initiatives, reduce impacts and support
desired commercial uses.

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007
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The housing strategy in the Draft Plan calls for up to 2,000 dwelling units and includes a mix of
multi-family units in mixed-use and stand-al one structures, townhouses, cottages, and detached
single family dwellings. The most intensive housing densities are planned for mixed-use areas.
The mixed-use areas will be compact in form, with pedestrian-oriented streets and spaces, and
buildings up to six floors.

The Preferred Alternative also includes provisions for affordable housing. The Draft Plan directs
that all residential development within the Town Center shall provide a portion of housing
affordable to low or moderate income and that affordable housing should be providedin a
variety of forms, serving variousincome levels, and be integrated with other usesin the Town
Center. Refer to the Plan’ s housing strategy and goals and policies regarding affordable housing
for further details.

October 2007 City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS
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Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 2 — City of Issaquah

2-1

2-2

2-3

2-4

2-5

Thank you for acknowledging that the DEIS does include discussion throughout the
report that there are traffic impacts to areas outside of the city limits. These impacts are
primarily due to the City of Sammamish being a bedroom community with most of the
employment and shopping opportunities being located outside of the city limits. The City
of Sammamish desires to be a*good neighbor” with adjacent communities and intends
through this environmental review process to account for legitimate impacts of its long
range plans that may extend beyond city limits.

It is recognized that traffic to and from the City of Sammamish utilizes roads within the
City of Issaguah. The Sammamish Town Center Sub-area Plan EIS focuses on the same
study area as was evaluated in the City of Sammamish Comprehensive Plan. This does
include some intersections outside of the City but does not include all of the roadways
and intersections that are mentioned in your letter. The FEIS analysis will not include an
expanded study area but in an effort to quantify impacts we have made available the
volume distribution plots showing the traffic volume impacts to the various roadways as
requested. This information has helped to identify the order of magnitude that traffic
impacts will have to areas within the City of Issaquah. The specific assignment and
distribution of traffic from the preferred alternative can be seen in the model plots
included in Appendix C.

As mentioned in the previous response to comment 2-2, the traffic volumes forecasts for
the Preferred Alternative have been provided to City of I1ssaquah staff to help quantify
and identify the traffic impacts related to the Sammamish Town Center. Preliminary
analysis conducted by City of Issaquah staff indicates that most of the intersections
affected by increased volumes would continue to operate within Issaguah’ s level of
service standard and would require no mitigation, while three intersections may degrade
to unacceptable levels for which mitigation could be considered. Two of these
intersections (Gilman Blvd./Front Street and | ssaquah Fall City Rd/Issaquah Pine Lk Rd)
are affected by less than five seconds and are less than a half a second beyond the LOS
E/F threshold. The third intersection (Issaquah Fall City Rd/Black Nugget) is within one
tenth of a second from being at LOS F even without the development of the Town
Center. Discussion of mitigating these impacts isincluded below in later responses.

See response to Comment 2-3.

As previously mentioned, the trip distribution and assignment of specific trips related to
the Preferred Alternative has been provided to City of I1ssaquah staff.

A more detailed trip generation table by use and internal capture was also provided. The
internally captured trips that represent roughly 30 percent may appear high as this
percentage includes a double counting of internal trips. When utilizing the City’ straffic
model, an internal trip from one land use to another is quantified as an inbound trip for
one use and an outbound trip for the other use. So, the 30 percent internal capture
includes a double counting and more clarity and explanation is provided in the Final EIS
to avoid this confusion.

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007
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2-7

2-8

2-9

2-10

The City of Sammamish collected updated traffic volumes throughout the city in late
February and early March 2006. Specifically the data was collected February 28th
through March 2nd. A figure summarizing the average AM peak hour, PM peak hour,
and daily counts isincorporated into the Final EIS analysis and is attached to this
response as Figure 4-1. As shown in the figure, al of the PM peak hour volumes exceed
the AM peak hour volumes with the exception of one location. The AM peak hour traffic
volumes on 244th Avenue NE, just south of SR 202 (NE Redmond Fall City Road), are
dlightly higher. The remainder of the city has higher traffic volumes occurring during the
PM peak hour. Since traffic volumes are typically highest during the PM peak hour, the
City’ straffic model and concurrency program have been developed around the PM peak
hour.

The focus of this analysisis based on the PM peak hour, as the combination of traffic
generated by any of the Town Center land use aternatives along with the adjacent street
traffic would be at the highest levels during the PM peak hour.

Asnoted in Section 1.4.1 of the DEIS, the adoption of the Sammamish Town-Center
Sub-area Plan isa*“ non-project (programmatic) action. An EIS for a non-project action
does not require site-specific analyses. Rather, the EIS discusses impacts and alternatives
appropriate to the scope of the non-project proposal and the level of planning for the
proposal (WAC 197-11-442)”. Environmental review of the proposed Sub-area Plan is
also following a course of phased environmental review. Under phased review, broader
environmental documents, such as a sub-area plan, are followed by narrower documents,
such as a site-specific or project-level anaysis’ (DEIS; Section 1.4.2). Therefore,
although this FEIS reflects a broad review of the traffic impacts from the Sammamish
Town Center on some I ssaquah intersections, further analysis may be necessary on a
project level basis as development under an adopted Town Center Plan proceeds.

The City of Sammamish iswilling to continue to explore the option of an interlocal
agreement and/or reciprocal impact fees with the City of Issaguah. Asyou know, thiswill
require continued coordination between our jurisdictions, which we are committed
toward.

The City of Sammamish will continue to work with King County and the City of
| ssaquah to determine appropriate mitigation for Issaquah Fall City Road.

The City of Sammamish will continue to coordinate with the City of Issaquah on the
GMA and SEPA issues.

October 2007 City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS
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2-11 The City of Sammamish will continue to openly work with the City of 1ssaquah to
resolve our joint transportation issues/concerns and to develop an appropriate plan for
mitigating impacts from the proposed Town Center. A few of the optional approaches are
identified below:

e Pursue an agreement to analyze impacts and mitigation on a case by case basis under
SEPA, similar to what has been occurring but with a more formalized structure and
approach for consistency.

o Establish interlocal agreements identifying how transportation impacts would be
mitigated. This would most likely include areciprocal impact fee agreement between
the jurisdictions or it may include identifying a specific impact fee for development
within the Town Center.

« Jointly conduct additional analysis of the specific corridors of concern to identify
impacts and potential improvement needs.

o Expand transit service and implement other transportation demand management
practices to reduce vehicular demand.

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007
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Marnch 7, 2007

Mr. Kamuron Gurol

Community Development Direclor
City of Sammamish

801 228" Ave SE

Sammamish, WA 98075

RBe:  Sammamish Town Cantar Sub-Area Plan Dralt Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Gurol:

On behall of the Lake Washington Schoaol District (the "District™), thank you for the
oppartunity to comment on tho Draft Environmental Impact Statemant {"DEIS") for the
sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan (“Town Center”) proposaed by the Cily of
Sammarmish.

. Ahernatives:

[ As you know, the District owns a 15.49 acre undeveloped site (the “School Site”) in the
Mortheast planning area of tha Town Center. The District is currently holding the site in
reserve as a potential future school site. Whether the School Sile is developed for a
school (and, what type of scheol) will ba the subject of fulure planning decisions and will
depend upon a variety of factors including, but not limited to, student enroliment
populalion projections, service arsa naeds, and finencial capacily.

As you also know, the four allematives in the DEIS suggest alternalive uses far the
School Site, which include low intensity residential, medium intengity residential, civic,
and mixed use development. Mene of the allematives recognize the polential
development of & school on this site. Pleasa confirm that, regardiess of the preferred
aliernative selected by the City, the zoning will allaw the District to develop a publc
school on this gite should that be necessary in the future. If necessary, please add
language to the DEIS to ensure thal this patential use is preserved.

Please note thal, in the ovont the District determines that the School Site is nol needed
for District purposes, the Distrigl's interest ks that the site will be zonad for its highest

| and best use.

COMMENT LETTER NO. 3

Jackic M. Pendergrass - Presidend

3-3

iy ol Sinzanmisl
Sarch 7. 2K

[l. Public Sarvicas and ULilitkes:

Az dizcussed in Chapier & of the DELS, [page 9-14). the Town Canler s anticipated o
ganeraie berNeen 177 1y 438 new studemz in the Distnct, dapanding an which
alternatwe iz wllimately ball. The DFIS also noles {page 9-5) that e fallowing Dhismrict
sChools cutienly serve tha Tgwn Certer. Samantha Senith Eleenentany. Inglawoni
Midole School, and Easllake Hign Schocl. Furhermaore, the DFIS recognizas 1hat
gwudent errallment currantly exctods casacily (hoth permanent and terporany at Stk
and Inglewgad (0age %-5). This information is accurate,

However. the DE'S inaccurataly states thal, based ugon the Distict's projected groedh
rates. tha enrallment a1 the sehools serving This ared wil increase by 103 studenls by
the 20171-2012 schogl yvear (page 9-13). Tho Disthcl preparss detailad sevice area
praj@clions basad upen gxgecied new devecoment. Lsing Ihese projaciions,
enrollment in thiz geryice area by the 20112012 and 2092-2013 schoal years will be az

follows
Studenis Gernerated = Sludents Generated
remn Mew fruom New Development |
School Cavelopmanl through thrgugh 201213
21z | |
“Smith Elememary ! - K
nglewood Junior High 48 ' . i
“Easlake High School | 32 R |
Total i i 17 256

Flease maks this correction in the DEIS. Of coursa. hase igares do not ingluds the
afldiliona’ onecliment that would resolt frar adapted lund use changes in the Town
| Center planning area.

Fegardiess of the chosen alternative, cevelopment in the Town Canlar will impac! fhe
Disinet’s capazily. As the DEIS comrectly notes, the elemenany ard junior high schools
That serve e Town Center planning anta are balh currenlly ovar capaciiy. Swdents
peneraled from the Town Conter will anly axacerbate the capacily daliciancies, Thae
payment of school impact fees will olisel same, bat ceranly nat all, of the costs

| asscriated wilh prowvaing capacity impravemnents necessany 10 sene new dovolopment.

it you should have army questions concarmng 1hia Distr of's commenis on tha DEIS,
plaase cal:. Thank you.

Sincarely

T e
EN e

Dr. Do Saul
Surporintendent

COMMENT LETTER NO. 3
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Comment Letter No. 3 — Lake Washington School District

3-1

3-3

The EI'S acknowledges that the LWSD owns an undeveloped 15.5 acresin the northeast
guadrant of the Town Center area and that the District is currently holding the property
for future needs. The City’s current residential zoning would allow the devel opment of
an elementary, middle or high school. Under the Draft Town Center Plan school
development would continue to be an alowed use. For purposes of analysis, the Draft
Town Center Plan proposes allowing medium density residential development
(townhouses and mid-rise multi-family) on the eastern half of the property in the case that
LWSD decides not to devel op the property as a school. The western half of the property
is heavily constrained by the presence of George Davis Creek, wetlands, and associated
buffers so the analysis assumes open space (see Figure 5-1 in the DEIS).

Development decisions for the property would be made only by the LWSD. Development
of the property would have to comply with the City’ s land use regulations, critical areas
ordinance, and adopted Town Center Plan regulations and design guidelines.

The Preferred Alternative proposes the development of aroadway across the LWSD
property. The City and LWSD would need to discuss how best to determine the use of the
property for the public interest.

The projected enrollment has been corrected in section 3.7.1.3 of thisFinal EIS.

Text has been added to the mitigation (section 3.7.2.3) in this Final EISto clarify that
new funding sources would have to be identified for facilities required over the 25-year
planning horizon.

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 4

DEIS Comment Submittal
Scott Hamilton

Submitted by Scott Hamilton

Member, Sammamish Planning Commission
(Submitted Individually)

19727 SE 19" §t.

Sammamish, WA 98075-9639

March 26, 2007

I hereby submit the following comments in responses to the Draft EIS for the
Sammamish Town Center dated January 31, 2007.

L. Traffic

[~ A. Introduction. A draft of this Section I was provided to the City Staff and Traffic
Consultants, resulting in the response dated March 19 that T understand will be contained
in the FEIS. To put the March 19 response in context, I list the questions that pertained
thereto below. My spreadsheet analysis referred to in Item 1 below is also hereby
submitted for the record, as it also is referenced in the March 19 response and also a letter
submitted at my request by Joseph Savage, PE, a transportation engineer. Mr. Savage’s
letter is contained as Attachment F in the March 19 response.

Inasmuch as the March 19 response addresses the points below, no further response is
requested for Items 1-9 and their sub-points. | hereby thank the City and the Consultants
for the time and effort expended in preparing the March 19 response.

HOWEVER, see L.B. that follows Item 9 below for additional comment hereby
bmitted in sur-resp to the March 19 City-Consultant response.

1. A spread sheet is attached compiling all traffic data contained in Figures 7-3
through 7-9, plus traffic data from the September 2003 adopted Comprehensive
Plan. The spread sheet contains lettered columns and numbered rows for
identification, which are referenced in the comments below. There are two Excel
spread sheets: one is entitled “Traffic Count” and the other is entitled “Peak Hour
Count.” Each will be referenced below and is follows the format described above.

2. Due to the errors or questionable results detailed below, the validity of the traffic
analysis is questionable.

3. The Peak Hour spread sheet contains two scts of data:

a. the 2003 Traffic Count as listed in the Comprehensive Plan, and the
“Existing” traffic count as listed in the DEIS. Using the standard 10% ITE
Trip Generation calculation, Peak Hour counts are calculated for these two
sets of data.

b, The remaining columns reproduce the Traffic Count and Peak Hour data
from the DEIS forecasts for Alts. 1, 2, 3 and No Action. The Peak Hour
data is then divided by the Traffic Count data to obtain the percentage of
Peak Hour traffic to the ADT data forecast by the City’s consultants. The

results lead to the questions posed in Paragraph 4.
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ITE. stanidard of 10%: of ATF]'. As the mathematical calouliions i Lhe
seegpanying bavel Spreadshect mdicates. some Peak Howr i s cabvulate
o a5 low as - %% Fudlenoere. s Sigare vanes Fons DEIS frosast-o- Farecas),
Tor thie sarme Locatiom.
The roetlodo logy eaploined en 1ML Pe. 7-15 under Section 7.2 1, soh-
pacavragls 1, 2 and 395 dezipned 10 stnctly Jensil 192 anal vis s f5on:
the Town Center. The sesult is the upderstalemient. in seme cases
drumiatizally, the eotal peak howe (refTic velemes theoughout Lhe city.
Thesc urderstatenscs miap Aave Me otpor ol Tilsely supgesting passice
Ly oz crical link worlamies sl ov fact i audd iional 17afic may tesuls
tn Elune of additenal LEF or eritical liek loeaivns theoughoul the city,
LooSee DB P 7- 18, Secnon 7250 P, A, heginmng: “In
wolierul. under all Town Cenler Ahematives. " This is precisy
an exarmle of how the understated Peuk Hour caleclation
Urseribeud asdey mivy in Ty undsrztate the impacts oo
incersectisn [O%. Reealculatng mpacts using the [TE Trip
Cieneralican suubazeds racy wiclid 2 i ditfecent Tesull.
Please explamn Ui nus-cozlforty ke thy 104 ALFT I TE TAp Creneeation

slandards.

Flease exelain how Peak Hocr caleulalion: prerecaiages sary fur the same
lecahion trem Farecast-to- Forceasl. Ih ouher wards, pereentisges shenld be

conslant why aren’Lihey’

An analysis conforming to [TE Top Ceneralior standands is requesied lor

the RS

DELS Frgare 7-3 15 entilled "Exisling Teaffiz Yolumes™. The stoglicataoz s thag
Ihuse gre MG figures but the chart 15 undalzd wath respect eoewlew teaffie corns
wert sctually taken.
Flease sdentfy adien e e counts were Liken 1A or PR dae).
Aliluapgh Fignre 7.3 ianplivs these are 2006 raflic courls, note the lewres
uf I3 %000 the Tra e Count Sproadsheet Calwmng D6 and B, These
fgeres are idenzzeal, uaiedsilly three weass apirt. Please expliun

The Tuo3 Comp Plan traffic Counds 4Figene ¥-d of the Comp Fan)
sdentities Actual ar Madeled trafiic counts. Please diselose Actial o

il

L

Muelehsl Trathie Counts in DEIS By 7-3

Eee Trafhie Tount Spreadshect Columas U3, ES and 122 and D4, E4 and

Fa. Accanding o DFETS Figee 7.3, imflie Das Qoclned s, Aclual cenls
i Comp Plan Figuee V-4 Please expluin o DIEES Foguee 72145 bised on

Actiil vownrs or Modeled coumts and why the Figure 73 caoes decdingd
thespite anlelimanal prow i i 1he Oy of Sammamish Beosecn 2607 and

2RI

Connp Plan Figure V-4 shows an Actual wmaltic couan ol 18,500 oo Fae
Latie Sarnrmanwish Parkw ay {1 LEF) o1 ke Sammanush Redinond Ciny
Limaite (Traitic Cowne Speeadsheet Coluoo D11 T3S Paoe 723 dows ot
slaz this precese incituon Tzl shews a figune of | 729000 AT TS sowls uf the
Ciny Lamnits and Munde ol Welsee Paoian (Traflic Count Spreadshest Colemn

Fage 2ol [2




TEIS Comctcnt Subenitta
B E[a.milt_un

4-1

L2y L2 s marginally nigher thar Colunn D2, w el as ot g ol
Webur Boinl.
i Bl exolan why a RETS raflic count ac e Redsand s
EAmils was vl ncluded.
i Plewsy nxclude thas figene
iii. Please exprlzinw by witer cnosidendsly grawth in Sammamush
during three s ears the THEIS seathie conutl on ELSP incteass) only
. aeconling tohe DEIS Ggures.
1 Wotc that fraific on Inglen aod Hill Boad weeat up 5% 20k
v S whole, sacconding to DEDS Tiwwres, radlic on ELSE
sl ol Inpelews coad Hill weesl o n 820, Sogueeslite walliz
o ELSP norh of Inglewood IR wenl ug only 2.75%
thiercfuce dowsi 'L [l lew the sharp increass inotealfic on
Dzl i HT Baingl

1. See Traffie Coum Spreadsheer Cobanos £27 wwl M2 e xisting Toadlic
v 203N Action Allerzadiveh. Moce thal thcsy fegurit are the sanae
Wole Lhat Murray FrankTsm cumtewl e hes petiat applicaiozs . process fos
appresi. 2500 5F amt MF honaes. Taplain howe the 20060 feere ranang
waichinged.

g Plewse recsaming the peblished duta i the dse provaded an e Excel
Sprcinlsligers attuhed o ks Conwaeat doe eflier sinalac anomalies and
comeet thede i he FELS.

O Tnclude fine letalions it Rediwonml and EBsagab idizniliad indhe Conzp Pl tcaflic
analysis iFiguee V-4 af 1he Comp Planp and conduct o aoalvsis of e e
ampas of all Altematnes (L. 2, 3, Wo Aovion and the Preferred Aharazvel i
the IFE1S

T Hewpmite Nl ersflic pzabyss Nor each allemalive wenodied in she DEIS, corrceting
all vrkssiaas ozl croes jdintehod shove,

a. Fimstcequire upadaced traflic cnoots as baseling irafNic troim whict wieals sis
heping. Traffic cowmes an e Oty Pl were condueted o 20653 ar hefurg
il wre ne Jonger curment.

B A loculicns wenlBed tnothe Camp Plan should be uplausl.

i Wencly all e counss north of XL 8% S0 are caloulated racher
War swctal. All e ercnals hroughoet fae ooy slhould haye
e, actoal eewnets Miner aerals likely to reccive tmflic dtom the
Adlerrazives should reecive opdaig, el counts. 4O nunes s the
extremilics of (ke cicy, such as Trossachs, walikely o regeing mich
it from the Allermatives, may be zatewlaced. )

A0 Arecaleoktivn ul levels ol servige gan the aenits outhmed @0 =t and e ludine all
ditit complied as outlined in =1, showld b sindenaken.

9 {opd fur arnpmaverients ol stlected tods, and o descriplion o Hicse

impravemans, regnired o meet aceepialble levels al semicr should he detaled.
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The March 1% Bespense did nal address ehe alsemner ul wea B srnpact axalyas on
Hzt; yo-cilled “'choke-penuts™ in Jssaguale s Redmond chat oy oo g s
residents s, rineersy Junoy AM and F3E ush boues. Teaffie inipacr projeetanng
anzitazalysis Galllough o Rew LOS iclersechion analyses are conducted il
[asagquabey, Tha ornitied areas specilicsl |y nclude:

1. 43 Wayin [ssigual:

I Fast Lake Sarormenzish Parkaony socih ol the [ssaguoh-Sammansh ©wy
1iznies
Fast Lake Sammaisish Farkway soondool $3% oy
Issaquah-Pine Eake Boad south of e Sanmnsonish Cuy Limils
List Lawe Sammamish Pfackway nerth of e Sarmmaoish € iy Linae
Sullee Wiy nook ol the Sammarish £ty Limins

g SE 200 hatweer Saliler Wav and SR 320
Whisl are the anitigidions amd 1he; $us% 1keoeto that will 3¢ requinsd for the
scpnietts lished oy LR
Harta iuizedt venst of 1he mtinipgavions iz 1 B.2 wiil have to be boeme by Sammannsh
Lkl
The darch 10 Response dakaowledpes a land use cmor fue Siection M near
Trossachs boc the revised mzp dees wol appear n cuzteet s creer
See Allachiment B ol the March 19 2y Resgeatae, Als L2 and 3 ol she 1 rafhe
Ihstribulion maps. AlL L shows 2447 linking 5 87 and S 5 slroess, will:
conlineing maflic disinhoton 10 56 3777 Alle. Fand 1 do not show rafic
destrabwtaon south o SE 5" Please explan why and wlka, il any, ienplications oz
ursecaled with this omission.
AT my roquast, Mro Joseph Ravage, TE, a wrolessinnal ransgaoaiativak cogloee,
reviewed the Oty 's Mlarch 19 Response. He has prepared Use followng, wmealys s,
vl el i Leby rospHanse 15 roy eeste [or Lhe FCIS.
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I:I, Sur-Kesponse, Continued: MEMORANDUM by Joseph Rav:ge.
Date. March 18, 2107

Fram. Iozeph P Sawvage, e, BRI

Subjecl: Commenes on EXa AdolGans™s Mazeh 19 menw

[ % The stalement thal*. questions abewl recenl counts have o hearing an the raflic
snowdel™ aind the discussion abewl real world counl dala™ smples shat the trafiic model"s
ealizrales T pests ol existing future I lEy voluznes on v ity srtenals and sizeels are
uazeliakbele (i, sbicre bengs nu rebtzongtip botwecn e resalis of the made ] and atual
rraffic yelmesp 1610 Ciry 35 walling W pcvept this, then 1aere iz i senos
misenderstanding abous e puzpose, s alidice 2ed wses of the Ciry®s 1pEhe medel

The pumpose of atrafitc modle] is oo Lo sonply siovdlze aout-real soonld' waltoe Nows
but riather 1o provide a eliable tool for the City stafT and appointed and clected officials
wnake decsions 1o sy thial the anedel™s volumes ane independent of absenved el
wuzhl™ 1y wounts <oazly ingioes tha the naoel esulls cannol B relisd upsm to present
wl et prictire aFf tore rredfie eooditznms fee., level ol servee galoclimivns, iend
concurrency esls made asing imadeled volames) givens feiune Jaed wse inputs Teldta
nyxdel siulation of 2K land use fpoplaticn and emplonmen) and wa(fe cordicnnsg
dows nok Teasonably match aciead 2006 1raflic cownts, thea the mcde] does ton reasoizahly
reflect eeahizy Andd, unlonunately or noi. the citigens of Sammanesh live in the “seal
warld™ wilh actual tralfic congestion mellected by Vreal world coun: dwla” nod inthe

cvharspace of Be nadel.

Contzimy tu Ui s praraseapd:s™s conciogion, the Oy hionld be s eoy concenesd ahon the
Iraftic reodel gaven e appasein assamgion made by ESA AdodfEoe ehan e moodel is
completely unrelated o Lhe real warld. The Cily canned make infenned and neasesed
decisnns abowl Tand wee, ITassporialion nitesiruciuee and ozher kew planming sssues i
thanr premiers 1R il vsis (gl bears 1o relationshop 10 aciual icaitic conditons 16 i
<LilEzenly 19 2ae howe @ could lsve confidenee in Ferecasts ol callic condlions 24 vears
iz the Sz biveod apom o zneeled uik, acverdiny 16 this response, cannot reasenably

| refleet tendiy s cuzilinivns.

[ 52, [disagree with ESA SAdolison's luclual slatemients and the conelusions drawn fcae
han; an s parsgraph Slamimg w b the etremsous slitemens. Figures 7-3 hrough -6
sherws Rarecast solustes ha copeate o 295 puer v for the o Action case and as High as
5% per year with Aleemative 1,7 1 prepared geseral ablc: ol couns coatigaeisong sl o
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Tabla 1. Comparizon of PM Paak Hour
Tramls valwmes an 2447 Avanua HE

Wl - 2030

PM Haur A udllzed

Canditlan 2ddin HE Growilh Rata
TOOE 350 r'a
ARt 150 ARE
AR Z Jed 343
Al 3 EHly R0
M Aabion T3 253

Takle &, Comparsen ol PM Feak Hour Trafic on East Lake Sammamish
Parhwiay and 2447 Avanue HE, H06-2030

Adrualized
Condiion ELS Addth HE Total  Growth Rata
faguld 2,740 350 .30 nia
Al Fi] 851 3,320 19%
Aifr 2 2.0 BR 3.0 1
AT 2 2210 O] 5170 1%
Mo achkan LB ra 2,960 18%

Table 3. Comparisgn of PM Park Hour Trethic on East Lake Sammamish
Parkway, Sahakeg Way and 244 Avenug HE. 2062030
Cowdiifon  ELS  Sanales  Zd4th Tolal  Tobal % Aqneallzed

Way HE Increase  Growth Rate
Flod 1,740 1,250 F LTI - 1 73 nia
Afr 1 25T 1,200 G50 &4 520 35 T T%
Al 2 2210 1.60E asn « §95 33.8% i &
Alr Y 2270 1,133 WM Eflili] 27 2% T 0%
33 56T N 7n 3.490 5.5 013z
Actlorn

As Tables | chroeweel 3 sham, 2w eobikarion of fraltie volomes Goag i refepencgd
Mgwres vields the areested 3 1e 5 pereent e vear grok b zanss, Give the saeodlewt)
dufTerences in year 2004 volunies ameng the three reads that teed the Cily of
Simrarigh, W cnly vakid cornpanson for anns leed growthonines is thit presenled in
Table 3 witich combeines DT volones ga the Uiees s 160G the affeer o
redislniblicn oF ikattic ankng .

Table 4. City of Sammamish South Screenllinag, HHE - 230

|lasacpeah- 3E
22kth Fine Lake  (wthle Annuanzed

Corrdilien ELS fww SE Rd Hill Rd Total Grawth fale
DA 150 1,453 1,650 1,122 570 rust
A 1 500 1,450 1,58 1.1} 4760 GO,
ANl 2 ' B} 1,550 1,E49 1,489 5,870 Cak
Ak 3 RRLR 1,654 1.5 1.5M) 0.8 [
Mo Achign =53 1.250 1.500 11940 5,760 110%
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Takly 4 shows g similar growth compansan for the roads feeding Sazhimamish Toon: e
sowth Contlictivg the 1lals for the Xo Action Allermatiee [rom Tables 3 and 4, we have
a 2030 PM pead horr ol of [33500 & 5760 =] 5,250 veliele rips comparod 1o 2
weintarg, [20806] conz al 9,150 Pid posk scr inps, Tl resulbs i s nzt inerezse of (00
sehivle tripeg oves the ey 24 veass

Gorven the dala preserted In Tables 3 and 4 duereesst Truzo the fienne pelerence? 10 E3A
Adallzen’s Tespanse to iy previous commends, e Uinn's ooede? seflears vl v no
growilun iralfe anto and ol af the €71ty etween 2008 aed 030 under e No Acmon
Alezritioy 1 my apimian that 17 resilL s so complately unreasonalsle that decision
ks wind ke grrnzgg s decssions Tased o3 the results of any wsalysis perlanned
with Vs maste ], actwithstmking any issumplions made about the made?'s validity in

| ZOHE-20402 2 snared By B5A Adelisun

[ 5% 1 fuily undessiand thal ehe securacy and seasonzblesiess of T Cie's wadlic meshe] ars

1zot the subgects ol this RIS on ke Towa Corer Sal-Arvea Ml Fluw eoge, sinee the
LELS aind Lhe response o March 1% cenlinwe 1o asser thal the cradlie inspaes of U
proposed Pian were bised on e model s results, o ke model produces crraneows, Tesales
Ui e e (s impacts osed on ease reculls must 2250 be ermonaous. Based an che
enrnprise of existing |00 Ept S Aation 4 203001 e volumes presealed abeyvea, ot
i e eon lusioz that the wesdel sigrificantly undecsstinunes tne lixely actwal (er “'real
world™ wcallie snluenes [z cach of e 2000 Pl Alenuitives, and the subsyg rem
congestion, level of serice and oiher aitalyses per st asing B cnlumes would
show sigmlicantly betler éeaffic comdilicrs that wowld likely enisl, and socre fore the THES
mrabudy sigrifieant [y undarsiates 1he advarse 10a0he smpacts of (ke proposed Sus- Ay
Pl Al o

Neswithstanding any conclusions prosenicd =b e 2000202 caliliretion neppor 1z
trafTic Farocasts lor 2050 Yo Action are unseasana®le mms apinion, Tae calibratios of
the e sinwlalion pecfonued for 2001 conditions sould well be withuy aceeprable
stimdlard s, and 1the mode] could sull peeduce ciearly cerancous resulls 10 s applcanon for
2050 eaatkitioans e 19oany number el reasung. Pelenisd snusces of ermors 1nciade
nzerrcer applic aecee o erigs gemeratiuz el destebomivn prosgluees, g daversion
af futre vehicle Leps o fransil, wercasonshiy o pepelacon aad gnplnangnt poowe
ferecusts. special adjusiment aciors related Lo imemal cagrure ol coain eig punsnse, mne
wull representvd in the model, ete. 1am not saving kar any of thee spgsecs asc jresen
i the nudel. and Ear Lhe patposcs of this DEIS the sounce of he wsrcasonahls ieselis
slvvanyg e wrow 1l an traf e hdwegen 2004 and 2050 s oot relevant, 1t s the
zhrcasonableness of the cesulis themselves Dian is a1 e b,

S Ser above.
Al Sew phuve

This concludes 1y comments iy ERA Adalfaon’s respanges W my previms memeg.
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Allaguply | have not analyired ather portons of LSA Adollzon's mema, | ani very

core eraed abnn thy cepeaiad SLGgnes smaughont e pegee LHore 1% 0o serection o
relaricnship bebs cen e mode] and "ecsl wenid™ vafie counss The rallie cordizions
faced by Sammanmsh cesidents 1oday. tomorrow and sn H0 weal pe naacnally affected
B the Cilv™s decisions on e Towa Center Sulk-Agcs Pian. Thus e decision makors
sheld fonk vere skeplicidly it any el sl ol the resulls prezentesd i Lhee LS EaL e
Tarsidd o lzese 20000 Farecicts . il o0 soept iy coceTusaons about (e inpacts jusl
Fepasy “he made] caid wo.”

L Eri of Savage Memoeandine,

[ € Serviees!Impect to Sammamish Taxpavers

Ry IS duseusses impacts 10 the Licke Washington Schoal Dastnel (EW 500 and the
MYE2S nrates bar LU¥S starlards for Nire services will be owt o nthees e Gl soamdyey
it seby e ooeds 2d 1le 208l o Basusansh fexpaweers tsweel the soguinsl
improavernen s from development of the Town Terner, This Sociion foaueses reaponsc e
Serviee ard Cesl Impact for Sammamish Taxpaycrs.

. Transporalion mpacl fees By Jaw cunnal arcownl Ffor 1K of growthe culy
laxpavaes will be reguited  pay for seme of e rosd 1mproverents roquzred §is i
el wrowth amd developiiens e the Tawn Conne.

i Prease adentity the cotinmaed enst ol sl impzosoeents roquinad fron the
FPrefermed Ahemateve b e adopied By the Oy Cowseil,

b.  Pleasc analywc the porionss of the costs o be paid Imomn by deyvelopers
thirough SEPA reyLirenenis. ranspociation impact fees; we dhe costs 1t
will flow tarougn L Cily Sepayers

2008 [ull msgesserpep for the Preferead] Abentese outlined 13 the FELS shiaaly) be
wnade for 12 requaremenl s ol wlditienal serices, meeloding all Sticrawed eosis m
lanpayars for cach af 11e Enilow ing:

a  Folce: the nunmber of additeonal poice afficers, poluce cars and other
CIMLCEETTY o LIPmend.

U Segtion 2 L 2 chseesses iy pamber of pew police ollicors nesded
fesr prpuilicticen yeewth i3 e [rw Cgnlee. [hes seehons locs ot
desemss The 208 wpLiznngne Apnlee S s and pursnanel gyizueent,
Tor exarmpled segquived. Meither dovs s secdion disceass ar o1 the
nuinieer ol new ollicers cequiced Lo service the anwun: o relal.
ultive and civic space discussed o e Alternalnes Lss an
catalblished Lact that swel “artrections’ requize alditonsel pulge
Land fee b services over amd above popelacon. Mo dissuasive of the
Impacts of the Town Ceoter developmenl an police resourscs
roguzred to servics is deselnpenent 35 selicded in e DENS or i
£osls bo laxravers.

it. The FEI% should include a fuil dicwssion and wnalvsis of ke full
regusrgraen s of police, suppes sttt palice cors and related

cquipinent and the cas (o 1axpayers.

l Fape §nl12




COMMENT LETTER NO. 4

4-14

DELS Commienl Hobinattal !

Seart Hunmlton |

k. Fare the number of wlditionad fre alficers, B, Sne [l HEAHIESIERT N
apparalus und GLT EMErRenty eguipmiel;

1 The BEIS relies on the city's LS a0 i diseussion ol inpaces,
Thas approwch igseres the ehangitg ¢ haraeter of the proposed
Alamdives, Specificatly, Aleermative | conteraplazes 12-story
“higie rizes’ @ defined by Bammamishl. This requircs snorkel or
ladder truchs e Tight fires. Mo dEcassoon or anall s ol thes s
included 1mthe DETS and schelher swdditionid such souuipmen sl
ha requirad

i The above exiumple seerom-3zates whiy an analvsis beyornd LS is
regquucd 1o edetify dhe eoar af equipment teeded 1o provede proper
e peotectot, the addutionul personnel aeeded fer this eguepmel.
e ool of Bailding or alcening tire sty o house Lhs
wquipineod. the aced Ser addiizonal LMS gqreipmagnt ot sl and
5o en 1 sereice the addsional populatien propessd by aos uf e
Altemalives. ncluding the selevied Preferrad Aloeenatis e

i, Ealrng solele on ke <aey™s LOS fur anal ysis sgaares the unpact of
ey subdinantal popoloing projeetuns of each atlemative, 1he
Aiffeoens vppei of bualdinges and Me new cuantity of rwldizgs.
{Iice and Retanl gomezutes line calls, Lepieally BiES Bl s Dre
alarms fecal ard Ealsel. soquining sddationel persenne] il
o prment unrlated W LR respaonse tune. ' The FELS shauld
1r lockee sl wsi s cel these Drwpacts samd e cosl 00 LA EY Cr5 Ly
e g eopuigsmgnt, bl e bozldungs amd sell the equipment

L 1 prupeer |y seawize the Tawn Center denelopmient.

M. Schuals. the nwmber of sdditionral schacels ard-or classromnz, teachees,
sopipo ®1afY, huses, and all other equipment azsocated wilh senicing e
preposal aew develepmiont dve., popwis i LW S,

1. Thg PIELS roisleieas the Woswler Dtaadiar a6 an leas es the Jmpresis on
the Teeaiiah Sehool Disteet has capacicy to soeve the developmeni
of the Tow Ceoler. The DFEIS camecily poinis oul Lhat L
bouncanes For the koo sehoed digtaels is 5E 57 51, only @ careful
reading ol e DE1S would enible the Reider o redice i nnly
prosposed deceloprmant of e Bellzran and. o 1z Ackir School
prespery ok resi e falls i e 150 Bl propenses
represent a verl shvad | poraot of the Town Cenler

I, The FEIS noeds Lo make clear in unanibgueus ferms Lhil
the burden of any development Buls upon e LWSH,
whigh ix highly capaciiv-comsuained 2ed a5 a resulo may
Tace e ceed w bozkd eew Gicilieees. Sech oozl 3o Lspayers
shauldl be aralyead 1 the FEIS.

Ak ceguiiverient by Use I5TF o boild new capacity for L
Tuwe it Cenler develegment should be specifivally wentfed
i Mz FELS armd the ot 1o G payers i vaood ard

I
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li revenis et Uity gz pzeel ysis al shess benzlits shoald be mciuded mthe
FEER. 03z the nther sode ol the amalysis shanbd e oz amilysis o the cost e provide
services, s ludizue b ot Hmingd we, cosn 1 Gopaners of huadding an improving
roaals; astdivional police asd Nre persmmne], equigntent, sugmsert st aol
Buildings; new schools thar may be reguired, whather via porables o prermanein
iriciures; e Factilics;, wiilites; and so e,

Fugure 10-7 nugidentifies SE 8h St as S5 4R 5L imche lower right band comer of
thg wstration of the SE Quadranl,

Dz ganerad, o Whasteaicns o the Easours Tail e conlem oo peelicies n ke
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zather 1l an facing s17eets.
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Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 4 — Hamilton, Scott

4-10
4-11

4-12

See the Transportation Technical Memorandum prepared March 19, 2007 and included as
Appendix A inthe Fina EIS.

See response to comment 2-5.

Mitigation measures for traffic impacts of the Preferred Alternative are listed in section
3.5.4 of the Final EIS.

Evaluations of costs and methods of financing capital improvements for infrastructure,
utilities, and public services are not quantitatively addressed in the EIS. These items are
considered financial issues and not environmental issues for discussion in a SEPA EIS.
The costs involved with implementing the Town Center Plan are addressed in the Draft
Plan’ s implementation strategy. Financing for the Plan will be addressed through the
City’ songoing financial analysis, and future policy decisions. The financial analysiswill
provide a better understanding of the costs and benefits (i.e. generation of new revenues),
expected to accompany implementation of the Town Center Preferred Alternative.

Theland use error identified in the Draft EIS analysis has been revised. Therevision is
reflected in the No-Action and Preferred Alternative analyses included in Chapter 3 of
this Final EIS (Section 3.5).

The trip distribution maps provided in the March 19, 2007 Transportation Technical
Memorandum (included as Appendix A) do identify the volume of Town Center traffic
impacting those areas south of SE 8th. Revised model plots for the No-Action and
Preferred Alternatives are provided in Appendix C.

The letter from Mr. Joseph Savage, P.E., attached to your comments is acknowledged.

Details regarding how the traffic model uses|and use forecasts to estimate traffic
volumes are presented in the March 19, 2007 Transportation Technical Memorandum
(included as Appendix A). The traffic model is calibrated to real datafrom 2002 and not
the 2006 data presented in the Draft EIS and updated in the Final EIS (Figure 4-1).

The No-Action analysisin the Final EIS has been revised to account for additional
background growth that was not accounted for in the Draft EIS. See section 3.5.2 of this
Final EIS for the complete revised transportation analysis of the No-Action Alternative.

See the response to comment 4-8.
See the response to comment 4-4.

The District standard of 0.6 police officers for 1,000 per capita does take into account the
increase in non-residential devel opment associated with general population growth. The
established standard takes into account additional or different types of equipment as well
as additional personnel.

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007



Comments and Responses

4-13

4-14

4-15

4-16

4-17

4-18

4-19

See response to comment 4-4 regarding costs and methods of financing the Town Center
Preferred Alternative.

The Draft EIS states that ongoing monitoring of the LOS would be the determining factor
for increases in staffing, equipment, and/or facilities. While it may not be evident in the
Draft EIS discussion, monitoring of the level of police and fire serviceis an on-going
process which takes into account changes in the character of development, by examining
zoning and construction type as required through the building permit review process. It
should be noted that the option of high-rise buildings has been eliminated from the
Preferred Alternative.

See response to comment 4-4 regarding costs and methods of financing the Town Center
Preferred Alternative.

The LOS is ameasure of response time for all types of callsreceived by EFRD and other
emergency responders. Asthe number and density of buildings and population increases
with additional development, the number of calls received is also expected to increase.
As stated in the Draft EIS, the City and EFRD evaluate the steps necessary to maintain
the established standard which includes many factors, not just personnel. This could
include additional or different types of equipment, changes in staffing, or
interdepartmental agreements.

It is correct that the majority of the population growth under the Draft EIS alternatives
would be within the LWSD. Section 9.2.1.3 of the Draft EIS gives the projected increase
in student populations. The Preferred Alternative analysisin the Fina EIS states there
would be no impactsto the ISD, as all proposed development iswithin LWSD
boundaries.

See response to comment 4-4 regarding costs and methods of financing the Town Center
Preferred Alternative.

The amount of additional recreational space required for new development isoutlined in
Section 9.2.1.4 of the Draft EIS, and in Section 3.7.1.4 of the Final EIS. A broader
discussion of the parks and open space strategy in the Draft Plan isincluded in section
2.1.3 of thisFEIS.

See response to comment 4-4 regarding costs and methods of financing the Town Center
Preferred Alternative.

See response to comment 4-4 regarding costs and methods of financing the Town Center
Preferred Alternative.

Comment acknowledged. SE 8th Street in Figure 10-7 in the Draft EISismislabeled as
SE 4th Street. The correct label should be SE 8th Street.

The Draft EIS action alternatives were developed to show arange of possible public
parking configurations for the purpose of analysis. Alternative 3 includes a heavy
reliance on surface parking, while Alternative 1 included more structured parking.

October 2007 City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS
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Asdirected by the recommended policiesin the Preferred Alternative, the Draft Town
Center Plan strives to minimize impacts of parking by centralizing parking and preferring
structured over surface parking. The Draft Town Center Plan contains the following
policy regarding parking:

LU-1.4  Parking impacts should be minimized (by centralizing it) as much as
possible and by using structured or underground facilities.

The plan also includes the following recommended implementation action:
Adopt parking standards emphasizing structured parking. Specifically, at least
80 percent of all off-street parking spaces for new development shall be within or
underneath a structure.

4-20 Theinclusion of the table is acknowledged.

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 5

A
Ji] MAR 27 2007
Sammmamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan By

MEGEITE[

&

DEIS Comment Submittal

Submitted by Karen Moran
20705 SE 3" Way
Sammamish WA 98074
March 26, 2007

I hereby submit the following comments in response to the Sammamish
Town Center Sub-Area Plan dated 1/31/07 and City Consultant responses
dated 31907

1. Traffic

[ 1 would like to thank the staff and consultants for the amount of time into
preparing the response dated 3/19/2007. That being said, [ still have some
| concemns as per the response given on said day,

[ Concern — The traffic forecast does not follow the accepted ITE standard of
| 10%% of ADVT.

[ Concern — Per vur calculations seem to change, for same locations, from
dlternative to alternative.

A. Please explain why we do not follow the ADT ITE Trip Generation
Standardz.

B. Please explain how the calculations can be different, for the same
locations, in each of the alternatives,

L. Please provide what the actual counts would be using the accepted
| standards.

[ Concern — We still have not addressed the why as to large percentage
differences to Sammamish numbers vs. Redmond/Tssaquah numbers {as per
information given previously) or why growth over the last three years has

caused only a small percentage of trip generation.

5-4

5-5

5-6

5-7

COMMENT LETTER NO. 5

Since ar eror it any of these numbers will effect the entire Sammamizh
medel please provide:

A AR actual number analvsis with current Redmeand, 1ssaguah information
and alse comecting any errars n the model.

R, Acwal trallic numbers for the nomh side of the city, Mes, numbers seemn
1o he caleulated {leading us back to concern #1) vs. aclual counts.

¢, Actal ralTie oumbers For oll majorminee arterials in the cily,

" CONCERN — How does a change in 1.05 (reducing by 1 and 2 LOS) change
the impacts in cach alternative?

[ COMNCERN — What about costs?

A Please provide an unalysis of what 105 reductions will do to wrufTie
counts i each altermative.

B. What are the costs of transportationdinfrastrusture Bor each altemnative?

LTILITIES

[ Concern-* Lijyvades and/or expansion of both the existing clectrival and
matural gas systerns would be required to supponts full buikd put of the lown
centier under any of the action altermatives,™ - DEIS
A full wesessment for cach Alwemative outlined in the FIS should be made
for thee reguiremnents of additional services, including all estimated costs for
cach o the following:

A, Elcetricity: DUparades andfar oxpansion of existing electrical including
avd additivpal substation locations and casts (Comp. Plan Ch ¥

B. Matyral Gis: As eatural gas is not considered an esscitial service. .
i omp Plan Ch W1 upgrades andfor expansion of existing natural pas

| facilitics ineluding any additional Fight-ol-way costs.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 5

CTHER IMPACUTS TO RESITENTS

Comeern — YWhat will e sdditiona b cosix For Melice. Fire” What will the
offect of svch altermadive do o the Lake Wathineton School Diseder?

A Plesse proveide an apalysiz ol costs, o cach allemadive, o Police ad
Fire (i, ofTicers, stations, insuranee et )

13, Please provide amansdyais of what effect, e sdiemiative, his on the
Lake Washimgton School District,

[ Corcorn — The citisens have cleary voiced an opinion for green space and
public Tactlitics. What effect doez this have on the oxpaya For ench
altenarive?

A, Plewse show an analysis for shaot cach afthe ilems, Listed above, ensts

|t Sammarmish resicen,




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 5 — Moran, Karen

5-1

5-2

Comment noted.

PM peak hour traffic is not always 10 percent of daily traffic. Thisissue was addressed in
the March 19, 2007 Transportation Technical Memorandum (included as Appendix A of
this FEIS).

Revised forecast were provided in the March 19, 2007 Transportation Technical
Memorandum (included as Appendix A of this FEIS).

The variation observed in the daily tube counts are addressed in the March 19, 2007
Transportation Technical Memorandum (included as Appendix A inthisFinal EIS).
Updated existing (2006) traffic volumes for AM peak hour, PM peak hour and average
daily traffic are shown in Figure 4-1.

Thelevels of service (LOS) and the City’s LOS standards are defined in the
Transportation Element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan (Chapter V). If, in the case of
aproposal that would create conditions that exceed the City’s LOS standard, the level of
service policy standards were lowered (example: accepting LOS E instead of D), the
impacts of the proposed action that need to be mitigated would be reduced because fewer
locations would be identified as deficient. The actual physical impacts would not have
changed (i.e., traffic volumes and congestion levels), but the amount of mitigation
required would be diminished. More congested conditions would be tolerated with lower
LOS standards. Final EIS section 3.5.4 presents recommended mitigation for the
proposed action. If the LOS standard were lowered, mitigation actions would be reduced
or eliminated.

A. See response to comment 5-5.
B. Seeresponse to comment 4-4.

The location of additional utility service facilitieswill need to undergo project-specific
environmental evaluation. For purposes of this programmatic analysis, we have advised
that additional facilities will be required to maintain existing levels of service under all of
the alternatives. See response to comment 4-4 regarding costs and methods of financing
the Town Center Preferred Alternative.

See response to comment 4-4 regarding costs and methods of financing the Town Center
Preferred Alternative.

Because the timing and density of individual projectsis not known at this time, we cannot
accurately predict when and where the LWSD will require new or expanded facilities.
The number of students projected to be generated by each alternative is provided in
Section 9.2.1.3 of the Draft EIS and 3.7.1.3 of the Final EIS. Through these documents,
the community and LWSD are advised that additional personnel and facilities will be
required to maintain existing levels of service under any of the alternatives and that
planning to accommodate the projected demand will be necessary.

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007
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5-10 Seeresponse to comment 4-4 regarding costs and methods of financing the Town Center
Preferred Alternative.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 6

S

PUBLIC COMMENT FORM

City of Sammamish
Town Center
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

We welcome your comments on the alternatives, impacts and mitigations described in the DEIS.
Please complete and drop your form in the comment box or mail to the address histed on the
back.
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If you would like to be on the mailing list, please fill in the following information.
You may also email comments to: Asea Sandine at: asandine(@ci.sammanush.wa.us

Name: — e
Address: City
Zip Phone: _ Email:

6-3

6-4

6-5

6-6

COMMENT LETTER NO. 6

[ Mage 1-10, Alemetive i, Traffic Operations, blleta 2 and 3 each have 2 cxira “h's

Page 1-1 L Altemmative 2, Traffic Operations, balle 1 should read "222" Avenue SE norh
of NE 127

Page |-11, Aliermative 3. Traffic Operations, bulle 2 sheld read wr28™ Avenus SE narth
of NE 17

Page 1-11, Altemative 4, Parking, |ine 2 should fead Virclude any public parkang.”
Page |- 15, Sectian § 7, Jine 6 should read “adopted plans aad policaes,™

Page 4-1, Sectiond | | |, parageaph 1, line 2 showld read “which drans west o’

| Page 4-7, Section 4. 1., paraggaph 2, line 2 should read - As discussed in CThaper 3,7

[ Page 4-T, Scction 4. 1.2, paragraph 3, line 1 should read “(approsimately south of & Main
Street)”

[ Page 3-15. Secvion d 17, paragreph 2., batlet 1 shewld read ™ Located withinahe § o0 5
year capture zone of a Wellhead Progection Area.™

Page 4-12, Table 4-1; Recommend thal the Residentizl sitles be changed 1o read
"Resideniial (R4) and Residential {R12)"

Page 4-72, Secliond. 2.5, 1, paragraph 4, line 1 should read “For Ebnght Creek. 1he lack of
permiahle deposits”

Page 5-13, Sectian = | 6, paragraph 4; Commenl. Bveo though 1he PHS database
inchicanes thee no pricrity waldlife specics are dovumented within the Town Center, we
have seen pileated woodpeskers in our back yard on numerous ooeasons (23010 5E §
Sireed).

Page 5-§4, Section 5 3 1, pardgraph 3_Tine 3 should read “currently wellands, sircams or
hufters amd”

Paye 5-16, Beovion 5 2 2, paragraph 5, line | should regd "Toeal open space in the Town
Cemy in Allernative 1.7

Page 6-1. Secion 6 1 1, paragraph 5, ling 2 should rend " Skylive High Schoal 1o the
soarth, and”

Page 6- 14, Tabbe ti-4. Atiemative 3, Public Parking, Commen Either the Total should
ke TS5 or Structured Parking should be 50K




COMMENT LETTER NO. 6

Page 6-21, Section & 2.2 || paragrapi 4. line & should read “spece would be much lever
for”

TPage 621, Section &.2.2. 1, paragraph 6, line 5 shouwld read " locared in the norivwest and
southeas) cormers”

Page 6-J 1, Sestior 6 2 2 |, paragraph B: Commen Tt is located norh of 3E 2% Streey
and sourh of the Eamside Catholic High schol property “descnbes property on the eist
side of 228" Avenue SE wal ke west side

6-6

Puge 25 Seqion 62 2.3, paragraph 5. Tane T should read “likely 1han wndes Altemative
2 as discugsad”

Page &-25, Section & 2.2 4, paragraph 1, line 3 showld read “Under this alernative,”

TFage 7-1, Seqtien T.1.1, paregraph 1, Comment. Fegure T2 is supposed to sherw

6 youndabauss bud it dossn't

7

[e2]

speed limil af 40 mph ™

Page 7-2, Section 7 | 2, parsgraph £, line 4 should read ~“soulhem end of 2287 Avenue
HE”

(o2}

8 I: Pawe 7-2, Sectian 7.1.t, paragraph |, WE & Strect bullet should read “with & posted
o [

Puge 7-3, Table 71, Comp Flan Numbers 4, 5.6, 7. and § should read 228" Ave SE

e |: Page 7-11, Table 1-2. fing 4 should cead “228thAve SE”

6-11 [ Page 711, Table 7-2, ling & showld read “West end of ropd”

™ Page 7-24. Table 7-5, Comp Plan Wumbers 4, 5,6, 7, and § showld read 228" Ave SEM
Page 7-27, Table 7-5, Comp Flan Numbsers 23 and 24 shoudd read “228% Avenoe NE”

Paye 7-31, Seclion 7.2.3 3, paragraph 4, bubler 6 shoold 1ead “SE 47 Siree1 west gt 225"
Avenne 51

6-12 | Page 7-31, Section 7 2 % 3, paragraph 4, bullet T should read © 273th Avenus ME horth
of ME. 12% Street,”

Page 7-11, Secion 7 2 3 3. paragraph 5, Tine 3 should read “west oF 228" Avenue SF.
rgspectively)”

Page 7-31, Section 7.2.3.5, paragraph 6. line 3 should read 228" Avenue NE north of
wF, 12" Gercet,”

COMMENT LETTER NO. 6

Page 7-32, Section 7.2.3.4, paragraph 4, buller 4 should read “5E 4™ Steest west of phi
Avcruc SE.”

Fage T-32, Seclion 7.2 3.4, paragraph 4, bullen 5 should read SN Ao NF pocth of
“E 12 Brrect,”

Page T-52, Secticn T2 1 4, parageaph 5, Line 4 shoutd read “SE 4% Steeet west of 225
Awenge SE

Page 7-33, Section b L34, parmgraph & Kioe 3 shoubd read “228° Avenue NE north of
KE 12 Street,”

Page 7.34, Section T2 3.5, paragraph 4, bullet 4 should read “SE 4% Sireet west of 228"
Avenug SR

Page 7-34, Section T.2.1.5. parawiaph -+ bllet 5 sheald read ~228"™ Avenue ME north of
NE 12' Street,”

Fage T-34, Rection 7 2 3 3, paragraph 4. Tine 3 should read “33R" Avenue NE narh of
KEI2th Sireet,”

Page T-34, Sectian 7 X 4_paragraph 2, line 2 should read ™1 own Cemter area aud through
thi emtite”

Page 7-10, Section 7 2 4 3, paragraph 2, lioe 3 should read "snd 228" Avenue SE g5
pravidel”

Page K-Z, Section £.1 [ ., pacagraph 1, line 5 should read "{Skyline Eligh School,
Eastside Cathalic High Schoul. Arlaor School. and”

Page B-% Scoion § 2 1 2, parsgraph 1, line 5, Cormment Semehing is missang from the
$eit| (b inasmuch as il ends with “area umler™

Page %6, Section & 2 1 X, paragraph 1, hne 3 should read “{as identified in Chagper 7,7

Puge S0 Secrion & 2 1 4, paragraph 1, line 3 should read “(as mlentified in Chaper 7,
Transporiation)”

Poue -5, Section & 2 2.4, putapcagh |, line 5 should read “ympacts anabysis in Chapler

Page -2, Seclion .1, 1.3, parageaph I, Commem 1 mighy be mare comect to say,
“Children of residents of the” 3n Lines 2 and 4

Page 9-6, Bection 9.1, L4, pacasraph 4. line 4 gkl read “parks connoeted by trals,
paftnvays end corndors,”




COMMENT LETTER NO. 6

6-12 L Fage -7, Secnon % 13 pavagraph ®, liee 3 ghuald read " Samnoamaist Conmneons is

6-13

listead in the €715 Y

[ Brape 97, Sectm B 14 Cwmment The conantean that there are cunentis o bike Lies
o7 rzils i Ve Vo Cenigr planmiog iwred is aeormect  Bike fines exasi an bt sides of
SE Ben Sroet e 1bere 15 g0 donile wichs sidowalh, aorih and soath, on b e sile of

L 2089 Avonue SE whach is imtended 1o b b hicyeles 25 well as pedesinans

[ Page -1 7, Socton Y [ 24, Coenngnt Solid wasie coblectivg 2nd disposal serviges o
promided by Aled Wiste Servrees i 3 ngw pick-uge schedule s heing, implementel

[ Pawe 9-17, Secton 2 F | 2, paraerapt 1 Ko, Cormnein (2o chapier 3 6] s nol
endent T Bnghest munbened solion in b ehapea iy 3 b Savbe 1 should he

seiann st of Chapler O

Bigee §-12, Section 2 1.2, paragraph 2, ne 2 shugld aead “Dasome cases, the Tevel of
serviee feanired for 2 sangle-family”

[z 403, Semion @2 | 2, paragraph 2, line % Coamegne. Beanose the extea period al 1he
el nlhg seotnoe

Paige -0, Talle 9-1 aad -4, Comment The intcodingive defiies singte famly
dwelling (SFDY amd miulte- tamey dwelting §5LE b e bt iables gse the aormes
of 51K am MER  Reconmend that 1he tabdes be changed ws refloe 1w 5F and MDD
duzsiguitligna

Parge M- 14, Eabele 94, Aleeenative 2, Total Mew Students 3o LWSD abwld read *237

Page Y- 1% Sectina ¥ 2 84, paregraph |, hne & seoudd read ® would e requined wpen ull
buedd-swl

Fape 7-14, Tahle %-5, pute 3, Kevonmend Change SFRCo SFE to be in keepiog with
Lbwr anurisductory parapsiph

Bawe 8- 15, Socion 9.2, 14, paragraph 5. lae 2 shiould read “Allematives 1wl § wonld”

P %18, Seetion 9 2 2, paragraph 2, line | sdoutd rend * projeeis foene water demasid
| based on”

[traue 9-14, Section 204, parswaph 1 liae 5 should rezd “plamdng Lied, Alhed Wasie
Sernvces will be requared”

Page -5, Soction 4.2.2.4. paragraph 2. ling 3 shoald read “required by Altied Wasie

LAY

6-17

6-18

6-20

COMMENT LETTER NO. 6

[ Page %-14, Section 1.3, 1.1, paragraph |, line 1, Comment. What dves the acronym CFP
| stand for?

[ Page 9-19, Sectinn 9.3, .4, paragreph L, line & should tead “may only be applied wowards
prejocts listed in the ™~

Frape 9- 1%, Seation 9.3 0.4, paragrapl |, ling 7 should read “per SEIY wnit and $1,54% 13
per MFD um™

Page LO-1, ection 10 1 1 1, paragraph 2, Iine ¥ should read “Sinee 1970,
Page 10-t, Section 10 1 1 1, paragraph 2. Tine 4 should read 3000 cutren |y™

Page t0-2, Section 101 1 3, paragraph 1, ine 7; Comment: There are no planter stips
aloey 5F 37 Rireet

Bage I0-2, Sevtion 1061 1 3 paragraph i, line EO showld read ~Ta the ease, it is”

Page 10-2, Section 101 2, paragraph 1. line 6 shauld cead “and the wesl side of 226®
Avenue SE {Tigure 10-2)7

Page 10-Y, Comment  There is either a page missing between 2 and 197 of the pagas
| afenel correctly numbered

[ Page 107, Secrion 1001 2, paragraph 4, Comment  The piciure in Figurg 10-5 was
aciually 1aken an the comer of 51 Inglehill Foad and 223 Ave NE, af beaar foor blocks
neth afl the Town Center and Main Street e land in thal ace 13 relalively Nag and the
| referenced hill is nol wasible, s thet what wus intended?

[~ Paye 1047, Section 10 | 2, paragraph 4, line % should read “above sea Jovel)”
Page 1012, Section 103 2, prragraph 6, line 3 should read “from SE 4% Street.”
Fage 10012, Section 1023, pavagraph | line % showld read “The southeast quadrant”™

Page 10-21, Section L0 2 & pasagraph o, line 4 shouid read “other altermatives above
would need to be applied ©

Paye 10-22, Scction 104, parapraph 1 line 4 showld read “The mritigation measures
dercnibed™

Page 124, Comment. The people listed on this page belong after the Ciny Coundil listed
wn page 12-1 inessch as the header is labeled - COUNCIL, FLANNING
COMMISSIONERS & COMMITTEE MEMBERS, The Town Center Comrnitlee

| rembers sheubd be arrznged in alphabetical order as well.




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 6 -Bump, Stan

6-1 Comment noted.

6-2  The edits noted correct or clarify text that isin the DEIS.
6-3  Seeresponse to comment 6-2.

6-4  Seeresponse to comment 6-2.

6-5  Site-gpecific wildlife inventory studies were not conducted as part of this programmatic
EIS. Impactsto any state or federally listed species would have to be evaluated as part of
specific project proposals.

6-6  Seeresponse to comment 6-2.

6-7  Draft EISFigure 7-2 isintended to depict the traffic control of only the study
intersections.

6-8  Thecomment is correct the posted speed limit is 40 MPH.
6-9  Seeresponse to comment 6-2.
6-10 Seeresponse to comment 6-2.
6-11 Seeresponse to comment 6-2.
6-12 Seeresponse to comment 6-2.

6-13 The comment is correct, there are bicycle lanes on SE 8th St. and thereisa
bike/pedestrian path on the east side of 228th Ave. SE.

6-14 Allied Waste is the holding company for Rabanco. Rabanco operates the service within
the area.

6-15 Seeresponse to comment 6-2.
6-16 Seeresponse to comment 6-14.

6-17 CFPisan acronym for Capital Facilities Plan. The acronym isdefined in section 9.1.1.1
of the Draft EIS.

6-18 Seeresponse to comment 6-2.

6-19 The comment is accurate. DEIS Figure 10-5 does not show aview of the hill near Main
Street, which it was intended to do. The forested hill can be seen in the aerial photos
included as DEIS Figure 3-3 and in the topographical map shown in DEIS Figure 3-1.

6-20 Seeresponse to comment 6-2.

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007



COMMENT LETTER NO. 7 COMMENT LETTER NO. 7

Asea Sandine

thase probless, ©n the contrgry,  with proper Jdesign 3t ls wery likely that arcas that are
From: jegalvin@comcast.net o openly fubject to moice pollulion might be arotecied. rusitionally, any actions that
Sent: Weﬁnesda?' February 28, 2007 1:04 PM 7-8 create 8 pedestefar ariemted area ard  sepparis  peblac branspertatlon may Mave 8 positlee
To: Asea Sandine; Kamuron Gurol impait on  autc gencrated apr pellution.

Subject: DEIS Comment

Name: John Galvin
Address: 432 228th Ave. SE

City: Sammamish

State: WA

Zip: 98874

Email: jegalvin@comcast.net

Wish to receive information via e-mail: False
Comments: To: DEIS Project Team

From: John Galvin
432 228th Ave. SE
Sammamish, WA 98874

RE: Air and Sound
East side of 228th between SE 4th and SE 8th

[ The statement “current land use in the Town Center planning area is primarily residential”
8.1.1.1. p. 8-2 adequately describes the area West of 228th Ave. further up SE 4th  but
7.1 is totally erronecus as a description of the area East of 228th Avenue.

The area East of 228th Avenue between is a sparsely residential area dominated by three
L high schools, a day care facility, churches and greatly impacted by 228th Ave. traffic
[(and noise. It is also important to note that a large parcel of land belongs to the Lake
Washington School District and that the School District is waiting for the City of

7-2 | Sammamish to clarify future growth before the School District decides how it will use its
land. It is very possible, according to school officials, that another school will be

| built on their land.

[The issue of a Sammamish post office also remains undecided. A city of 48,000 people with
7-3 | a potential to grow to 55,080 or more sooner or later will need postal facilities. It is
Lvery likely that the post office will be located along 228th .

["A final point concerns fire and police services. The people living East of 228th avenue in
7-4 | the area between Main Street and SE 8th constantly hear sirens from both fire and police

| vehicles. We need to also note that the city police department is located at the

7-5 :intersecuon of SE 8th and 228th.

76 Recently, during a power outage, the neighborhood was subjected to the constant noise of
h the city’s generator, a noise that was very similar to an airplane reading for take off,

["The key point is that to describe this area as a quiet residential neighborhood is very
7-7 | inaccurate and the Environmental Impact Statement should be re-written to accurately describe
| the noise levels that are currently characteristic of the East of 228th area.

78 |' With the primarily source of both air and noise pollution being the traffic along 228th it
- is difficult to see how development of multi-family, mixed-use would add significantly to
1




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 7 -Galvin, John

7-1

7-2

7-3

7-4

7-5

7-6

Current land uses in the Town Center are identified in Figure 6-1 of the Draft EIS. The
comment is accurate in that although, the entire east side of 228th Avenue SE is currently
zoned R1 (1 du per acre), there are several existing, planned, and potential new non-
residential usesin that area. These non-residential uses include the Sammamish Hills
Lutheran Church; a portion of the Eastside Catholic High School property, which has
been partially developed as an entrance roadway; and a LWSD property, whichis
currently undeveloped. There are also several non-residential uses outside, but adjacent to
the Town Center boundary. These include Skyline High School to the south, the main
campus of the Eastside Catholic High School (currently under development) to the east,
and the Evergreen Christian Fellowship Church to the north (also currently in
development).

The environmental noise generated by these non-residential usesis (will be) more
pronounced than that generated by the low-density housing currently allowed by the
City's zoning code. Noise generated by schools is greatest during drop-off and pick-up
times and planned events. Noise generated by the churchesis greatest before and after
services and other events. In addition to on-site noise, arriving and departing cars
generate environmental noise along 228th Avenue SE and other roadways.

See response to comment 3-1.

The Preferred Alternative identifies a post office among the possible civic and
community facilities that could locate in the Town Center. However, the U.S. Postal
Service (USPS) has afacilities siting process that is independent of the City of
Sammamish. A specific location for a new post office is not known at thistime. To the
extent possible, the City will work with the USPS to locate a post office appropriately in
the Town Center.

Section 9.1.1.1 and 9.1.1.2 of the Draft EIS note locations of the Sammamish Police
Department and the City's three fire stations. The comment is correct that 228th Avenue
SE is the main north-south roadway through Sammamish. Because of the function of
228th Ave SE and the location of the police and fire stations in the city, police, fire, and
EMT vehicles commonly use 228th Ave SE for travel to emergencies. Asaresult sirens
are and will continue to be afrequent source of noise for properties along and in the
vicinity of 228th Ave SE.

See response to comment 7-4.

The Sammamish City Hall has a back-up diesel generator. The generator is used during
emergencies, such as power outages and is periodically tested to ensureitsreliability.
While infrequent, the generator is and will be a source of noise to adjacent properties, but
IS necessary to maintain vital city services.

Chapter 8 of the Draft EIS (Air and Sound) states that current land use in the Town
Center planning areais primarily residential. While thisistrue in aggregate, there are
smaller areas of the Town Center, where this description would not be accurate. Chapter

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007



Comments and Responses

7-8

6 of the Draft EIS (Land Use) describes land uses in the Town Center and identifies those
uses listed in comment 7-1.

The information on sources of noisein section 8.1.1.1 of the Draft EIS describes traffic
on 228th Avenue SE and the surrounding street network and activities related to the area
schools (Skyline High School, Eastside Catholic High School, Arbor School, and
Sammamish Children's School) among the primary sources of noise in the Town Center.
While thisis the case, other sources of noise also include those identified in responses to
comments 7-1 through 7-6.

As stated in Chapter 8 of the Draft EIS, the primary sources of noise and air pollutionin
the Town Center include automobile traffic, particularly along 228th Ave SE. Under the
Preferred Alternative, it is estimated that up to 3,307 new residents would live in the
Town Center. According to the traffic analysisin the Final EIS, increased popul ation
will trandate into an increased number of automobile trips along 228th Avenue SE as
well as other roads (4,978 pm peak hour trips generated).

Retall, office, multi-family, and mixed-use development in the Town Center would create
some internal capture of trips. The transportation analysis acknowledges that “with a
higher density development proposal, a pedestrian friendly environment with amenitiesto
encourage the use of non-motorized travel could provide some relief from vehicular
congestion.” However, the overall number of automobile tripsis projected to increase
above the No-Action Alternative. The likely outcome of increased trips will be increased
sound and air quality impacts.

It is acknowledged that mitigation measures such as site designs that buffer conflicting
uses and concentrate on pedestrian and transit trips can reduce impacts to sound and air
quality. Mitigation in other areas, such as implementation of landscaping requirements
and low-impact development techniques, can further reduce noise and air pollution.

October 2007 City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 8

Town Center DEIS comments
February, 2007 Theory, little reality

The DEIS: A lot of theory, little reality.

. Truth is sometime stranger than flctlon. Itis no
The three alternuatives P 4 e
arie hased on a half day ction but the truth for ity records show that the
braiustorming session. DEIS investigatés three alternatives that are based
on a half day brain storming session during which
groups of citizens where Instructed to create their ideal tawn center without
reference to concrete realities, the town center vision, GMA goals, and smart

growth, mixed-use principles.

| will make the point again, “the three alternatives are based on a half day, open
ended, brainstorming session,”  There were no site inspections, market
analysis, no plan for clvic amenities, no Inventory of housing, office, retail,
open space (o be included. No identification of key design challenges, no

professional guidelines. Citizens where free to do as the pleased,

Calking the June 24, 2006 halt day brainstorming sesslon a charrette doesn't
make it one. (See the attached description of a charrette presented to the city
councll and staff prior to the half day Saturday. ) Staff and consultants simple
Invited participants to * share design ideas.” Staff did not provide citizens with
input regarding CMA requirements and principles, best practices for Town
Center planning,  principles of mixed use, smart growth, economic realities,
market research results, transportation options based on on=-site
investigations. Clty staff and consultants encouraged and allowed citizéns 1o
put down on paper anything their hearts desired.

The drawings produced by the participants, see attached documents, exhibit
the character of kindergarten drawings. The plans were entirely amateurish

_Iﬁd detached fram data that normally grounds this type of planning in reality,

John Cialvin
432 228° Ave. SE
Sammamish, WA 98074
jesalvinizeomeast. net

8-2
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 8
Tuwn Centes PEIS connaents
YFebruary, 20487 Theory, lile realite

[ After tha June 24, 2006 half day activity, City stafi handed the drawinge over

o MAKERE. the cily consullants, who produced three draf: alternanwes. Thede
draft altermacives, see attachments. identified arcas with color that
represenied types of gaes sach as mid-rise multi-family, town Rouses,
commedcial. parkong bars. The colors did Aot represent zoning categories and
digd 3 Inglude any quantitative data that stipulated amownt of sguare feer af
uses, housing density, and mix of use allgwed wirken that ares, The doeminant

pattern of development was single vae, not mixed use,

Planning ina The city stalf and cansuliacty presenicd  three drafl
VI C UL altermalives te itizens on . uly 13, 2006. At this time,
the ity had yen 10 Complete o ma-ket study of the area
Jnid gther relevant studies and policy decistan such as ecangmg fepsabl ey
stucies, populabon growth targers, a4d developer consultations [Ikewise were
Licking, The three alternatives appeared owl of a planning vaguarm.  YWho
Gecided what and what was based an darta amd what was based on sgpmagone's

subjactive Dpinens was snknown.

} B By thes mirne, ancreasing mambers of
Prciures Bur wa timerivel der

indicaliag densfiy, square
Jowiupe, cconemic feasififit,
ecnnamic refars for the city.

Indeawners where asking when a
market study would be campleoe and
why was 1his siudy and other studias
Ering postponed unlil atter tha
allerndtlives where prepared.  Andividuals pointed o the concrace with MAKERE,
the planning precesses of nesghboring Qites and standsed planning processes
threwgh gl The fraticn, in every case  the frst steps Inplanning where 1o
gather relevan: data sooas to base planning i reahoy.  Sarmimamish gursped o
pracess that was driven by the diverse, subjective gpiniens of 2 group of
citizens numbenng abour 5. Lacking ¢leae gudanes from professionals and

Juhn Lralven
437 228" Ave 8T
Baminsmisl, WA IR07E
segielvindroomeae, pel
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 8

Town Cepter DE1S comniends
Fetrwary, 207 Floury, linle realy

ihe retevand data the three aligrnatives represent little more than the

subjective biases of “charrette” parlclpanrs,

Berween July 137 and Juty 25" ity staff and cansultants made rmifor
adjustrents to the three alernatives reflecimg fSeedback From the Town
Center Cammittes anmd 3 kandful of citizens. These aliernatives comtmued 10
ignore realities such as availabibty of land, Oty meeds, economic feasibifity, and
marker data. Despite comlinued calls for & completed marker analysis. nose
was forthcoming.  All of the deafs aherpatives available during this time fackee
numencal dazp showing oty needs for houwsing, retal, office, and ¢ivic uses, the
lewel of developmant that each aliernave would represent, economic
feasibilcy,  isdpACE On ity revenues. Mot a single, relevant stugy had been
completed, Cily planners and cansultants made ng « Mot whatsoever ta relate
Lthe alternaties te availabality af lnnd, oty needs, ecanomic realices,

demographic trends, population grawth inthe city, ecargm: needs of the city.

Fifke @ vabiit prfled frm 2 On October 127, 2006, sbll withacr a
magictans Nul, nunrbers completed  markee analysis amd other sludies,
appeared. the cley preserted three alternatives,
described a5 worsing documents, that included nurtencal gata describing the
potential number of urts and square feimage yields associate with the 1hree
alternatives. There were vague references 10 the city counal confirming these
rumbers, but mo reference to disciplineds, objective studies.  The city councl
and staff informed citrzens that these wherg the alternatives the coy would use
o complels a DEIS,

The gencral, abstract, and site unspecific manpes of the

Crereral,
absfract, angd alterpatives leads toa DFEI% that is equally general, abstract
Sile WRIDOCHTE and nen-specfic.  For example, there is much 1alk zbouc

an agualic center. However, the planning process is 50 general and abserace

Jahn Galvin
431 228" ave SE
Saznmamisk, WA 92074
JepalvinfEeonmeas .o
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 8

Town Ceer DE1S comninis
Fepmwany, 2007 Theoty, I realing

1han na realistic locations 1or thes facllity have been suggested thesefare the
potential impact of thes facility an rraffic, noise, parking, ctc can't be evaluated.
Lkewwse, one aliermative calls for 190,000 square Feet of cwic Facititias 1o be
Lwift i a central locanion But Fanls oo fpecify whil 1hese civic facilities woold

inglugde,

anather ¢agmple involves the network of transpertation propased by the three
glternatives. The two major, new mad develapmants proposes by the
alternatives traverse aeas of deep ravines and throsgh land awned by
landow ners wha hawe pubhcly stated fhey de nat seann (6 particigate in tows
cemter gevelopaent. 1T unhbely thay the roeds proposed wall be built,
Fropeasing plans thal have wery little potenbial for irmplementazion in eespecl to
the environmenr, avallatulity of land, and financial feasibility rases concerns
abouwi the value of the DEIS. We can predict with 3 high degree of confidence
[ tha: these plans will ke sigrificastly allered. Ar best, this DEIS propases
standard mitigation methods that are apphcable 3 most any project.

[ Citizens are on record polating 9wl that the process ssed te create the thres
alrernatives is seriowly flawed and ignores normal planming procedures.  This
unorihados approach to planning Inviees fongem 45 10 thie releyance of this
DErs for developrent than will be required if the city is to have a sustainable

_[ﬂ'-'\l'l'l Lenter

T How m‘eful’ &% thiv Given the absiract, thearetical nature of the

DERS for deciding wiad DES we suggest thar the cily council and
should or chould sos Flanning Commussmn vse caution when

de plarned within the dapending on the DES o rationalize decnions

Tuwn Cenlar? )
that arg amended 10 refirict deyelopment to a

Tohen Galy i
412 2280 Ay %E
Liommmiernsh, WA SH0TY
Jegalvini oo mcant. e
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 8
Tomeer Center DEIS comnanis
Febrwan, 2007 Theazy, e realiy

lewel inconsistent with the development of 2 sustamable, mixed use ofy center

that 15 deszgned 1o address realistic demographic, market, and ecancmug

| needs,

W need fo re;_-ggﬂf;g We are all comemitted oo mutlgating legitirmae
and ackrondedye (he

fimeitediony of this sty

Eflwirdrmien’ irpacts, bul we need lo avoid
idealogically driven decisizns that are lacking a
sohd foundatian ia esrablished grinciples,
best practices and eellable data, We must consider all relevant issues and
while environmental issues are a top priasity, £Conormic, market, GMA goals,
CHy comprehensive plan obiectives, broader community, sociery and natgnal
conoerns are relevant as well. The development of susiainuble mised-use town
fenters based on smarm growh prnogles  thal prevent sorawl, reduce
dependency on the automebile, provide affordable housing 10 younge:
gernerations, oreate dynamed socal and eCpnomic ceptess, ulilize natural and
communlTy resaurces efficiently | all of these advantages need te be considered

when producing a plan.

[ while an Ersiranmental Impact Study is merely concerned with the impact 10 1he
enyironment and not the many other szues associated with & plinned
development,  we Lanngr igoore 1he rather obtuse planning process toat
produded Lhe alternatives thes DEIS addresses.  ‘We are left with seripus doubts
as to the wtility of this sipdy as we move forward to determine the zaning that
will be applied to 1hiy town center area and the atigatian chat is reeded 10

protect the cnviropment.

what this DEIS sroposes 1o assess may not at all be relevant. The ey coundil
shauld recognize and acknawledge the limitatians af 1his drafl enyironmens

| mpact study,

Tuhm Galvin
432 3 Ay SE
Gammamish. WA SR0T4
Jogalvanid corneast.nal
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 8

Town Cronter DELS cominents
Fehewsry, 2067 Land wse compatibelin:

[ In section “6.2.2 Land Use Compatibility” of 1he DEIS we raad:

The Ardiysis af Jnd use compatbily axamnas land uze pallam s ta idunsity
palential ganflicls balwesn adjacant or neamy lamd wses. In geeeral, conflics
iy Irom bghtag. novsa and gerers aclvity ‘aveds thal muy spill over from
Corrmrcial o pyic LERE Mo res deniial areds. Under o of tho achon ahernalives,
significant changes in 1ne rlanziby and iomm ol devalopmant as we | as ne
character ol the Samrtanash Town Conter ama wou S coour, Land would

e Covmel riara irlangively uied and gristing uses wouid ba dsplaced and
redevaloped. Ingacls 1o adjiacen 3d uses cauld ooour becauss of disparaly
Iyjris &f land uses,

For aeampla, resdental land uses my oxpanence moacts Trom commercet uses
indha farm of adddianal {ratfic. genaral aclivity, woise, light and chsangas 10 by
wisudl character Likewise, lower intersity rasidanbal ues may g0 porignoes
these opacly rom adjacent higher Mensdy res cenlial usas P, g1

Ciry permsitied and TIEIS disession of development imguets is misdysding
mittared developmens
finee incarparation i
9%t Wave afready
creaded rraffic, noive,
and fghiing char is ar
urban levels,

and inaceurate. Ly wide des elopment, inlrastnucion:
buwild out alene 225" Avense and SE Sth s wel] s
insthtulional use Ll ahe B genler e have aleady
ereated rabfhic, woiae, und lighling that 1 01 urban levels
Thiz remaicimg pockat of old rueal development s
veregnl gondilion is completely inappeapriate and inoonepati bl wath develepnents in e
Lo PETLICT e since Sty incorpuzation. The developmert of o mised-use, high dewiey

|t n zcnier wall o muore to temedy thar create adyenis impagts and imcompalibilities.
[Supperiing argumenis:

Ay discwssinn oF land wse incempatibiliice and potential adverse Jnapacts t adjacenl
develupengnt and curment uses within the Town Cesber ares st acoueabely desoribe
wxizing incompatibifities and te adverse iopagts due o develepment pemiced aned

carred vl By the Ciy of Sanastani sl sooee city oworporation in 1999,

Johin Cralvin
4312 2988 Ave 51
Samrnamish, WA 9E0T

Jepalvintd cameast.nel




COMMENT LETTER NO. 8

Tawn Cenrer DEIS cotimmeans
Febryary. 2007 Land wse compatibiluy

Revidenty in the Town Residents in the Town Conler began pacnting ol the

Cenfer area poirted
T ERAIIVE IHIRECIE
anel Encorgrareiisics ax
early ax 200§ 22

sneeamipalibalifies and apfropeaie soniog ol the Town
Canber skady aren s carly - 2000 - 20062 when e iy
WS PreParing is cosngnchisivg plan. The oxistence
ol numeeus pateels of K1 Lund within the down ceneee
imd i exiended cighi-year long naoratoriwm o taibding poreners exgepl fer low dersity
aod DiLtatuticoea? ner s civesd inplenned deselopmend. The own eonces 34 3 atiaturs
+f schuals, churches, and civie uses and old single Gorily lsaeses, tralers. and wr-kepl
ot sace cnveed with blackberry bushes und other invasive nen-native plants, 1See

allached piclurest

iy counci
purchased fond fior
ity Rl f 929,

T 155, alintesd simmlznenusly wita ity incorporation. the
ity verangi| purchived Tind within the town cenler shudy
area For city hall. Since %, majer chianges ooy arca
han e 1aken place. The poplation of the cxne ol Sammanish has reachel 000 and will

cenanue B g oS3 000 plus < ilkiens.

Sammmamich is a
farge suburban
offy

The Popet Sound Regienal Council delibes Sannanish ws, une
of 13 large suburbe cities incthe Paget Sound Regian Since
incurpaTItnn, the et aas built out 2267 Ave. SE.oan be che
Iranzporlen backbone of the city, 2287 Avenue runs directky thioogh e lown ceater
sludy arca and is a nowe a thajer, foac Jane woct T somth arterial woth AT of 24000 and
acneurreny iy ol 30000, the highest i the ity of Sammamizh, Trafte sisats
b been 1mstalled st the  ineessections of SF 8", SE 4™ aed Main Sirect, and o fill
range ol urhan nufrssruciune ingchiding sewers and undergreund wi@ities oow seres e

area. (ol semam unused]

Joh Tralvie
A%2 224" Ave B
Sammanish, Wa 95074
Jupalving comeas nel

COMMENT LETTER NO. 8

Town Center D15 commenls
Fehreaey, 2007 Land use compalibility

A padt of 2207 barld awd he Lty of Sarmraarsl iwstallod 2 B foon wide sidewalk o
toe castsede of 228" Avenue, T 2008, the Oty completed constraction af a 2,000
sguane fuut ey 2aldl, 2 skate park, and 20 azee oily park. Ciw Bl anglcdes 1he

Sammamish Police scation as well,

20000 sqerare foor
fibrary planmed for
the Town Center.

Thez King County Library Swseeim i laasing o boild
new libeary in the Tuwn Center, The Sty couneil argued
thit a1 large city Like Sambnanish will: sg many yooth and
with such a lack of public facilivzes wecded o Sarger librare. %o the Eing Couoey
Libeary Sysiem has apreed w cxpand the Sammami:h faciliey ot e plane] |08

squary fuu® Fagelily Looa 200000 square foor faeidiy

Threv High Schesly Wilhin 2 quarter of a naile oF Less dissuee with the ooy
L300 f-'“d'l’"ﬁr hight veater teere e Twer high schools with Load speaker
:;:Lf;::’i}ﬁ:;: systemis, At both of these Taedlities the ciyy has developod
pubiliz wgy bail lielde with  night dme lghting. A third
High Sehool with scewss frons 238% Asve. at SE 47 is heing buih acljuenl o the Town
Ceater o thy gt ade of 2755 The twe cadsling high scheals, Baslake and Skylioe,
and the Eastside Cathalic Eligh Schacl carmently umader conssruction il Tuave o ental of
4. 300 seudenns - AL thewe lacilities have ball parks, Joud sposcier sysiems for school
achivites, ard o constant coming awd goarg of people The sizdent and Sacuhy of a1t

three Facilines will e usang lecal Gdies daring the day.

The eity of Sananzaznesh plans 1o kos o Jamers maeket, Joly of e 4 Grewarks and

olher cvew i the atea bl are incom parible with the RL ooning

Eighl pear tnorolorine:
eacouraged inappropriaie
develapmant

Since inzorperation, the city coumgal implymenied
polices kst hing had major xdverse inpacts on
laod withizn Lk lown conter stady area. Siooe

Tokm Galvin
432 1R gy B1
Gammamish, WA HROT4
Tugrin | i2er naginn) el

a




8-11

COMMENT LETTER NO. 8

Town Cgntes RN comments
February, 2007 Land ose coatipatibilisg

incarparation in K999, the council i ined a macatenum on town concer Juds tha
proventyd applicinions for uppropriale zoning change and busdldiog penoits ia the area.
Tlowever, 2ay paalicy allowed Low densaty, B naral develapmend eesulting iaoo nonsbe
nf mew homues being buzlt that incomparble witl tows center develepment  Every exper
we, fry oeightes aod [ coradicd esprassed (he view 10a0 higher densioy, rown estler

devilopminl was nevlable.

ity hrav atfempied sty stalt weith the encouragenient of tke city cuungil kis

to bay fund for oivic aucnipiad w purchisse lund fae civie ses, Inorder o create

e arcess 10 the eity conunens fram 3E 4™, the it furced
Teast urne Bopdowrer an the Toewn Center ared i make
avazlabiy i I0-Foob wide section of his Labd for right <f wax for the g1ty 10 bueld an
gevess oad wethe city coanons.  Hnoe @ 50 Foot noed s regquired by code, Uity offigias
ate pressing an adjacent Tandowner to sell fanel oo conoplyic this rowd. Camplelion ofthis
read, uindes cereent 2undtg, wall destrenye the land valee of  praperics. in one case, this
recel wenld run withen Teel of a private, single S2mily home. This e bt ope of many
cagnpley ufl thee gty smpicte and incompatibslizes thar exest wod will gnere under

rurren] condibone.,

Sance JEF Acwn comter develapnizor bas heen o primary foccs of cily study and
plarming. With the compleanon of e comprehensive plam in 2000, the cite gallad Gora
suibarea plan for the bwh sentee. B2 s cow 300Y, and completuon of a plan is still 2 year
103 year and 3 kall vdF. Tlere is nosengle anein within the entice ciby shal nvanifeses soel:
severe ncempatibilices  The negadi e iepacts opon Tesidenls of the area ace already
extensine, Tl asea waell is w4 defined negghborhood bul a discannected, unplamse:,

ahemn oF lder rueal propertizs,

Juzhu Cial vin
432 ITET Ave BL
Samumnantish, W dRgT
Trgaby i gpmensd ned
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 8

Town Cynter DEIS comments
Februare, 2007 Land wse compatibelity

St iy :

Ciewwnde developwnt, infristracture build out, shd insstnionl wecs in the Town Cenem

areit have already areated wrafliz, oensy. amd Tighting chat is a1 wiben lovels

The oty has already invesiad 1ns ol millions of laspayer dallos i thye Lwn conlee wrea
what hias w populituon ol appeosimately aine person per aere. Town canter develepngnl
will adéress nunnceeoos Gibd A and oy comprebensive prliu goesls thin atherwise woutd he
uraderessil - diversily of hoawing, afferdatlc easirg, city services, aon-aute

Irnsporialicn, ol wel ooz

Development af e iown
cenier will correct mere
problens ifren it car
POSEIBIF Croale.

Fmlere to develop st aggiropres Jown center plan and
o develop the 1w centee 14 limely mareee witl see
LwISIT ki ve i mpaets and §lconplibi e oo

o] [l TR L

The city comncil’s regert docision 10 discontise a i 1s ceoter sestirim before
vumpaeteon of 3 fwwn center plan and dcw sopicg invites additeonal unplaned aed
ircorspanble developawn. The development of a higher dessity, auxed-1se 1own conter
is the orly wav do provent  fustler deteromtzon f the town center area. The

developmieat of the bwn coeter will comect mots em irormental prablems e i wi [l

wlrale.

Juha GGl in
437 22" Ave SE
Samcnunish, WA 807
leginlvindd comease e
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 8

Towen Center DS commuents
Februany, 2007 Travel Byemand Forerast Model

[ [s5ue #1: Travel Demand Forecast Model

Fhe veavel domtaned foreoexl prde! wsed B the Trwn Centor DS &

AEPrOErie far st rrip gorcralioe for single uge sublrbornt

develipuent hur act for evaluating trips gererated By the miogd-use Tawn

Cenmer wleerpunives. The trip geseration duta for e lown center

alteraatives miy be 30 i 5% dess 5 an appeoprioie fravef demand
Sirccest methadeluge i5 e

Internzl Trip Caplure

[ Lanad use planners comtend than ntizod-use develomnent helps reduce traffic and, af the
adne Lme, credle conditions that enhaice the qudsy nf fle, The premise is that e
greater the st of wics i a conuaunily . the greater the sncessal cagseane ol eips thiel
eherwise wauld have gone clsewhens. Lol cipione w1 megsuse of the dygres o
wlhivh a commumity can provide destinations for its residents withun i6s limils, When e
internal eagrure w igh, o kg shine of residents da not Teave oo oy considemble
distanies te sansty o trequent noed, o, thi uses ine browght Lo 3 localicn oeer Me

LisT.

The DEIS should accaunt for internal Irips in a multi-use
development.

The merhed of dneloping a g generation cani s S
Reduce trip mited-use develnpracady should take into conssderation the
generation exitmates  fucl that some ef the rips counted at sandalnng sires ane
hy 24%, aciually rude witkin jaoul-use develaprient, Ty velick:

ur by un dilernate mode sweh as walkeng The mest
coamneen cxample of his erip-waking meurs o1 molti-use develapmenns thae iclicds hath
resideticl and shopping anes. Seme of e resodenes” work trips and shoppang 17ips ane
iz 10 the d- s slinpping ara These dips ane inleroad v ey ediewse site. Beraose
they are citptured on-site, 8 caprure 2ae iy used A coplane mEee i a percentae nediachon
i tradizomidiy feveloped tp Forcvases o acegas for intermas deips The reductiog LY
be applivd to the 1l irips gsiimated, just as b5 the pans-by pereentng: Teduclion.

The ITE {Eastcnatle o Trisnspartation Ergincers) has fuund el multi-use develapriens:
wild reduce i gokerilicn yatamates by 24%, Note that s rip cedugtion for captured
Wi 15 separaie rom he reduction for paaos- Iy trips. They ane distinel phensnens aid
Both naay be applicable toa development.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 8

Towe Cealer THENS copwments
Fobrgary. 27 Travel Theneand Fosseas Mhade|

Boh NUHRF and [TE Trip Geceration assesement miodels specify guicelings For
dutcomining antemal mip capiuse for aused-wse develupments. These calolations
bramslaee itk @ egductiom of the toal arips generated by the iniagd-use developmcnt.

[ Aceounling for -pass-hy™ trips,

Typrcal arip generalion raccs ave decived from coents Laken at the divewioes ul the
wrows kel vees Fug emany land uses. nod alt o che mips gowerated a1 te driveway
represent e s wdided oo the readways. This e due oo “picss by inps, Bass-ba mips
ame made by affee aleeady using e wdavent roadway {228 Ave. a0 this cioe) 2l
et g sl s an inermediane slap oo the way (rom another destination. The Erip may
rot necessadily be “gemerated by the land use under siudy, and hus, oot a new 15ip added
1@ the Bansponatisn systo This pirs-by Sactor shoald be saken e account in devising
37 gEmEraLen eslimale.

‘Fhe prrceneage of pass-biy trips varnes by lamd wse. The Instioe of Trportation
Fugineers (ITE) recommends the ad; usimentz for pass-by drips and peovide mhbes for
ths anabysis - Frr cxsmple, sandurd g gonermion s sndacate that g 300,000 squas e
Mot shpping conter would genorate approgimataly 1.220 PA peak D ITips a1
deiveways. Ciiven the above pass-by percemage of 2% percenl, the amouns of additions:
trafdic on he adjacenn soadwiy syslem would be anproximarciy QM) Trips (L3 X ] -
L2300 Mate that the full 1,320 meps shouzd Be shown and analy.ece ) a the sie
dravesedys— the pass-by coducticn will enly affect the ansount of wadtic o non-

| afrevpway interseclions within the sy acea

[{rther measures are relevant in assessing traffic lmpacts:

The cily s wavel demimd forecast madel shauld zlsu ke e account ather measers;
thil fentity  additional reductiong in the number of g generaied by te mixed-use
dis clopmgnt: Use of altemoive ransgrerttice modilaies. decrease in S0V, i c,
carpoals, and seversy eonnuling patlems.

The TS wrmalyses of fraftic tmpacs for U Quee altermateces 2082, and 23 da iwt
addeess these issues.

[ They 1w conter DEIS abir fils o whlress WM fvehicle eavel riilgs} and 1he positee
impacis on ainquainy, eeduced foel oee, asd wralfic congestion, W aroue 1t thieas

i sericis omissinns thar wwdenmne the valoe of the dara.




COMMENT LETTER NO. 8 COMMENT LETTER NO. 8

Town Center D15 commenis

Tuwn Cenler DELS commets
Fetroamy, 2007 Urivel Demand Foreeasn he-del

February, 2007 Travel Lemand Earecast Mudel

B Trwocl demund forccesting model |5 auiteble fer 99% of the cbtv's single wee, _
. - . P

single famliy. low density housing but not for higher devsily mized-ase, muls- Table 74, Sammambah Tewn Caniar P Peak Hour Trip Genaratlon Summary

family developmind.

[ameenmes Tamerors ——
Accerding o the Taws Cewter 17115 the tnp generation Trip G | L :u."““:“ . - ':'_ui""“:! ! :"_‘m":‘ i :u"““:‘ 2
These measures are nob  easimancs for the s cemler aternatives were deived will Tapr f:l:mmr.‘:n?:rr:: -t f Percent, Wrbpt | Pefeend | Trips | Percent ) Trips | Percenc
iocluded in the traffic whe deaveel dekumel fusscisting medkel wsed in prepariag the 1 Comer (FITIN TP I E I S PO I SO B U 1 hi
impact anal}-s.is. Ry S l:ranspar.latimi clesnent Fue ibuz csanprehensses plan. - i-unn.:.:m '-J.';u.‘-..n cao | dity ) rsen | epre | wn | e - Ty,
817 | * Inlermal trip caprure  (Scv page 7-15) Lls.-mm.-umi —

*  Puvs-by Iralfic ! L':L:nn seman e e e R e o 0%
* Use of alternative Linless auttacs ufl 1he D.F']S can ".hvw others e, T Tivieat Trnes T Bshy 100 | iam | e, | Ao | oae oo

transporiation that the methodulogy Bor evaluating feansjor ciug nnpacl s

modalities imerscetioes for fhe compreaensine plan §2003a) is o
. — i sensilive 1e e dufferen ganteens of bmlf mpacts The caleulations of balal grass 19ips imeloded inthe ibeee 1able showl ke stmch lpwer

Deercase jn S0V, Le., . : :

I asgunited wih 2 mooed-wse wesh ceier. A% aoncsell e ewee for Alicrnative ¢ which qepeesents standard, [ow deosaty saburhon speas ], Thee

P DEIR's acalysis of 1own cenler rafiic impact is ts the type of developrieant the Plaamog Advisory Board pesgsosed foe the area in dinect

* Reverse commute cetzadcleon e guadelines from dhe GMA, Snman Growh Practices and the cin's

O Profnized.
| pallerns mkisaIon Slalcuent that calls tor a core of rban afenives
8-20 :
Trip Generation numbers shoold be much lower
— Trip fypes Trap penezatenn nymdsrs fO7 she e center shousd ke muu;.h !u-u;cr_ s fuach ax 3% 10
- 50%%. Fof exaogrhe, Tor alterniteve #1029 least e orips within the bown certer, 1,370,
. . ) A ) shuudl B subiracied from the onal gross iripez 0f 5680 Jor Alteenative 1 Giruss ITips
I'he authors of the DELS identify frip tvpes for the allernalives bul shuuld be 3310
how these categories are used In asscssing Lralfic impacts needs
clzrificatlon.  As far ax we can see they are all ireated the same and Trips mixed-wie developments = £ | Trips indis 1dusl kel uws] - imternal
wsed o calculate  Botal pross trips. Irips
8-18
Oz pager 18, bl T4 M peak hour trp peteration wtanutes Jor vach of the faur I Ll abserye "'l']‘:"-'*"_i _‘-"_’_-‘_i“-" -“I_’c':iﬁ‘-' ‘J‘-"'i_'-h'-' prremiages groen in KUEHRE
alernative are swinmsrizal ind presented  This sumemary ichentiGes thres mp 1ypes: Repor 323 [15] at ITE Trap Generation | 5] ean b used ay o puideline for
Uonnects woilhan tem cemer,” ety s ithin Sammamish,” Ceonoces cripomal determmining the gercentage ol iotmzl inps
city.” Whethuer thesy 16p 1ypes ane meant o Tepresens dotenm | imp caplure, pass-by g i
il 15 med elear. L i equally oneleir whether calowlations of Quse virmus [ypes translate Conclusion:
Wklés i roduy Hums A presenled, 1 appsrs as i© imermal maps and oips withion
Saremanaish are vielucl=d in the tolal trip gross. The wiilizativa aof the ciy's standard Travel Cezoand Fergeist Mool 1o evaleanes the
B wEfimaale o conter frip generalion 1= dnapproprian and the diua presented in e GELS
B In swanary. ey tow venter iraflic impact aalysi; Jas Gted o utilize Best gractice, LI P,
in determueimy, (he impact of mived s oip gowenion The alilizaeon of the cite' -
8-19 travel demand foreast nusdel, the one wied v caleolace valfic inxpagts o he

Tzanspurtiian element of the compretcasece plan mire be soilable foroother accis welin
the cify, Bur s el suitale for the 10wn cenler.




COMMENT LETTER NO. 8

T Cewler 1HS commenls
February, 2007 Towa Cezter impact unclear

issue #2: Town Center impucts mixed with impact of city wide
development and city cowacil polieics.

Tiee DTS fails do dictingniistt feips generated by fown cemter
devefopment ard their impaces from irips and impacis geaerated by
developments thronghout the cify, The dufa presenied hy the DETS giver
ax @ very auctear picture of the putzndial transportation impacts atfribuied
i fusn venter develapment,
The DEISE analysis faats i differuiaie ingrense nieips alirthored o o o genter
development and wips generted by developrents, sune vse pallems trough aue e
wiry, and euty cornei] policies thar dcfize Sonmamish 25 2 bedroam conanumity, o
COmmMUnIny af comiers
AUto use not simply a Trip generation and WMT vehicle nles iraveled) are
factor ol population nol simply o Facier ol inereased pepulation, ke ol
growth patere nf o use, land develegooent, availabilty of
altemaline fransporativo nesdaliies, devalopment policy

ard caber Fsctrs,

A waricty of studics ot b natiewal and regaonal levels shew tha WMT are increasise a
& rate that exeedls popuditon growth, Sonee stadies hive showms that wpra &3% of
aeresed VAT s due te factucs other than population grawls, Cire mgst B aken to
avoid attrshuting all ncregsed tralfic W pepakalion iwreases. o certaln enourslangs,
populatian incresse, the densby of howsing and seryices will have less impaar than a

devrlupenient with a lewer populaticn dizsity wnd siogle wss,

TLis alsa imperiaag e uaderstand thar existing developments contnue e sepact e
wulores, For example, be Yarge number of childsen e Sammammish will wsgee amd in
Lhos alBluent ciny as ceenagers they wall demand 2 car s bey cindrise 10 schoel and
[szaquah and Kidhmowd for enlerisinment and slopping. T he scheol districts relusane:
L poyure stedenls 1 use schonl bosces, the colluml signaficance oF the sutomob |y, and

patkberns ol sprawl a1l add up e more cars on our mads wisthout am ineeease in

COMMENT LETTER NO. 8

Teawn Cenler DETS comirmen:s
Fehroary, 2007 Town Center impacl unglce

parulalion.  Arnciber geample weuld Beocity policies that lisnét Tocal seevices g

aeguing e 1eips on ind ofl the plasean.

Figure 7-6 2030
ALTERNATIVE 1
TRAFFIC for example.  suppests thae oraffe vulurmgs presonted

The peesencation of 2030 1aln; sofumes o Bguce -5,

VOLLMES are due o s yenerated by Fown Cenler Alwernative L.
Thisis absurd. A wide ranpe of variabBles will inleoee
203 wradfic wvolymes, Sman growlh lterarone aied colansd soudigs fell gs 1hat cusrend
patterns of Sansearmish luw denery. sprawling developawent, e policy Ceision to
dlefing thi o1ty 3% a “hedroom” cammunity, city ammel preference that Sunmanish
risidents continue 1o travel o lewaguih and Redmond for senices, moeperson plans
thiat leave Sahalye wiry undeveloped, these and aalier Gelee will bive 1o el remely

ALk L MR el <0y IFansparalion,

The DELS presents 4 lik conlmist, apETOprLale mised-use s cenier
distoried piciure develupznen? that adds sufTiciens amounts of wala-
Famely hwitisang, Tekudl. ceslaurants, offices, jobs, logel
enlerainment, alermative ransportiman modalitics will
Bitve 3 prsitive 1mpact on Sammamish valfic. Unfgrvcately_ the DEIS  lumpe
everelhing fescther and presents the distorded pactuee et the ingraise i trffic
voltiites depicted in s and other illusbratons ul sy matte solumcs are dies o onwn

venler developnrens.

Conclusion:

Mozt of 1he data wenecated by the BEES depicting furre ADT on Summanush reads s
wed related 1o toen conter developmen However, 1he DES docs nat distingrizh
Bebween the bitgracts attributed fo Town Center deve lopenent and mpacts atrrbuted
city wide develupment. pitdems of ama vse, vie. The Jius presented has Lo valoe

Tor awapang the impact of 1w centes devetopment o tsaftic inshe fess and lng eem

future.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 8

Town Center DELS comnients
Febmwary, 2067 DES confuscd and contaminared

lssue #3: DETS gverlooks pasitive impacts of (ranspartation
improvements,

The DEIS fuils to consider the impacis of 248" Avenne baifd oat on
eraffic volumex along 228% in the the Town Center stdy area and orber
sraiffie imtprovements. The DEIN alvo confuses impacts af city wide
divelapmrepts and poficies, ard fown cemter developrent fmpacis,

In Frgure 7-5 exasling 206K ey volunzes along 2287 Ave, are presciwed. Taley
wirluenes it Mol uf the towen Cerler anea are shown o ke 26,00 AT, Tl

weumes just Seuth of the Tossn Ceoeer ary showr o b 24 R0H).

Bazed on the 244 Avere RIS after buidd owt of 247 Ave. 2000 walife volumes on

22E" Ay Morlh and South of the wowa cemer decrcese significin:ly.

*  North of the town conter 36040 declices g 2000H), §a decrease of 5,5H
ADT)
* Houth of the town conter 24900 dbetlines o 20000, {a dececase of &, 106
ADT)
These eatitaates whoa applivd 1o the sshmated impaces of the fioee i penter
develvpmignt Fesull 10 “satws qua™ seeneriu fr By along 2285 Ave.  Even
without adjustnoeses associsiad with an appropozie travel dematd Serecast as ol ined in
Tesug B0 U dmpact of wn o developznent on aren roads and et

apprear: negligible iMepy e all

Failure le aceaunt i e positive impict of 245 Ave, Baild out lets us 1o suspect
thal viher iruttic smproverents within Qe cite have nol been adequately inclwted i the

[FELS estimare of wwn ceoter unpag|s

2030 rralee volumw e ‘T he apparent miscaleulatoons due e the ase of an
cstimales just don’t isapperapeie nvel dansnd Torecsel model, cialusion
add up.

f 234" byild out impacts, lease ws wondeneg bow

COMMENT LETTER NO. 8

Tawn Centes 1ML comnsemnss
Iebruary. 2007 DEMS  confused and conlaniiLanad

8-21 I_ the DETS data eetates to bwn center Savelopime.
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[~ ooy serious anonialics caistand i1 15 @ mysery Row o Dpnre 7-8
- T ¥ How do 2030

ADT estimates
Conter resches a stygeering 38000, Traffic solunues North of e relale to the
Town Cenier?

200 rietf volumes as ncasored by ATIT South of Lhe Town

trwn pemler ase shaw da e 28460 Authors of the DEIS aesd 1o
show ko ok estimates are caleulansd and buw e relade 1o the Toawn Ceoner
alteznatives. A showa carlicn, based on alematives b2 west 3, the heghest additions
of ADT saigmiting in e town comler is Dess thao 50660 Consider the decocate in
imatiy abong 2267 in the arca of the town semier due to 244 Ave. Build out, ADT jes
narth ard Sowho ul the Tewn Center vl be i che ianpe of 33 06K

[ Conclusion:

The DEIS should vsaming
the impact af town center
peak herar wallic volames are associaled wilh mixed-use development not
the accumulative impacts of
developmicent and traffic

) .. management Throughool

the huge nepeives 1 ratfic valumes depacied in the ¢y

the DERE s 2060 estimwics of AT and chow

Thue T3S Gnds 1o shoo hivwe ADT and pom

e ceatet development. €ty salf aod he

authors of Lhe fown center DE1S newd 10 eeplain

whar volomee o AIXT w5 related to Tewn Cencer Develugrned aat whill s ot o
bt deelopments and city poficacs Hest asgouzage o densily, suburben sprawl aed

depeindeace v Tagualacd Bedmend lor retail, aftice, and other servaces

Mure delailed analysis of e LIS wonld iely uneever additional amsnsalies




8-24

8-25

8-26

COMMENT LETTER NO. 8

Town Center DELS comments
Febtuwary, 2007 Additienil issues for considerativn

Additional isswes thal invite cansideration:

The Town Center DELS comtains orbior issues thal need ofarificaiion:
[~ Rednil is unlikely to atiract nodleczble sindourtia «F exterpal irefiic,

The assumice that sigoafican develepment of retail in e Town coner sl st
saogers Fram of'she plavau is questiooalle, Town onier devebopment allematives,
asgatne lire i woy docrease o the sumrent 10% srade capanre. The setail that s
mcluded in the aleermaneee reflects sopalatioi tgnise 0ot an incress it orade captune.
With it P0% traide eakage it would seeol dreatiosl nosugged that the cany will see a
niiceable bcrvass i traflic dug 1o non-residenis choosing to shop in Sammanish.

Thie sweecympiann That Summamish netael will bave 3 regiunal appesd s very questionable
A e greater waceent ul ceta ] would be necded b juslife his asseneniion,  Even with
it Irergase of 00000 ty GOHEOO0 spnare Faed of redail we would nat soe Samatanizh's
| trids ciphure Tuss 1o sygneficant levels.

[ Drfice Space:

Tl uenuwone of elfice space included in the altensatives is cunsaderable less than what
markel analysis supgeses is possible. We do ropupmiee that hoeaw imuch offee e s
ioelachead 1 1k lewn center is as much o dfceor of ke dymaomies ast is g faezor of cirty
midicy

. Ay nergee inofficy space will not, bowever, buse 2
Reverse Commuling } N P

h meparive imprlet o treblie. Fiest, | resiadents of

is & yood use ol gur Sarnnzarush use the oflice space trips on and ff the
transportallon plancau will degreace. Secondly, additional offize: space
system wauld possibly artract erabfic Troan T the platcig, bug

This would b reverse cortnan tralfic aml oo consiiu:
anadverse impact. 1 one ravels frocn ontaie of Samunamich al # 2., o the wwn
ceater areit, traffic in (e lanes cotesing Saroesrmiahoare i empty of autonmnhile

Lraftie.

A magur s assocaled with 190 DEIS is the Tack of site specificisy. The allormatites
idendify hupe wiasseals of Civic use (190,000 59, L} bue Fail 1w deserche thy kinds of sees
that wioulid b deweloped - A senior cewer snd an aguate center creice oy defferene
pudrerns o wac. Blaconseon of these Gaalitnes has different impact, as well Fen Aqgoite
Center 25 placed i either the Worhwes or Soathwest gradzangs of the Lawn Jemer,
wrrpacts will be vy significi 16 the aguate ceneer is placed adjacent to gty il amed
the libragy on the Kellemaen preperey caress will be veny conpested und users will be
ferrewed e abrivy wia 2267 and HE 4 o serviees in efbir ancie nf the fewn venter.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 8

Town Center DEIS commicies
February, HM07  Addinonal issucs for eonsideroion

R N . The lecwtion of specilic uses dogs make a
Good mixed use design that ciflervnee in Lraffic flase. 10 is Dor s reason 15l
reduces traffic impacts is not poeced riged use cheaign looks carefully al de
an aecldenl. I is well placement nd facililie., bow They complement
thought qut and planned, wach uthee. and how they ane conneewd by The
rubiporltion network,  Pulting high walfic
amenities sweh as an aguatic ey, the librany,
vity hall an an izolated syt atere than a quarter mile Erem the Bty of reddential,
relal, and - officy wpave 15 a questionable deisgn elimice A T impact assessnicen of
this deszgn wiould paoduge dilferent resulte rom the assessocnt of o desigm that brings
cvimything together within & walk-alile distage with posd commectity and 3 Ligh degres
| of amalitg

[ Impact of iransportatien network development

Campared oo the Neatheast and Southeas) quidranes  waffee iefeasmciere divetopmens
is amuch more problematic. The DELS sl that the greatest inczeass in rafic will he
on S 47 Streer puiog West and along 2157 and SE 57 West of ke oo epnier  lignadly
protlematic is Lke ring road fror Masiv Sireel o1 2281h Ave. SF aed §F 47 ar 2007,
Ave  Sadly, the alermatiee seck o put the greatest anzeont of developracnt in Mis area
and soee arc ingling] oo put enly residential deseloganen oo e vast sede of 228 along
with he three high scheols, This pateeee will requare a el of zulo travel across 22897

| and op SE 4% wesiwand,

DE15 b emierwiming i hermanves that dooned identi fy uses for apeeific ites and e level of
analvses remaing qoite gencral wmld e data generated fails 1o depict o anpasts.
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Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 8 —Galvin, John

8-1

8-3

84

Several sources of information about the Town Center project were devel oped and made
available to citizens before the June 24th, 2006 charette. In addition to the City's
Comprehensive Plan, Special Study Area Task Force Report, and City Council Vision
Statement, a Draft Market Analysis was prepared by Community Attributes and an
Existing Conditions Report was prepared by ESA Adolfson.

The results of the charette were used in conjunction with other sources of community
input including avisual preference survey (March, 2006), youth board meeting (March,
2006), town center bus tour (June, 2006), property owners survey (August, 2006), and a
city-wide level of service survey (September, 2006). These sources of community
information along with citizen comments were used to understand the community's vision
for the Town Center. Development of the Draft EIS alternatives was based on that public
input as well as input from the property owner's forum, Town Center Committee,
Planning Commission and City Council. The alternatives developed for the Draft EIS
were designed to reflect the community's vision of the Town Center, the Councils
direction, and represent a range of options that would be broad enough to explore both
positive and negative impacts of multiple land use concepts.

See response to comment 8-1.

As stated in section 2.5 of the Draft EIS and the response to comment 8-1, the action
alternatives were devel oped based on input from several sources. Three functional
visions of the Town Center emerged from this process. The Town Center was envisioned
as aretail-focused destination (DEIS Alternative 1); a center for civic facilities (DEIS
Alternative 3); or asmaller local commercia area (DEIS Alternative 2). The design
consultant then developed three general 1and use alternatives to represent each of these
scenarios. The parameters of the aternatives were based on information in the Draft
Market Study, the Draft Existing Conditions Report, and previous Council decisions, as
well as the project team’ s professional experience.

All of the action alternatives contained mixed-use development, a range of housing types
and a pedestrian-oriented core. The purpose of the Draft EIS was to analyze the impacts
(positive and negative) of arange of possible future land use patterns with the goal of
identifying a“preferred alternative” based on the results of the analysis and public
comment. To perform the this analysis, devel opment assumptions were necessary to
forecast traffic impacts, estimate impervious surface, and evaluate impacts to public
services. These development assumptions are identified in Table 2-1 of the Draft EIS.
These land use assumptions were developed as reasonable future outcome as a means to
compare aternatives, they do not represent specific development plans. The parameters
displayed on October 12, 2006 were reflective of these devel opment assumptions.

The Sammamish Town Center Sub-area Plan EIS is a programmatic or non-project EIS
that addresses potential future development and growth in the Town Center arealikely to
occur. Subsequent projects implementing a plan would be evaluated on the basis of
consistency with the approved Sub-area Plan/EIS, consistency with the Growth
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Comments and Responses

8-10

8-11

Management Act (GMA) and compliance with the requirements of the State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).

The Draft EIS process for such a proposal is characterized by a continually expanding
level of detail. Asstated in section 2.5, the Town Center alternatives were devel oped
simultaneously with the environmental and economic analysisin order to generate a plan
that avoids or minimizes environmental impacts, but also has the best potential for
economic viability. The Preferred Alternative was devel oped using components of each
of the Draft EIS aternatives and additional detail (see the Draft Town Center Plan).
Specific land uses in the Town Center will ultimately be determined by several factors
including City infrastructure investments, development regulations, guidelines, and
private investment choices.

The mitigation measures provided in Chapter 7 of the Draft EIS were meant as possible
measures to mitigate traffic impacts from the action alternatives. More detailed
mitigation measures for the Preferred Alternative have been provided for traffic impacts
in section 3.5.4 of the Final EIS.

Comment noted. The process explained in Comment 8-4 is known as an integrated
SEPA/GMA process and is encouraged by State Guidelines (WAC 197-11-210).

Comment noted.

Comment noted. The City is considering economic and market issues as well as
consistency with GMA and the City's Comprehensive Plan in developing afinal plan for
the Town Center.

See responses to comments 8-1 through 8-4 and 8-6.

The comment is correct in pointing out that development along 228th Ave SE and many
of the institutional uses currently in place in the Town Center are more reflective of an
urban place. However, because of the development moratorium that was in place until
recently, substantial areas of the Town Center are undevel oped or developed at below
urban levels. Although consistent with the City’ s plans, the DEIS alternatives (including
the No-Action Alternative), or the Preferred Alternative would represent a significant
changein land use that could create temporary or permanent conflicts with existing uses.
SEPA requires that an EIS identify probable impacts. However, the DEIS a so points out
that “While significant, this change is consistent with the City’ s planning goals and
policies as outlined in the Comprehensive Plan and the City Council’ s vision statement.
As such, it should be viewed as a positive change.”

The comment is correct in pointing out that major land use changes have occurred in the
Town Center boundary since the City incorporated. It is further correct in pointing out
that because of the development moratorium, many areas the Town Center are not
developed at urban levels, which is not consistent with the City’ s comprehensive plan.
Current levels of traffic, noise, and lighting are greater than would be expected in an
undeveloped or rural area. However, while development of a Town Center featuring
commercia and civic uses, higher density housing, and mixed use development is
consistent with GMA and City plans, it islikely that such development will increase
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8-12

8-13

8-14

8-15

8-16

impacts commonly associated with urban development. As stated in the response to
comment 8-10, SEPA requires that an EIS identifying probable impacts. The DEIS aso
points out that while these impacts are expected, they are consistent with the City’s
planning goals and policies as outlined in the Comprehensive Plan and the City Council’s
Vision Statement and should be viewed as positive change.

The travel demand forecast model estimated trips for the specific mix of land uses
proposed for the Town Center. The model accounts for the reductions described in the
comment through the distribution sub-model. This procedure automatically allocates
trips between origins and destinations, including consideration of matching opportunities
within Town Center. The Town Center areais modeled with twelve distinct zonesto
enable this sophisticated kind of internal trip distribution to function. Asaresult, the
model internalized approximately 15 to 24 percent of the total traffic generated within the
Town Center as awhole, astrips traveling from one internal land use to another,
depending on the DEIS alternative. The changesin land use mix assumed for the
Preferred Alternative caused this proportion to rise to 30 percent.

The design of the development and the specific mix of tenants would also play arolein
reducing the travel demand but, at this programmatic planning level, a more conservative
approach is taken and trip generation and travel demand may actually be lessthanis
reported in the EIS. More detailed trip generation tables were provided in the
Transportation Technical Memorandum (included as Appendix A) as well asin the Final
ElS analysis of the Preferred Alternative (FEIS Section 3.5).

Internal capture behavior was accounted for by the City's traffic model. The trip
generation and distribution procedures do account for internal capture between land uses.
The more detailed trip generation tables provided in the Transportation Technical
Memorandum (included as Appendix A) and the Final EIS analysis (Section 3.5) provide
complete summaries of the various trip types. The Preferred Alternative accounts for
approximately 30 percent internally captured trips within the Town Center boundary,
which includes those trips that occur within a mixed-use development that are not
impacting the roadway network.

The trip generation estimates generated from the model are based on net new trips, which
do account for pass-by trips. The analysis uses the same trip generation rates for the
Town Center as for the No-Action Alternative, to be conservative. The trip rates account
for existing levels of use of alternative models. Thiswas done because environmental
impact analysis should eval uate worst-case conditions and not rely on uncertain
assumptions. Additional transit usage and ridesharing may come about in the future,
which would reduce the reported trip generation. Reductions due to transit improvements
and transportation demand management techniques are discussed in section 3.5.4 as
potential mitigation

See response to comment 8-14.

The vehicle milestraveled (VMT) isroutinely calculated for the City as awhole through
the use of the traffic forecasting model, but this information was not reported in the Draft
EIS. The VMT from traffic model sourcesis reported below for No-Action, the Preferred
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8-17
8-18

8-19
8-20

8-21

8-22

Alternative, and Draft EIS alternatives. An evaluation of air quality and fuel consumption
was not performed, but the trends of those items would be proportional to VMT.

DEISAIt1=481,373VMT No-Action = 405,281 VMT
DEISAIt 2 = 444,330 VMT Preferred Alternative = 463,578 VMT
DEISAIt 3=463,963VMT

See responses to comments 8-12 through 8-16.

More detailed trip generation tables were provided in the March 19, 2007 Transportation
Technical Memorandum (included as Appendix A) aswell asin the Final EIS analysis of
the Preferred Alternative (Section 3.5) which also clarifies the trip type assumptions.

See responses to comments 8-12 through 8-16.

The City’ stravel demand forecast model was determined to be the best tool for
estimating trip generation for alarge land use plan such as the Town Center and for
evaluating long-term regional impacts throughout the City.

Trips associated with other planned devel opments citywide are accounted for in the No-
Action Alternative. The No-Action Alternative assumes full buildout of the city allowed
under the current Comprehensive Plan land use designations for the year 2030 to provide
abaseline for comparison. The currently adopted Transportation Element of the
Comprehensive Plan is designed to adequately serve that level of future growth. The
potential impacts of the Town Center action alternatives are evaluated in this EIS in terms
of the anticipated additional demand added by implementation of the Town Center action
alternatives and the additional transportation improvements needed to serve that demand
consistent with adopted level of service standards.

Estimates of traffic generated from implementation of each of the Draft EIS alternatives
and the Preferred Alternative were developed. Comparing the aternatives with the No-
Action Alternative (as required by SEPA) provides an estimate of the net additional
number of trips and traffic that would be attributed directly to the alternatives. More
information is provided in the Final EIS (section 3.5) to better describe the impacts as the
net difference between the No-Action and Preferred Alternatives.

The Town Center EIS analysisincorporated all land use changes and roadway
improvements that are planned and funded for completion by 2030, which includes the
244th Avenue connection. The shiftsin travel patterns created by the 244th Avenue
connection are accounted for in full. The potential impacts of the proposed alternatives
can be described as the net difference between the forecast volumes with a Town Center
plan and the No-Action volumes without a Town Center plan.

The ADT volumes were derived from PM peak hour volumes forecast by the travel
demand model, based on existing ratios of peak-to-daily traffic volumes. Thisisa
standardized methodology applied equally to all of the alternatives. The No-Action and
Preferred Alternatives both include the effects of the 244th Avenue completion. As
described in the response to 8-2, the impacts from the Town Center alternatives can be
measured by comparing the increase of traffic and congestion over the No-Action
Alternative.

The No-Action section in the Final EIS has been updated from what was reported for the
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8-23

8-24

8-25

8-26

8-27

8-28

8-29

No-Action Alternative (Alternative 4) in the Draft EIS. The updated analysis accounts
for more background traffic growth generated in adjacent communities, to be fully
consistent with the background growth calculated for the action alternatives. The No-
Action Alternative in the Draft EIS inadvertently considered background growth for only
6 years rather than through 2030. This change produced an increase of approximately
200 PM peak hour vehicle trips on most of the major corridors in the No-Action scenario.
As aresult, the net difference shows less impact related to Town Center devel opment.

Impacts of the Preferred Alternative are compared with the No-Action Alternative in the
Final EIS (Section 3.5). The No-Action analysis assumes full buildout of the City in 2030
based on the adopted Comprehensive Plan land use map with primarily R-4 zoning in the
Town Center area.

The retail component of the Town Center is estimated to primarily serve patrons and trips
generated within the city of Sammamish. A small part of the retail traffic will be
generated from outside of the city, including for example, store employees, suppliers, etc.
Thisis shown in the distribution plotsin the March 19", 2006 Transportation Technical
Memorandum (Appendix A).

Comment noted.

The location of specific uses can make adlight difference in traffic flow. The Final EIS
analysis evaluates the Preferred Alternative which is based on one set of assumptions
about a probable mix of land uses. Moving these land uses in various configurations
within the Town Center area may provide some slight changes within the local area but
will not make significant differences to the external network. At this stageit istoo early
to evaluate detailed site specific impacts. However, it istrue that the design of each site
could impact vehicular and pedestrian circulation and the amount of traffic generated,
which iswhy SEPA review will be conducted as specific projects are proposed.

See the analysis of the Preferred Alternative transportation impacts and proposed
mitigation measuresin Section 3.5 of this Final EIS for more detailed information on
impacts and proposed mitigation measures. Refer to the Circulation Strategy in the Draft
Town Center Plan for more detailed information on proposed road configurations and
off-site improvements.

See response to comment 8-4. The Sammamish Town Center Sub-areaPlan EISisa
programmatic EIS that addresses potential future development and growth in the Town
Center area. SEPA acknowledges that analysis at this level is often constrained by the
lack of specific information. SEPA provides that the level of detail should be appropriate
to the scope of the project. In this case, the scope is considerably broad. Subsequent
projects implementing a Town Center Plan will be evaluated in more detail for
consistency with the approved Sub-area Plan/EIS, and compliance with the requirements
of the SEPA.

The articlestitled "What is a charrete?' and "Dynamic Planning” included in your
comment letter are acknowledged.
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Asea Sanding

From: EgAn A omiasl fmal

Sant: Wodnasday, Marck '4 2007 12 32 PR
Tar Asea Sandrg; Kamumgn Gured
TiMte|ect: DEIS Coaunant

MWamg s John Galwin
dddress . 432 22Eth Byve. SE

City: Sammeanish

State: Ra

2la: ®HATd

Enmail: lepalwvinooniast . et

klsh to rerelur informatllon vwid e-naic! False
Commenits: Re:  Town Center Teafflc Inpact

The procect toam needs tno rxplain Fow  Town Center Ceveloppent  (alternative 1 for cxampled

With  trip gereratlon of 2,37@ pmopeak houe trips going  in and oot af the Tewn Center to

the Morth  can reswlt in an imgrease of 4,888 RDT 3t the Intersection aof 5B Ifwaquah feaver
9.1 Lakn R, ard %F Cuthir HiTl Rd.

the auticame of the aodel analysis Ls counter Intubtive and Jacks face walue.  Increase of
tradfic ot Ewo related points are less tham halt. En cdplararien s needed to drmgnitratc
Lhat 115 1rpack b5 atttibetanle te town renter o development.

i hawe roer across studies 1hat have indlcabted that with mised-wse developrent  traffic
9-2 1pacts decrease as the diztanee form the develap Loceeases.

03 bry ereor rate of  ong, twn e bree thausand is wigedificart. 45 @ planriag tool this appears
B o be 3 preTfy blunt  toal-

future fewelopment, 1% is not warthwhile fa spend maney with experts to assessc thee

At thii stage of the planning process and due to the discoanect betwesn che alteenatives and
9-4
idrues.  Mevertheless, 1t is impoctant that  these congerrs be crtered inta the record.




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 9 —Galvin, John

9-1 Thetraffic forecasts for the No-Action analysisin the Draft EIS were low and did not
account for an adequate level of background growth through the 2030 plan year. These
volumes have been corrected in the Final EIS and a comparison of the Preferred
Alternative with the updated No-Action Alternative is provided in the Final EIS (Section
3.5).

9-2  Itistruethat traffic impacts for most mixed-use developments generally decrease as the
distance from the development increase. The forecasts account for this.

9-3  Therevised No-Action Alternative forecasts reported in the Final EIS (Section 3.5)
correct the referenced error.

9-4 Comment noted.
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Ased Sandina
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10-1 wWetlang 1511 le bath Luiorrectly Shawn ane (very} lncorrectly categarized as a Class 1. That
weTlland 1% mech smaller than shown, is contained pricarily by twn shallo, hygraulic posds
that wkere ceeated iy Mr. Blrghoin the 196R° 5019785, When an objecbive wmetlasd evaivatlen Lo
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area”, ard "ka arudroncuas fish are Feparted present inothe st~eam reaches in the Town Certer

| planming area . . *

Sincerely,
Tzan Hansen




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 10 —-Hanson, John

10-1 Asnoted in Section 5.1.4 of the Draft EIS, the City used existing GIS data to map
wetlands and streams in the Town Center areafor preliminary planning purposes only.
No site-specific wetland studies were or will be conducted as part of this programmatic
ElS. Asrequired by the City's Environmentally Critical Areas regulations, any project
development in the vicinity of known critical areas will require site-specific
investigations to accurately determine the location, rating, classification, and associated
buffers of critical areas.
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442 228th Avenue 5F, Semmamish, WA 980747206 USA
Home | (425) 9968641 « Cell | (425) 4918717 « Fax 1 (425) 996-8643

COMMENT LETTER NO. 11

«e-moll rhirgh@comeact, mar -
. (]
JEGEIVE

March 26, 2007 “
"ﬂ MAR 262007

To City of Sammamish
Community Development Deapartmeant

488 228lh Avenue SE ¥ —

Sammamish WA 98074

Anantion: Mr. Kamuron Gueal, Director

[ Re: Comments to Draft EIS for the Town Center Devalopment
Thesa comments reler In Chapter 5 — Streams, Fish, Wetlande, and Wildide and apply only o
Wetland 1511.

The wetland is minimal in size ang is mostly contained Inside the area of the twa hydraulic retention
ponds, which were man made in the 1980's and 1970's, Bafore the ponds were created, there was
o gmell, seasonel surface watarcaurse devoid of lish rures or spawning grounds.

* The Wetland is not & Clage | watiand but rather class 1| or possibly even clazs Il

= The Fish and Wildlide Habitat score s incomect.

*  Watland 1511 is not properly mapped and placed on maps and diagrams

+  The Stream iz a drainage ditch or inside a culvert,

*  The water comes from groundwatar, not gurface watar

* The twe man-made ponds are lar greater in width than was the original watland area.
Bullers should be adjusted accordingly,

* A Habaatwildite eomdor does not exist: it was masily a figment of Ms. Ann Knapp's
imagination, Only cna dear family exists in the area. It s loosing membars every year.

Rghard Birgh
. Paul Shekney

11-2

COMMENT LETTER NO.

Sarch 2 CIHDT,

Te City of Sammanmtizh

Community Developmeant Departmant
8401 22810 Avenue SE

Samrramish Wa 98474

Arteniior: Mr. Kamoron Guaral, Direclor

RAe: Commerts fa Deatt £15 tar the Town Centar Davaiopmeant

Trese comments rater diremily 1o Cnapters 1.2, 6. 7 and 10 and indirecily 1o he olfwr shaplers

[ The 1hree st alleenatives res e b the 1rafi 205 ane unsesiid as hey woere cheverlupen] witfoen
snerprehensive markes feasibafin. siudics, cosmomze desclopment sranesion, and Bacal planaieg o
rolicy decizivns v popadagzieg wrowl b Jobs and setvoces.

Alwr iianing tront the alleznalives are podesimal recommendations Bont the viv plasing sl o
the hired corsuloants, Tae alieragves wene crafled mostky fEom the “wans™ el i few dasen b
witizens aad disregard sensd plinning proclioes, Chizer pot is figs: i b seeds o be proen
wilhin a eontest wlenaplete infuzmition. peodeasingal reeentnzgndiens and policns. cearly in
pliwc 1T s ot heppened. The plizing precess 1hat s heen earriod st Bs far, althesgh
s b vl andended, dess nel meel either 1he cwrment o8 e By necds g Fess jpgerest of Lhe
il and 165 Cilisens,

A vy proper process b Zebe e altermatives waod hase e as Bl

I Urder smpartial. compeehezive mirset and Teasibcls stodies amd teacoet 22 4 omsola
Firme oo proide s Tullspecirum o wlas cou?d be dease in Sanmggnisdeelating 1 b,
ChTive. Retaf sakd | Togsing needs amdd eppoetunices, Forer, dircet the 4orsul s e
v ede Bkl wisde enough apont oo spas froane clearly e lew octeely 0o Beh o whic
Samemamish ol suppart new and alsm e aesg 2006 3ovears, Lel fem g s
vlhjretive ssessments amd ask S their bes recomznendation an w il iz rigtL o
Sarneriamish, hicad un mlostn soisdiends o thein sspezicnce. This i e conrean 0o
=int.

o

Warh the cosmmchensieg <Judies inhand - nod biased of iafogncad B special inleness -
the Uity Conncil aigeds o mindie the developmesn of T veenomic cbemenl ol he
Comprehensive Phan iz regoined b the GREAL The i oveds o concumentoy eliminaye (e
stdictnent in e Comprehensioe Plan cwemytisg B O from the reguizemeat Lo du e
Teomaniv Flezng bocase Sammanish isa beliom cozemaniee, amd enete Canumusin,

Tawgwize Dy e bepmenl %rinegics.

fage | 0l 3
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 11

AL This Sl 050 Proess, 0 Chie Hims 1 G e 70ths

SITIRIMiEh wslan s d e el approsionate s MO0 peeple: il i md asmal
Besdresnm conmanmuztin .

IRe Uity will eostinoe twopress Lizper ouer the ness ZU-70 vears,

Ecomeniz planaing i= ovaeded W successfulls compele 1o changing cesnoss .
Btz wmd Sscal plinning 15 of benetin 1 hath ahe Oty and ies £ ifiress.
APPSR T subnrhan et have woomomice dseal plans oo padivice,
Mol caties willewes MU0 pesaple i King oy, that e g gosare ol have
wveenpled thenvselves from egummic and fiscd plowing in their comprehensne
i,

There are fe sbwnd resang ong b Tame cevmemi: wnd sl palcies inonder L
BULLEN et iy el proteg the ens ironment soth s sound seeamic plan.
Sgnilicanily redisag s drips ol Tehe plidewn wilh loval juhe amd semices.

Impree The gualicy of Fur The Sammanish residents.

Inerease the wealth and prospentys of loca? residene amd husingsses.

Clather erypeortient. inlurmitieen at 2 minfmuzn fon te Glliwing wocges belore femmalaang
the genmaniv e hement of the comprebensive plas and the deelapmwem of commumes
vty duevelopnient siratepics:

Cemaplened dLarker aocd Foicdilite studivs a< deseribed abeve,

Fuseal anals =iz felived o variees levels of Jobs. retail. wnd hoosing,

Comp Flan pials amd vabues: vigion darment< commuoning woals, desired civis
aneitics asd bow e oy B Them,

PAEC population wxd jobs projectivns,

Kiigg Couney Cronth SLusipement Blanniee £ ouneil,

Cirowih Alisigegment Servaces of the Washington Srae Tepeartzgen ul Lenammmiln,
Trle awnd FEeoneemic 1evelopaen.

Saee LD L eonomic Develaprent Bosoregs,

Praviane sopter commercial amd resideniis des elupe,

Communin Development 1o Tun Fing Oty cites with estshlshed
ecumzis deselsapmien plass,

Atter muthezing the searce infomeagiun described abseve, consider 25 an inlermed iaoe soepoa
Catiaen Bucvey 1hat is chjcety el wristen, ashang Serclear npamices reaaeding diftercne leyels
ul bz, eesail, wird homsiags: srd wln the mplividices would e g wespociio, T

Pl s, bmne sam s, cinie wnseniHes, comvenience. Bacal cons derarings, el eane e
rames, varicey nd el sersices, and job opperunizies aea wsd in e ey, 3 e ashing
ah dineraity ol Piowsdng eplions b meel 1 needs ot 2o Thm e bahy hocoeers, Bl
Lhe € aziegres begne Hheir s in Hght of The waric:s geaibarig wocni s

Edave the prodissionals - e Cite SalFand the Consultants - prepare e cosnooic clemen
of the cemaprehensise plas sl vrcile communty sennumie development srinegivs Fiied o
Iharougeh market feasibaiice siodics, complele infomation. Flanning Cwesimission inpad, azel
resulLa Iry e £20aen Sorves . 'rovide 1hese prodoets oo the Oy Coaseilaed 1k O s
ter pewicw., vomment, ok relincnsgn.

Face Dl &

11-2

COMMENT LETTER NO. 11
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Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 11 -Birgh, Richard

11-1 Seeresponse to comment 10-1. Also, as stated in Chapter 3, the classification of wetland
1511 iscurrently being reviewed as part of are-zone application for a property adjacent
to the Town Center. A preliminary wetland classification performed by the City in 2006
concluded that the wetland was a Type | wetland, which would require a 150 foot buffer.
The maps shown in the EIS and Draft Town Center Plan reflect this classification and
show the 150 foot buffer. If the ongoing review of wetland 1511 concludes that the
wetland isa Type Il wetland, the buffer requirement would likely be 100 feet.

11-2  Seeresponse to comments 8-1 through 8-4
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 12

Asen Sandioe

Frarn: CHUCKIE-AU 4 Com

Zant: Wedrasday, Fobroary 28, 2007 5.5 By
To: Asaa Spnn o, Karm o Gueo

Subpact: OF 1% Comman?

Meakeec: Chuck Dulken

Address: Z31LF L beun St

ity Sammatanizh

State: WA

S 5074

Emnail: vhuwk dhalkesgm

Wishe o recerne infogradion vid eeeails Troe

Cotzmnts: The properties m the SE 1s8/L, Main St ocighborheod arc imgreasingly
tandwiched between mow-residenbial devcloprents: Eastlake Eigh School, Evertreen
Chrastian Charch, Eastside Cathalic High Schosl, Samesamish Waler & Sewer |t Puanp
Touse & Water Troawdetwent Flam. Mo lomger suilavle for single faedly dwellngs, a mare densw
L Aot i dppropricde (EZ4, mual-usg).

[ Abso, the wetland budter defmed it the B85 in the NE career of the NE guadnia sem
exeesaive, capeeialby vonsidering thid existng siructares are altcady located cnmmach of the
L wedland bBuffer amea w question.




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 12 —Dulken, Chuck

12-1 The Preferred Alternative proposes a mix of higher density multi-family buildings and
town houses surrounding smaller neighborhood-scale mixed use areas in the NE, SE, and
SW quadrants of the Town Center.

12-2  Seeresponse to comment 10-1
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 13

Ased Sandine

From: lealkeniToopar.ral

Eqnl: Thursday March 01, 2007 727 PM
To Aoea Saradira, KaT aron Gural
Subiact: DEIS Commet

Mg Linda Dutkaen

Address 23107 E aan Street

Cily: Sameantizh

ate: Wa

FATV TV |

Ettwanils Lbidke riies copawer. et

W 1 revedve iedoreeialaoe vii o-eeails True

[ Comments: The properties in the SE Lt/E. Main St nesghborhand are mcreasingly
sandwiched peswveen non-residential developeweniz: Eastlake 1ligh Schoal, Prergreen
Chiristian Chaarehs, Esastsices Cathuolic 1lgah Schoal, Samenamish Waer & Sewer Disleic] Famp
House & Waler Treatmend Plane, Mo lomger suibable foc single Tawdy dwelliegs, o oere e s
conmy L approprine (R12-R24 multi-ase).

[~ Adso e wetland budrer detised an ke DEDS i dhee ME coroer of the ME queadcant weem
eressave, espiecalle vonsidering that cxisting struciuees aee aleeady Jovuted on much of the

wedliind budter area i guestion.




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 13 —-Dulken, Linda
13-1 Seeresponse to comment 12-1.

13-2  Seeresponse to comment 10-1.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 14

Azea Sandine

Froum; Terrullfarm@anricas: noy

Seni: Vet tosday, Februany 07, 2007 12 41 .44
Ter Muien Seaducn, Kartarar Guro!

Subpact: RIS Cammenr

Name: Marvbeth Earabe A0

Muldress 100 224 A SF

ity Samendaish

Siadet WA

Aips TROTA

Fenails Yeamhilifurm e oo ast.net

WWish o recoeive TRToRaton v e-matl Toue

Commenis: We have nade repeated calls and had o response so wall gow 10e vig email. We
live et Fern il Taeere
14-1 | 101 224 Ave B
W lve asked tor someans to vome ot apd Ly eves on D wildlife corrider whick now
| sweps temggh ouy wonded acrege. We bave alsa ad nepealed sighising of Fileated
M woodpeckers, Aerling, and Last spping we bugged sonteene to gome ot dnd s he 2 pileated
woodpocker nesls on the prapeity. Alsa, covales, fox, borrawing owls, Cooper's Hawk,
merbern Goskowk, YVaes Swirl, Rudous Hamimingbivdi, Red breaded sapsuckers. Downy
wondpeckers, Norher Flickers, vesper spntew, spatted Tower, Hamteaulated 0wl Serecteh
14-2 |l shont vared owls Sputted oavls, Bored] owls,

T any wialks aromnd eurarca 1 have also seen wildeat, eoligar, rLarLar. Bocdiors, Ferrigenowe.
Iawka, aned, af corue Red Jhiwks, deer, elf, sharp shioned hiwks, vesper sparTows, spolbed
| Towwe, Buld cagles, cotgars, Trown bears ad athurs b 24 years we bave ved here,

143 [ Why will ng ame conthact e abnt viewing aue wonads srid Their mbabtades?




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 14 —-Lambe, Marybeth

14-1

14-2

14-3

See response to comment 8-24. As a non-project or programmatic EIS the State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) provides that the level of detail should be appropriate
to the scope of a proposal. Because of the broad scale of the Town Center Sub-area
planning process, the analysis of wildlife habitat relied on exiting reports. While the
Town Center Plan may allow more development or a different type of development on a
specific property, development decisions for the property would be made only by the
property owner.

In the event that a property owner decides to develop their property, the specific project
proposal would have to be evaluated in more detail for consistency with the approved
Town Center Plan, relevant City regulations, the Growth Management Act (GMA) and
the requirements of the State Environmental Policy Act. Thislevel of analysis could
involve site specific wildlife/habitat assessment.

As discussed in response to comment 6-5, no site-specific wildlife inventory studies were
or will be conducted as part of this programmatic EIS. However, as described in Section
5.1.1.3 of the DEIS, the City's Environmentally Critical Areas regulations include
protection of fish and wildlife habitats during review of permit applications. Some of the
species mentioned in your comment are state or federally listed species that warrant
protection under a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), if development activities are
proposed. In addition, listed species are protected by the US Fish and Wildlife Service
and Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. These agencies have management
recommendations and requirements for devel opment activities proposed near documented
nesting habitats of listed species. It may be helpful for them to receive word of your
sitings.

See response to comment 14-1.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 15

Asea Sandling

Fram: sesixihiLw-lrik, il

Sarik: Weramscay, March 07, 2007 B..F P
Ta: Aoen Eandne, Kana Guisd
Sarh|wrat: QE1S CopmTainl

Name - Malrecen ard Frank Suntonl

hedress_ JXEZA SE 3leth Placc

Cliy: Samaahich

Stakte: M4

Fip: YR

Emall: sesinthie:l:rk.nct

Whih tg recelve InFormation wla e-mall: False

15-1 Commenin: ke have llved on the Sammamish Platesu for 72 yrars and have always soen Plleated
wapd gechers where We live i9 tle SE quadrant of the Town Centar arpa.




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 15 -Santoni, Maureen and Frank

15-1 Seeresponse to comment 6-5 and 14-2.

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007



COMMENT LETTER NO. 16

Asga Sandine

Fram: e AgRCTcaat ael

Sl Thuradare. March 0. 2007 & 50 PM
Ter Asea Sar ne. Karuege Gueal
Subjwct: DE'S Cenuria

Narg: Johp Galvin
Addreas: 452 22dh Ave. 5E

iy Samreeatish

Slade: WA

Zips HHOT 4

Eynail: jusilvin g eama st me

Wish 1o receive informudion vl o-mail: Filse

Copmentst Tar Praject Teatn
RF: wWaldhife cotredors

161 | The localwildlite ar local bern and do not travel alang wildlse vorvidors. The exstivee of
A1 geh and 2281k have cur off apy coryidors that may have cxisled in the past.




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 16 —Galvin, John

16-1 Comment noted.

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007



COMMENT LETTER NO. 17

Asea Sanding

From: Frgacs i oomigsl nel

Sent: Wertinasray, Febrary 28, 3007 11:55 Akl
To: Asd S, Sararon Sorol

Sukjact; DE'S Carnrénl

Mame: Johm Gialvin
Address 432 Z2EEh Ave. SF

ity Sarmeeearmsh

Sade: W,

Fap AE07 4

Email: jegalvinid comoast.ogt

Wish bo receive informs Hon vid - el Towe

Cotbebrenis: o [ 1% Fropec! Tt

Teoene Joho Calvin
432 23Rk Avel 51
Satttebiamesh, WA SIRCT4

RE: FExozion |lisierd Ancas
sl sicde of 22800 betwecn SE 4ehaned 86 Sth

™ I wamcrous eecasions my neighbors and 1Tueve poinfed oul to the ity that waps
desiananting sur ared Last of 226th Ave between 8 $thand SE S are ok erosion haard
ATEdS,

Sorme of py eizhibors Bave lieed here many vears, 1970 opwvard, aod bue lived her snce
1906, moewe of ws have sen sugns af veosian,

The g Hral desigiiades 1his arca as an croson Tazard ared s (e resal of senal mspectons
and as £ @ we knew there has never Teen o ground Dvestigation wo suppart the aceial
Asnsseent.

ANy jadganent as to the nature af the zodls in the srca st be condidanal and with the
vapressed caveat that urther study 35 roquired before any decisions cam be made a5 to whai
e o develapriient v allowed or not allowed or what foets of mmiligiteon will be necessary.




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 17 —-Galvin, John

17-1 Assdtated in the City’s Comprehensive Plan, erosion hazard areas within the city are
designated on the basis of the U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service
soil identification. The City's updated Environmentally Sensitive Areas Map aso shows
these erosion hazard areas. As stated in the Draft EIS, according to the 2003
Comprehensive Plan and the City’s Critical Areas Ordinance, all development within
these designated critical areas must undergo site-specific evaluation for erosion potential
prior to project approval.

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 18

- Erica Tiliacos
WREN AN 1130 Lancaster Way SE
O 4 Sammamish, W& 98075

March 12, 2007

Kamuron Gurol

Dir. Of Community Development
801 228™ Ave. SE

Sammamish, WA 98075-9509

Dear Kamuron:

I would like to comment on the Sammamish Town Center Sub-
area Plan DEIS and rather more specifically on the environment.

I'he DEIS has characterized the natural conditions on the ground in
an accurate manner, and unlike the Comp Plan DEIS for the Town
Center portion, was more thorough in its review of the basins it

| will most impact.

[ Under the heading Purpose and Proposal 1.3.1. the study states
that “by directing growth to a defined “core”, the City can further
protect its natural environment... in other parts of the city.”. The
designated Town Center area has been one of the least developed,
and one of the most environmentally intact arcas of the city.
[ronically, it is this arca precisely thal was being protecied from
standard urban development by zoning large portions of it as R-1,
an environmentally sensilive zoning within the Urban Growth
Boundary. This zoning requires leaving 50% open space and
clustering away from environmental resources. Furthermore, many
of these same parcels had p-suffix conditions attached to the

zoning designation to signal special considerations in development

18-2

COMMENT LETTER NO. 18

50 a5 to nol adversely alfect coosyslem lunctions (ic. wildlif:
corridors, erosion hazards, aquifer recharge). Those parcels that
drain Lo Class 1 Wetlands over erosion harard areas or the
headwaters of sireams were later placed in Wetland Management
Area Overtays. These overlays limited the amount of built
impervious surfaces to 8% and required clustering away from the
sensitive areas. The 50% open space requirement allowed
development to be cluslered further away from the welland in
addition to the standard bulfer required lor Class 1 wetlands
thereby creating even greater bulfers.

Cur current adopted wetland buffers do not provide sufficient
protections to Class | Wetlands. In the Dept. of Ecology's review
of our Critical Area Ordinance, they specifically were concemed
that the buffers called for in out ordinance did not po far enough to
protect wetland functions, particularly in Class 1 wetlands. Dept.
of Ecolegy s recommendation on welland buffers is (o provide
preater buffers for the resource as the impervious surfaces increase,
The City responded that we had Owverlays in place Lo prolect elasy 1
wetllands bul failed to mention they only applied (o R-1 2oned
parcels. The 2 Class 1 wetlands that will be dirgctly impacted by
the Torwn Center development are now excluded from these
protections,

This information is not new to staff or the Council. What 1 did find
conceming was no acknowledgement of the additional protections
these Overlavs and the B-1 zoning had provided 1o large portions
of this Town Center Area or analysis of the impacts that remoying
these protections will have on the functions of the ecosystem and

| water quality of these 2 basins. The least expensive way to deal

[ with stormwater and its impacts in this area was to limit the
impervious surfaces. Taking that away, the city now has to require
costhier ways of mitigating for these conditions, and Lo give up the

ability tor the natural systems to function on their owr. New




18-3

18-4

18-5

COMMENT LETTER NO. 18

mitigation measures have not been proposed to replace these lost
protections. Requiring full Low Jmpact Development in the
previously zoned B-1 parcels and requiring clustening away from
sensitive areas could help reduce the effective impervious surfaces
and its adverse Impacts.

[ The Wildlife Comidor is not specifically addressed in the

mitigation. How will a 150-3() ft. comridor be preserved
throughout the planning area” How is the city proposing o avoid
fragmentation of the corridor due to fencing? There are Pifcaled
woodpackers and Vaux's swift, 2 special-status species within the
forested areas of the Town Center and there has been no mikigation
proposed for their continued survival. There are significant areas of
forest cover within the TC some of which should be preserved 1o
permit connectivity to wetlands and streams, and to preserve
habilai For these species of concem. Possible mitipation could be a
city wide investment in, and designation of, Conservalion
Resaurce Arcas that conld help pay lor areas of high habilal value

| within the TC and throughoul the eity.

[ In page 4-1 under 4.1.1. Surface Water, it states “while channcl

mapping in this area is not entirely clear,”(referring (o the
Thompson Basin 1 would like to call your attention to the
downstream analysis that Murray Franklin provided for their
developments of Redford Ranch and the Glen at Redferd Ranch.
They performed a level 1, 2, and 3 downstream analysis that
provides a clear assessment of the drainage area from the upper
reaches of the southwestern side of 228% down to 212" Ave, SE
which traverses Wetland 1517 in the Thompson Basin. Of note in
this analysiz was the recopmition that the roadway would floed.
The city later raised the road, but the result has been higher levels
of water in this forested wetland that has lead 1o high tree

| monality.

18-6

18-7

COMMENT LETTER NO. 18

[ {oc of the important mitigations being proposcd in the DELS is to

“merform bascline and ongoing surface water quantity and quality
monitering”. Within the Thompson Basin the ciey currently (s
menitoring Welland 1561 and Ebright Creek as part of a setlement
agreement. Monitering of Wetland 1517 of this same basin has
been performed by Buchian Homes. As a condition for their permit
the City Council also required them to continue Lhis monitoring.
The city should commit to correlate alt the engoing monitoring
efforts and to continue them through the update of the Thompson
Basin Plan. This way the city will wuly have a bascline for this
Basin as they go forward with development for the TC and will be

in g position o better mitigate its impacts.

[ There are thase who el thal the arcas within Lhe Urban Growth

Goundary should not have 1o limit impervious surfaces since they
are the areas where growth is being directed. However, the Growth
Management Act also requires protections of covironmentally
sensitive arcas within the UGB, It is recognized science that
watershed praciices have a great impact on these resourecs and that
buffers alone cannot provide sufficient protections. Furthermre,
these protected areas in urban zones are a link from the Jarper

| walcr bodies out to the rural lands.

[ Clurrent corumon practices will not conserve the naturak

environment and do nol pay for thelr losses. Environmental
degradation is an ignored cost we are all burdened with, We should
be fiorward thinking in gur approach to the development of cur

| Town Center.

[ thank you for allowing me to comment.
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Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 18 —Tiliacos, Erica
18-1 Comment noted.

18-2 The comment is correct in noting that the current Town Center areaiis largely
undevel oped relative to nearby areas. However, the undevel oped nature of the Town
Center isin large part due to the devel opment moratorium (recently lifted), rather than an
effort to permanently limit development.

It is also the case that current zoning in the Town Center areais primarily R-1 (in the NE,
SE, and SW quadrants). However, as shown in the City’s Comprehensive Plan land use
designations, the City had already decided to increase zoning in the Town Center areato,
at least, R-4. In the absence of adoption of a Town Center Plan, most of the R-1 zoned
areas would be changed to R-4. Thisisthe scenario that was analyzed as the No-Action
Alternative in the DEIS and FEIS.

The comment is also correct that parts of the Town Center area are within the City’s
Wetland Management Area Special Overlay District (SMC 21A.50.322). The overlay
district largely regulates development through the R-1 zone. These provisions would not
apply to propertiesin the R-4 zone. Also, according to the code, the provision limiting
impervious surface to eight percent (3a) does not apply to propertiesin the Town Center
area.

The City Council has clearly expressed that the Town Center should be developedina
manner that preserves and enhances the Town Center ared’ s natural features. The
Council’s Town Center Vision Statement includes the priority to employ “avariety of
environmental enhancement and |ow-impact devel opment techniques to improve
ecological functions, such as surface water hydrology and wildlife habitat.”

Asaresult, the Draft Town Center Plan includes a natural systems strategy intended to
achieve those objectives. The Draft Town Center Plan (Chapter 1V) includes severa key
strategies to protect the area’ s hydrology and habitats. For complete details of these
strategies, see the Draft Town Center Plan. Also see the mitigation measures proposed in
Chapter 3 of thisFinal EIS. The key strategies in the Town Center Plan include:

1. Development of a comprehensive stormwater management plan;
2. Cregtion of aregional stormwater treatment system;

3. Enhancements to area stream corridors;

4. Requirement of low-impact devel opment techniques;

5. Reductionsin the footprint area per dwelling unit;

6. Continued enforcement of the City’ stree retention strategy;

7. Revision of the City’ swildlife corridors; and

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007



Comments and Responses

8. Landscape standards for commercial and residential development that emphasize
ecological functions of landscaped areas.

18-3 While R-1 zoning may limit the number of units per acre, R-1 development can have
enough impervious surface (resulting from driveways, outbuildings, etc.) to result in
negative impacts to aguatic systems. Therefore, it is not possible to conclude that R-1
zoning would be significantly more protective than the proposed alternatives.

Under the Draft Town Center Plan, development would be clustered to provide amore
compact urban footprint allowing greater connected open space and less impervious
surface. The Draft Town Center Plan also contains provisions to enhance stormwater
management through a comprehensive stormwater system, stream enhancements, and
low-impact development techniques, which would otherwise not be available through
incremental development under R-1 zoning.

18-4 The Fina EISincludes aproposal for revising the City’ s designation of wildlife corridors
in the Town Center area as mitigation.

18-5 Comment noted. As discussed in section 3.2 of the FEIS and in the Draft Town Center
Plan, implementation of a Town Center plan would require further basin-wide analysesto
better understand and plan for stormwater management. Refer to section 3.2.2 for a
complete discussion of stormwater related mitigation measures.

18-6 Comment noted.

18-7 The comment is correct. Waterbodies are influenced by activities throughout their
watersheds. In addition to steering development away from designated wetlands,
streams, and buffers, the Draft Town Center Plan contains provisions to enhance
stormwater management through a comprehensive stormwater system, stream
enhancements, and low-impact development techniques. Vegetation and wildlife habitat
will be protected by existing regulations as well as new landscaping standards that
emphasi ze the ecological functions of landscaped areas. The overall goal of these
provisionsisto avoid impacts to the existing flow regimes in George Davis and Ebright
Creeks.

18-8 The commenter is correct that development of the Town Center as arelatively dense
urban area poses challenges to the natural environment. However, planning for a Town
Center supports the States' growth management goals by concentrating growth in the
urban areas and helping retain natural systemsin the rural aress.

18-9 Attachment “A” is acknowledged.

October 2007 City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 19

Asea Sandine

From: kivtton-lang@strategicresources.com
Sent: Thursday, February 01, 2007 9:45 AM
Ta: Asea Sandine; Kamuron Gurol
Subject: DEIS Comment

Name: Karen Lang

Address: 24403 NE 18th Street

City: Sammamish

State: wa

Zip: 98074

Email: klytton-lang@strategicresources.com
Wish to receive information via ¢-mail: True

Comments: Commons Area Sammamish

[~ Iam opposed to all of the current plans under consideration. If [ was forced to choose one, it

would be Option 2, under much duress. Housing is the LAST thing Sammamish
Needs..........please take the time to read my comments and thoughts below. 1know it's quite
long, but I really think that now is YOUR time to make a wonderful, positive impact on
Sammamish and I truly believe that you are making a mistake by increasing our housing to
such an extent. 1have provided some alternatives that could provide revenues for the City. I
just wish that you would consider the impact on the people & environment by your current
proposals.

Objections
Housing.

Does Sammamish really need more houses and housing developments? We are stripping out
land it seems, wherever available. Illahee on NE 8th is now a huge development, with nota
tree left in site. It blights the landscape when these developments maximize there use of
every available piece of land. If housing developments have be included in this plan then [
opt for Plan #2. Even so, 2,590 extra commuters is not acceptable. The number of
houses/condominiums built should be lowered. Alternative sources of revenue to develop the

| area should be investigated by the councilll

[ 1also firmly believe that considerable effort be made to make housing developers comply

with NEW regulations that the council needs to adopt. The council needs to ensure that
existing trees, native plants etc are not ALL stripped away. The council needs to make a
provision whereby developers must provide plans that include keeping trees and plants. The

| council has an obligation to the environment to ensure this occurs.

It should also be noted that developers, if given the opportunity to develop, in Sammamish
should adhere to NEW acsthetic guidelines. Houses that all look the same with scant
importance paid to originality, innovation, sustainability or local materials should not be

1
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19-6

19-7

19-8

19-9
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Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 19 —Lang, Karen

19-1

19-2

19-3

19-4

19-5

19-6

19-7

19-8

19-9

19-10

19-11

The inclusion of housing in the Town Center isdriven by directivesin the City’s
Comprehensive Plan as well as state and regional growth management goals for areas
within the Urban Growth Boundary. See section 6.1.3 in the Draft EIS for a complete
description of relevant state, regional, county and local plans and policies related to
housing and growth management.

The intent of the Draft Town Center Plan isto help accommodate the City’ s share of
future regional growth in compact urban areas that are pedestrian-oriented, reduce the
need for automobile trips, provide an aternative to the low-density housing pattern that
currently existsin much of the City, and maintain environmental functions and values.

All development in the Town Center would have to comply with existing development
regulations, including requirement for tree retention (SMC 21A.35). In addition the Draft
Town Center Plan would maintain existing vegetated corridors (including wetlands,
stream buffers and designated wildlife corridors) and create landscape standards that
retain vegetation and focus on ecological functions of landscaped areas.

Provisions for resource preservation, quality design, and low-impact devel opment
techniques have been incorporated into the Draft Town Center Plan. The provisions will
be implemented through development regulations and design guidelines. Refer to the
Open Space, Trails and Public Facilities; Natural Systems; and Design chapters of the
Draft Town Center Plan for complete plan details.

See response to comment 19-1.

According to information provided by the school district, only the middle school was
over capacity in 2006. See section 9.2.1.3 in the Draft EIS for projected growth. Impacts
to the middle school will occur even without the proposed Town Center Plan.

Traffic impacts from the Preferred Alternative as well as mitigation measure are
presented in the Final EIS section 3.5.

See the Council-approved Preferred Alternative and the Draft Town Center Plan for a
description of the types of commercial and civic uses envisioned in the Draft Town
Center Plan.

See response to comment 19-7

See response to comment 19-7

See response to comment 19-7

See response to comment 4-4 regarding costs and methods of financing the Town Center
Preferred Alternative.
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Comments and Responses

19-12 The Draft Town Center Plan (Chapter 1V) provides for a hierarchy of non-motorized
trails to connect the land uses and amenities of the Town Center with surrounding uses.
Thetrails are intended to serve both transportation and recreational functions.

19-13 Seeresponse to comment19-1.
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Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 20 —Bethune, Sandy

20-1 The Preferred Alternative approved by the Council on April 17,2007, represents a hybrid
of the three action alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS. As such, the Preferred
Alternative contains elements from each of the Draft EIS aternatives. In fact, the
Preferred Alternative, as described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, providesfor up to
164,000 sguare feet of civic/institutional facilities, which could include several of the
facilities noted in this comment. A list of possible civic and community facilities that
could be sited in the Town Center is provided in the Council-approved Preferred
Alternative.

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 21

Agwa Sanding

Froem;
Bent:
hr'S
Subject:

wanmas e semmarush wa ué
sianday. Pabiuary 95, 2007 1 59 P
Anea Geadee Kamuror Guro!
DEIS Commreait

Maumes Bob keller
Address: 23708 NF ath Mlace
Cily: Samptaaenidt

Srate: W

Zip:r 5074

Treadh

Wikh 1o Feoeive WIeHNaEoD via o- il Traw

Commertts: 0215 Public $cheols

The LWELD is currentle over cagacity in Peth ebementary and wmiddle school servin the
! ; ks 44

platning,

arei, While The DEIS sigtes the LWWSIY bias an elomentagy ahes planoed tar the

Tivwrs) eatber anca tlie locadion Has not been determiwd. 1t e Land o not aeaitabbe. Jow will
el meed be nuet?

Fven i Ihere 13 3 boed measioee that passed o Febriary 20005 o Tunid 4 selicel, e o location
T beent deteerhined s soems like 2 poendial problem. Dwauidd le o omn .l speific
cammmae it by dbar LWSDL




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 21 —Keller, Bob

21-1 The LWSD submitted a comment letter on the Draft EIS (See comment letter No. 3)
which did not address the potential need for siting a new elementary school. The LWDS
currently owns a 15.5 acre parcel in the Town Center area, which the District may decide
to use for anew school or for another purpose. To the extent possible, the City would
work with the LWSD to site any new facilities in the Town Center in amanner that is
compatible with the goals of afinal town center plan.
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Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 22 —-Tuohy, Kari Anne
22-1 Seeresponse to comment 20-1
22-2  Seeresponse to comment 7-3.

22-3 Comment noted. See response to comment 19-7.
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Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 23 — Lamb, John and Pat

23-1 Comment noted.
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Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 24 — Cason. Lisa

24-1  Seeresponse to comments 19-1, 19-7, and 20-1.
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Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 25 — Lambe, Marybeth

25-1 Comment noted.

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007



COMMENT LETTER NO. 26
iy ale,

mamish

PUBLIC COMMENT FORM

City of Sarmmamish
Town Cenler
Draft Environmental Impact Staternent (DEIS)

T T ———— T M e P TP T FINES
P lease coznghen; soud ddenp sour fong i e commga hes oe il o the aldress sted o thye

ack

T

4= LEAST U@LY‘OFJ
Yl SpyeLop CHONES

1 4t v oot ik b e 1 muaslizzg Dist, phse 000 e i e sbieratn s n.
Yo s o] s RTenls e A e il e e s ST

A M F\-R‘I{‘ L E 'v"‘l l]/
aales FEREN Htre o A TS H

A ""1%0 _{"Lf- [ T 3' (12_, 507 Fanmisil.




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 26 — Levy, Mark
26-1 Comment noted.

26-2 Comment noted.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 27

022007_ DEIS Comment_10.txt
————— original Message-----
From: kaschko@msn.com [mailto:kaschko@msn.com]
Sent: Saturday, February 17, 2007 9:49 AM
To: Asea Sandine; Kamuron Gurol
Subject: DEIS Comment

Name: John Kaschko

Address: 629 234th Ave SE

City: Sammamish

State: WA

Zip: 98074

Email: kaschko@msn.com

wish to receive information via e-mail: True

comments: Having Tlooked at the Summary of the DEIS and attended the two Town Center
Committee meetings during which the Recommendations on Key Components were
discussed/confirmed, I will first comment that I agree with the vast majority of the
Key Components with a couple of exceptions. I will not review all the Key
Components but will point out the areas I disagree and specific points worth
emphasizing. Areas I

disagree:

1) Looking at SE 4th as a northern barrier for retail/office/civic, in other words,
keeping all these activities to the south of 4t

2) limiting residential units to 1000 (specified number) over the current zoning.
3) only having residential activities in the NE and SW quadrants and essentially

L "shrinking" the Town Center area.

I am out of town on February 20th when the Key Components will be presented to the
Council, consequently, in these areas where I have Tisted "disagreement," depending
on how the Key Components are presented, the "disagreement" may not seem that great.

Specific detail/comment on the above areas:

1) Using SE 4th as a limit or barrier I feel will start to compartmentalize things
too much, the left side of the road looks very different from the right side of the
road. I can easily see a commercial/civic/office area heading north/south in both
the Nw and Sw quadrants over SE 4th. Some members on the TCC agreed, some did not,
I want to point out there was not unanimity on this point and personally I believe
using SE4th as a definition point would be a mistake. Both Alternatives 1 and 3
show a mixture on both sides of SE 4th, this makes sense.

2) I don't know the right number for residential units. Alternative 1 seems way too
big, but "1000" is a very specific number and anytime a specific number is embraced
at the start of a process Tike this, it can very constraining/limiting. Perhaps the
direction going forward should be 1000-2000, or "around 1500." with a time frame of
2030 in mind, 1000 feels 1ike it may be too small, too constraining. I think the

L key message is to be on the "less units rather than more."

[ 3) Limiting nonresidential activity to the Sw quadrant and the top of the NE
quadrant is too compartmentalizing. It makes sense to keep retail off of 228th, but
I could easily see smaller civic or office use in the Nw and SE quadrants. This
point ties to point 1), having SE 4th as a limit. This is too compartmentalizing.

Specific areas worth emphasizing:
- keep access to 228th at the current intersections only - SE8th, SE 4th, Main
street. Do not add additional driveways/cutouts, get rid of ones already there as
future development occurs.

- with parking this area, Took to have a substantial covered/below ground parking
norm, ?erhaps a guiding principle would be 50% of parking is under cover. I believe
this close to the saffron area which is much more esthetically pleasing than the

L safeway/QFC Tlots.

[ - no "high rise" in other words, above 5 stories.

Structures should be 4-5/1.

Comments on the 3 Alternatives:
Page 1

27-11

27-12

27-13

27-14

27-15

COMMENT LETTER NO. 27

022007_ DEIS Comment_10.txt

[ Alternative 1:
This is the "Too Big" alternative...too much retail and too much housing.
while I think the total nonresidential square footage of 540-610K is about right,
| 400K is too much retail, 4000 residential units too many.

[ Alternative 2: . . .
. . This is the "Too Small" alternative, not enough non residential usage, no
L civic, no office and fairly limited retail.

[ Alternative 3:
This is the "About Right" alternative. The non-residential total of 480-545 K
| feels right but the residential units are too high.

[ My preferred alternative:

. would look at a goal of about 500k sq feet of "nonresidential usage"
with perhaps 50% retail, 25% each for office and civic uses. I see the key to this,
however, is having some flexibility within these categories, not having an area only
being able to be office or civic.
It would be important, however, to be specific about what areas can be retail to
| keep these off the 228th corridor.

[ ...residential units perhaps 1000-2000, the year 2030 is a ways off and 20 years ago
(I was living here) I would have not foreseen the growth that has occurred already
here. Both Alternative 1 and 3 seem too big in this regards, but as I pointed out,

| the 1000 seems constraining.

Page 2




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 27 — Kaschko, John
27-1 Comment noted.

27-2  Asshownin the Preferred Alternative and in the Draft Town Center Plan, the core
mixed-use area on west side of 228th Avenue SE, which is proposed to contain a
relatively dense mix of commercial, civic and residential uses, will extend from the north
end of the Sammamish Commons north past SE 4th Street.

27-3 The Preferred Alternative provides for arange of 1,300 to 2,000 new residential unitsin
the Town Center.

27-4  Asdescribed in the Draft Town Center Plan, three neighborhood-scale, mixed-use areas
would be established (in the SW, SE, and NE quadrants) surrounded by residential units
that transition out in decreasing intensity following the “wedding cake” approach
prescribed by the City Council in the Preferred Alternative.

27-5 Seeresponse to comment 27-2 and 27-4.
27-6  Seeresponse to comment 27-3.
27-7 Seeresponse to comment 27-4.

27-8 Asdescribed in the recommended policies for the Preferred Alternative and the Draft
Town Center Plan’ s circulation strategy, access to 228th Avenue SE would be limited to
the existing signalized intersections.

27-9  Seeresponse to comment 4-19.

27-10 Thehigh-riseresidential buildings proposed under Draft EIS Alternative 1 were not
included in the Preferred Alternative. According to the Draft Town Center Plan’s land
use strategy, the maximum height allowed for aresidential building would be six stories
in the core mixed-use area. The maximum height of buildings on the east side of 228th
Ave SE would be five stories in the neighborhood mixed-use areas.

27-11 Seethe description of the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS and the Draft Town
Center Plan.

27-12 Seeresponse to comment 27-11.
27-13 Seeresponse to comment 27-11.

27-14 Seeresponse to comment 27-11. The Preferred Alternative is close to these
recommendations.

27-15 The Preferred Alternative is more consistent with these recommendations.
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Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 28 — Lucking, Bernie

28-1 Comment noted.
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Ton BLed Sand. e

Subjectz Real Npgns

Fii. Mo ke beasiog: shaat siegs amad 1 pes o B bdings ol s ot Tean sl we need aod whery we

eed b carrveossins Lk b we it b purciass lea Dy oae need 3 qualits deperiment <honeshss
sture i lwling shiwe repieeall 1 pes a2 clethong, S Lange penesal siereineluding boidicg malcrds ete Sen's
Parbier sl sl cyui et el enzenl comgd’s or aparmeenls S aeed an Lverlaee © i az Baspiel.A new
library woochd be grearBul s dont eeed amere seheasds 4 e bt con e nedoced by peichasing heee, e
renmng up 3 dewnoour Rills elses beee. Jost sene o the nnges 1 kees COverlake Huspital is imesesicd.mokes
rwary 01 shin o Seale Hespe Bea bennler




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 29 — Bentler, Ken

29-1 Seethe Preferred Alternative for the types of retail, civic and community facilities that
have been proposed for possible inclusion in the Town Center.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 30

Ases Sanding

Frarn: IREArTE R 0

Swnt: Wrdnesadey. Fabioary 29, 2007 1% 07 P
To: Asag Sgndng, Karr are Gare

Subjaci: DEIT Cawmeanl

faaree ool Brighien

Address: T45 2215t v NE

Cily: fammamish

Lo WA

L WROT

Lrral: el cvepis.com

Wash Lo recene flicomeation via ¢ -eeeail: Teoue

Comtteends: Seee short cosmmerl - PLEASE DO XOT allow Alteroative 1o proceed. Higving
bih-rises m Sarusarsish will cain The "teel” of the cily (one of the reasans aaved bere in
the Juest placed wad e exira tradie Brom so many new hemes wall make (e current commuate
wirer weaprs Bl 1 s nowe

wwhie §ieel tsAill bas Gaults [ would say 1hal Alberoabive 2 3s the Tt of e avtilable options
<t binges i wood s of oew facibigies whidle having the bewest impact on the cxistmg

L"L‘!HI!IHI"I.'.I}'.

Thauk you




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 30 — Brighton, Joel

30-1 Alternative 1 was not selected as the preferred alternative by the City Council. Based on
comments received throughout the process, the Council developed a hybrid of the action

alternatives for further development. See Chapter 2 of the Final EIS and Draft Town
Center Plan for additional details.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 31

Anea Gandine

Frowm: Bpirtoed GErymhon co

Senl: Thiweaduy, March 01, 2000 7 2 24
T Aced Jardee. Kamuoen S
L TEI5 CorTent

Mames ety Ebveabneth Mead

Ackdress: 3 LI2 Y Main Steeel

Cilv: Sammamish

Slakes Wa

Fag AT

Froasl: Faow Mo 2000 vialudoc

Wish o ppeive informalion v oo el Trwe

Comments: Afer laoking cver the Becliminary plans. | 1ill it would be in Uie best ivteres! of
the comnmuncty i the Tong e do look: a1 usieg Peelingdnary glan 3. Al wilh the deve lageee
wat the Chuwnch. Fassede Cathaolic, Waker Thistrick gromeh of Failding and properly basght g
T thena. This 1x o longer the fechng of 2 quite neighborhond. Alwo With the end of the streel
shewing te cventually geing theawgh . b the City of Sammasish in walking disance it
ks toore seewr e Liae fubare e wone thas this way. Also i steeet sits at the cemer in
Bacbwinat cvreyd hing For o the futuee. Yo need to pat tangs m growth down the street or
Bicck ot only o 225 Lt s beoter by cempact all tie budding of bussmess ar conda's or
sl Both 1o Beniiis 1he pesidents foe the sulare, Ta keep tratTiv fow abso down 1lus plie
cowourages wilking, distapce of muny things k]l ready for anly @ few people, Wheee asin [has
Plan il encourages mere people 1 walk verses drne Yor thoss that would Do wealved i Lhe
fuutnre.




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 31 — Mead, Betsy Elizabeth

31-1 Based on comments received throughout the process, the Council developed a hybrid of
the action aternatives for further development. See Chapter 2 of the Final EIS and Draft
Town Center Plan for additional details.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 32
* Chry

Sprmaish™

PUBLIC COMMENT FORM

RECHVEI

M&R & B e
Cily of Sammarmish .
Town Center City of Sammamist

Dralt Environmental impact Statement (DEIS)

T w clorame 1t contngns s the semalives, Emgacts e sbitizations dosen b i Mgy E3 T4,
lease connplete aed sop wour oo an e oemment e s nmil oo T adédress Deaed s she

huwk.

Jm@/@@ﬂfmﬁ;p&;.

'bfzﬂ /;a?, ﬁm M?A&mflf} JM“'E"&
0 b gt ok bt Bl it bl
euld adwaly <ffed T AT ‘
¥
et ‘e gﬂﬂw&w%q;
g goin ity ok G TS Tl
Agwaf G Aops ho ey Avally do corrstofs
w »(W Wk m\fn;:uhn it plesse Bt fellos ang iidurination,

W s s roaneents e A Ko il P L e TR IR A

A M ,_f} 3 o
Al ‘?JE’{H J-E ‘gfﬁ-#j Sf' . i L—ﬂ,—ﬂ*l,.—-‘-“‘-‘"—
p ?ncb?jz' Phoike: F 74 _f??"_? Lrneil 7oL pafsevrid &

CppeafT, LT




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 32 — Isaacs, Janet

32-1 Seethe response to comment 27-4.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 33

Asea Sandine

From: jegalvin@comcast.net

Sent: Wednesday, March 07, 2007 12:37 PM
To: Asea Sandine; Kamuron Gurol
Subject: DEIS Comment

Name: John Galvin
Address: 432 228th Ave. SE

City: Sammmamish

State: WA

Zip: 98874

Email: jegalvin@comcast.net

Wish to receive information via e-mail: False

[ Comments: In evaluating the impact of traffic attributed to the Town Center we need to
acknowledge that many of the causes of traffic congestion are not reduceable to increased
population. I would like the following article to be introduced and considered relevant to
assessing the impact of traffic from the Town Center Development.

An appropriately designed town center with higher density does not have the same impact as
low density, single family, single use development, i.e., single family suburban density of
R4 will not provide the positive impacts on traffic of a higher density, mixed-use town
center.

Certain members of the public, the city council and planning commission focus on the number
of housing units included in the town center and ignore mitigating factors that are
naturally associated with mixed-use, compact, higher density development. It is important
that how we grow has a big impact on the traffic we experience. Also, it is important to
| recognize that building more road capacity appears to have a paradoxical effect.

[ This chapter is taken form a California Traffic study and report:

CHAPTER THREE: THE UNDERLYING CAUSES OF TRAFFIC CONGESTION The underlying causes of
congestion are far more complicated than many traditional interests have historically been
willing to admit. The ability of available roadway space-the most traditional method of
measuring supply or capacity as expressed in lane-miles—to meet traffic demand as measured in
vehicle miles traveled, is just one of a set of several underlying factors that research has
found contribute to traffic congestion. From this research and from a growing body of
experience in both the United States and overseas, it is apparent that traffic congestion is
a symptom of a much larger problem, a problem that includes:

The Lack of Affordable Housing. The lack of affordable and mixed-income housing near
employment centers, and the imbalance between jobs and housing, creates the notorious two-
hour commutes between places like the Central Valley and the Silicon Valley or Lancaster and
Los Angeles. California is now home to seven of the ten least affordable housing markets in
the country.

Sprawling Patterns of New Growth. Poorly planned sprawling development and land use patterns
and zoning codes that separate uses further and further apart require people to travel longer
distances. Many short trips that until recently had been made by walking from home to school,
between commercial establishments, from work to lunch, are now made by vehicle trips that
often occur at similar times and lead to peak hour congestion around intersections and along
freeways. Indeed, recent research by the U.S. Department of Transportation found that only 13
percent of the increase in driving is attributable to population growth. The remainder has

1
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been 3 reSult &F 3 STeady grawtls in fAe ruesker of trips taken and Tee langth of crips, EoTh
primarily procuzts of lad-measity separcban developrant that cequires ewee greater levols of
draendency on Arpeang,

To makr matters worse, Aot only does Che Cppical suburban developmont sgdel— characterized by
Low-gansity cul-de-5acs, wide, high-saecd artorlals, ard massive Intersectlons—rake trafflc
managemaat JdLfFicult, it also mawes It Tess Lost-effective for ltanslt To serve scattered
deslinatiors and makes walking or bicycling both Decorwesbent ard dangerpns.

- Cranges inm Home to School Trawel. whereas more than half of all 4idy waleed or bloycled
toe schoal 1n the 195%8s, lhat rumacr has now Fallem below P8 porcenl as strecls have hecone
fore dangerows due to traffic. Combined with the Lloss of school bus service, the resulting
trend hay aern an aeprahelaing sncrease Lroparenls driving thedr chdldren to schooi, clogglng
local roadways ruelng critacal pesk hou-s. bnoestimated 2@ 2% percert of rush Rour Lraffic an
Tocat streets and reads 1t now attributable 1o the wchool conmite.

. Fiscal Incentlve: Promoting fpranl. Local governserts locreasingiy ooty an “blg hox”
iomwerilal develapoents ta generabe lecal reveass throwgn increased sales tages. Suth
cummer:lal highway strlp developmpnt has proven ta be ircredlhly inefflcient from the
prripestlve of traffic flow, gencrating many neak hpur trips that Eie up bobersectians for
heirs at oa Eamad, kumersas Sharel wehlcle trips bebeeen racall storps, seewlees, and Fast food
rablers are o reslacing what veed o be waliaep trips between shaps a1 smaller ey ghiorhosd
SLeeeli anl twen mare recently were walklng Tebps made betaen stares inside shopping ralls.
iBy nat hawing local retall secvices you ercoorage Semanishts clttzens To froquent Big Bax
stores adding to trafflc coagescion)

Furtnerdore, fitcal incentives Taworlng coemeeclal develvpnent cwer residentlal dee to the
promise of rales Bax revendes has created a vast lmbalance detweea Jobs and houslng La
termanliies threugheot California, requicirg Ioog distance fosmutes between the workplace,
stores, ather errands and hone.

Piguri r: Pepulatagn jncreases are often wrangly cited as the primary cguse ot Sncressed
traffis congestion, Jn reallty, sprasling land uso patterns are haviag & far greater imppct
on the growtn in delving (rource: J.5. Depactment of TracsporCation) .

Ecocnmyc Dliincenliver Fa- &reater Ef{lclency, The Skemsd priving signals given to traselerc
BIPEAr LG madr highway trawvel, ceen at the sost congested perdods of the day, entLrely Free,
while publir transit and commoter call are often perceived a5 top espancive, dbile tolls and
prak hour cangestisa prifirg are pollticully unpapula~ angd must be handled carefully to
ensurg s0clal equiky, Wi absence as @ Cealfic demand wanagenent lool greatly graceraates
oAty congeslion problens.

Oulld [ And They' 1l Coms

& groming Docy of research has shown that widemlng nighsays §¢ oily & temparary splution at
nesh to the Conplex probler of traffic cangastian, Indeed, resvarch has poeinted to s
ghenosanca koo 85 Tinduced trafiic” that suggests vew and wldee higiways ackwally create
additlenal traffic, amawve and Depond phat can be stiriboted to rapld poprlation lafreases ard
eruowmic growth. ©no larger moetropoliton areat, drilvers will often abangen carpools ard public
translt when agditicnal roadeay space 15 wade available through blgheay widenings o aew o
wetislruckion, thuy creating additiensl trigs and mare trafFic. Tn the longer term, tle
proaise of mare coneendant Transpcrlation accress allons commutens to Mee Furthor froms wark,
increasing dAewelopsent pressures and thos fueling ewen more trafilc demand. (Tt shouold be
noted that any foem of Eeapsgoriabion can produce this effect; whecher ib was "slrectca-
swharks® st the tura of the 28th century ar oow cowmter tealns atkbeacting 59licom Yalley
WRrkers ko live im ERe Centirgl Walley with the promice af a ware Lonvenierk coamuto. )
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Bulld 1t &rd They'll Come

A greming budy of rescarch naw wnown £hat widening Righweays 15 only 3 besgerary solutlom at
best to the conples predlen of trafflo ceagestion. Indecd, resesrch bos peinted to a
phraononca kagen a5 "induced tratfic” tlab suggesis rew and wlcer highwaps actually create
additiara) feaffic, abpve and bewond what can be altrlbuted to repld populatian imcreases and
copnonly growth, In larger metecrobltan aress, drivers will oftrn abpnden carpogls and public
tranglt wher afditionsl reddmay wspace Ly mafe aeallable through hygheay wldenings or fise rodad
fonitraclion, lhun credtbrg adsit:oeal treps and sere fradfic, In the loager tern, the
promise of mare convendent [rarsportaticn access allows comeulers fo llwe further from work,
inceepilng developsent prescures apd thus fuellog even more trafflc desand. (11 sheald be
robed that any form of trancporkatlen <an praduce this effect; whether it a5 “stesotcar
Suberbs” At the lurn oFf the 10th century or new comeubee trauns attracting S11hcoq Valley
woaktrs E0 lhwe in the Certeal walley with the gromase of o sore cooverient Commato. }

TEHLE &: REGIOMAL IMFACTS FROM ~IHDLCED TRAAFTIC™

Metraprlitan area (UZA)  Foracast anpual growth rate in WHT fon freeways & artoroals),
animirg current geowth Trends Forecast annual growtk orate e wHT fon frecways 4 oarterialal,
with ap gromth Lo roadway capacity  Fereeat of tatal WMT geowth abttributable 1o " leduced
Erattyc”

dake~sfield 90X o gL 24.5%

Iresnci B 5.0%  12.9%

Lo Angeles  -o PLL«B. B 196, 6%

Tarramenta 31,3%  1,5%  54.6X

San Dlega L35 a.4%  72.4%

230 Frafmcisca-Oakiand LT S S A - D

San Jone Z.IK poiX Tig¥

AVERSCE 30X ].8% a5.3K

Hote: WRT o wvehicle nlles traveled o Overall mileage griven; Los anpgeles and 5am Franglaco
hawe negabive gromth 1o YMT wher mo lane miles are romsbructed, [hus 168% of geowbh L:
atbriboted o the Induced trawvel =ffect. Socroe: Rooert Noland, 28840,

Thie Feceral Highway domiplitracion has recently cpncloded that thls phenomenca of " indwced
traffycT gues In fact accur guite frequently Lo eetrgpalitan areas theoughout the United
States. Arether detalled study has alse coeolueded that tra#fic in the Day Area and Las
Aqgeles woudd ackoally drrrcase if a0 ned hlghway eapanslon leok place. 1t alsn detearsdned
that iwa thirds of the growth 1n traffle Lo Sa9 Jese and San Dicge In the comirp decades wlll
be attrobutanle o ioducod domand,

A reient stedy concucted by the U, Boekeley Tnstitute for Transportation Stucles concluded
that S porcont of all de Pigheay capaclty addes to Californisa’s setropolican areas L
f:lled within Four plars, ard 68 pe-cent-3@ preoent oF a11 nee couaty-level Rlghway <anaclty
15 falled mltibn Twe wears. Thiz, authars Mark Haosen ard Yeanilp Huaieg waplalie, swans an
adiitianal hlghway lane-mile canstrucked in the San Frapcisca Bay bred, Los Angelew or an
Debegn regions woudd increase traffic by 18,689-12,080 vehicle-nlles traveled per day; in
Sacramenta and Stackfor would equate ko 7,000 5,060 addleional wMT; gnd Lnosmaller but
nonetheless rapldly growang aoess llke Medesta, Meroed, Montersy and Bahersflald would
translate into an addicioedl T @08-6, @80 WHT per day. The authors Concloge!

Cimie rosalts SuB@est Lhat the wroan state highway Lane wales added since 1978 hawe, on the
whale, ylelded lltele in the way af lewel of servpce Lmorovesents . Canslafenl wila privelaus
wirh, W fLlnd that §ncreaslng highway suaply eesubts Ln hlgner vehlcle alles Eeaveded DwMr).
A oyrduced traffac dnpact of such magnidade must be conshdesed mhen gidesclng road capaciiy
erhancements, whiether 1n & broad pelicy contest or on A prejece speciflc basis. ™

Jeverdl b repoots in recent poars bave pointed to simllar cenclusions. In 1995, the
Lepislative &ralyst®s OFFlce reecaled the resilts of 105 gwmn resedrch oo the §ssue and
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cautiared policymakers abzut tle promise of relying solely 0 new 1igPway constroction in
prder 1o roduce traffas congestian 1hroeghowt Califarnia:

“Mew todd capacaty wlll typacally lead o new traffic, especially dn wrdan dress, beiause
pisple and Duslnesses benefit froe Lhe sebulity Fhat tha transportathen system orowides and
ek Bu use 31 ko Rheir benefil 0D1Tilmarely, roac use will irgeease, Loading to congestlon af
M raad capacity. for thls reason, expensbon of the esluiley transporctatlon <1110 rarely
alleviata congestion pormanently; howewer, by restraindng frmannd this tordency can be affuel
ard ezisbang congested m0ads, a5 well a3 ned roods, car oe made kg pperate of flclently.”

Tre growing belief That ywfuced toaffic larpely offsets any short-term congestlon rellef
gdiny aléa led autherleies if 1le Unlked Klrgden to carcel moce tham 78 planmed higheay
cpnstruckion and raad reparsion projects in the 19%#s alane. Sinilar experiencet have been
reportee by transpartation officials in Gernany, Hollard and Japan. Mamy ©F these coritrles
havg rgtgalad thelr transpertation prograns g incprpariate o sore baluanced approach 1o
managing trafflc congestion as well 35 3 ned eEphasls on growth sanagement techninues, rore
coapact dewelopeeat patheras, and other lancd use strategles a3 a way of peginndng Lo roshat
what afficiali and experts cee as the underlying <aute of lpcreasing traffic wolumes,

Cowt -Effective Congeslian Monagemsnl

Loabine the pheapmencr af “indured traffic” witk the fact tkat mere than 5@ percent of all
{raeeay traflfic {ams are caascd by construction- ~elated delays or traffic accidents, amd it
becomes {.ear £hat whab Califorria noeds is o far mere sophlsticated apargach in trying ko
oariage Laegetlior, Oiler states have uwtllized a diversity of strakegies .‘n-:luding hetker
real -l traveler infermatlon techrslogles, peak-Rear camgestlon priclag, <omsdimatlon of
transaortation ard Jard o goals, teleconmuting, =t<ggered work diours, >lrong Foeane lad
inrentives aeomnting ridesharing and vanpoaling, and hetter traffic inradent namagement .

Toe eeprinace of gthor statos and countries gn attoepting &0 solve trafflc congestaion
probless, 1a addition to the evldence proviced by Rrowing bodues of research, are absalutely
ceatical lessons for policymakers. There is an sverwhelming Eenpratlon at any level of
pawernoenl Lo want 1o helieve e bolh the guick fix to 4 problem like traffic congesiion as
wrll a5 to hope that by <imaly Ehrowing mare money at it, the prodlon itself will casagpear.
Hat the Tgslity of trying o beild our way qut afF rongestien 1s an emerglng reality tnat has
led many gkher sndustrlablzed counteles bo cdraeatically alter thelr approach to
trarcppriation. Iastead, many scates and other counkr-les arg beglaning to favor mgre balansed
aod Cosk-etFective Approaches that rely an @ dlverslty of $olutlons a9d a more cophisticated
verall approaih o Draffli marageneat.

Three pivreering TRH exanples: Stanford, Santd Darba-a, Pedeood Cily
1] Stanfard West: G2R apartmsnts

Stanford proeldes pelarity to local workers wslh wvery short commbes, saving 2.6 miilion
arwdd vehlale alles Traveled and 2.6 nllllen annwal psunds of $02. Stanfard Werl residents
with green dommutes releive a 18 perient neonthly reat discount. Stanfard provides a top-natch
shuttte buw syulem and an extensive dedicated bike path netwark. Stanfard charges 391 per
wanth far ¢wplaymes Ka park nn campns, and that parkaeg 1snct wory conwcndent,

21 Lantd Harbara's Casd S0 L4y Fuenkes

Far aF affardan,e dewntomn apartments w1th secelbent aciess to jabs, shops, ceceesabipn, and
transit, Santd Barbard adppted gromn cpmauts Foosing preferonces;

Firsk prooraly: Resldents who work dowabowe wit's do not owb a3 vehicle and agree L 00 own 408
garlng chels soowpancy. [Rent 15 £5€ por sonthr less for residents whe do nol park 3 car. 4ll




COMMENT LETTER NO. 33

engipged housenold oewncrs must mors only in the downCown area. ) Second priority: Resldents
Wha wock downtown, The &2 anlt dewvelopment has arly TREWTY CARSE

1) Redesod CLlTy™ s Pepinsela Farg - BoB fondos

This progect s »1i1l in the planslag stages, Put représents the U.5.'5 first propasel Lo
apply TRH to market rate condos . Redwdod Clty has a wibrant mived-use do-nkaur mith a
€altrain romuter rall ststion. There are BS, B3 jobs witnan 3 miles of the predect site. The
Peninsula Park project wall Feature 2 B8 wile blke poth RO domnicwmn dnd & 1.4 aile shuthlc
s rantd to dewatown. The develaper ‘s bankes havy olready approwved TR - that’'s an legorbant
afCurranca tnat shoald e naten. Innawatiors such as these sre Aot readily supgorted by the

| weal-estate lerding cowmndty.




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 33 — Galvin, John

33-1 Mixed-use developments often result in a higher number of trips that remain internal to
the project site which in turn typically results in fewer off-site trips. The analysis does
account for some reduction in external traffic due to the density and mixes of land use.
The ultimate design can contribute to how well these developments function and generate
traffic.

33-2 Many of the concepts to reduce congestion in the “ California Traffic Study and Report”
have been considered in the transportation analysis. Please see the March 19, 2007
Transportation Technical Memorandum (included as Appendix A) as well asthe
transportation analysis of the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS (Section 3.5).

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 34

Anaa Sandina

Fria. P rarptrpusa Bk ol 2l Sovn

Send. Tuescay, Marah 13, 2007 7 51 63
To: Amen Sondeps, Karmuidn Gurd
Subsdact: NREIE Correnl

Name: Peter Hurphy

Lod-assl pEOEE ME Adth ttrect
Cley: Sammgrysh

Slate: Wi

Iip: 4Zbrg

Fmail: pimerphy dcspfiolmal b, <04

Wlsh o receawr infarmatior wis e-mpall: Falsn

Comeents: I cypport the HLgh Growth opbion for our Town Center.  Marc baviness and of fice
cpaie mould encourape 1595 o0 The Alateau. THiS would help us by 1) increasing owe tae base
ard 1) minimize tratfic congectisn Frem comuting.  The ldea of commuting ta Seattle oroeven
Rromard 1a wark is &otdsbed, khy gpprowe a plan that would bave ot SpRading soro Tise
sitbing o [-90 or Samalee day WdsEing gas eacn weckday warnlig? IL coesn’E pake sonse.

Thia T Center piwves us the saporiunliy L4 lapeove thes 0y doweloping o wibrant core. Tre
WEgh Grewth Zptlon @il better supgart the inevitabie growth and cpaortansties fa- o precres,
mare rostoent friendly febure,




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 34 — Murphy, Peter

34-1 Based onthe DEIS analysis and comments received throughout the Ton Center planning
process, the Council developed a preferred Alternative as a“hybrid” of the action
aternatives. The Preferred Alternative was then further developed as the Draft Town
Center Plan. See Chapter 2 of the Final EIS and Draft Town Center Plan for additional

details.

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007
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Asea Sanding

From: wampkEyahmo com

Senl. Tiwrgday, Mz 13, FH07 17 '3 A
Te: Rzpa Gangne. Kamy on Gl
Sub|ect: DEIS Commears

Lame; Carla wurphy

Addiness ! 2182 hisotheast ddih stieet

Cily: Sammanish

Slate: MW

Tip: §HE7A

Email: warmbludgahea . gom

Wis f0 recelve information via 2-mall: False

Corsanls! [ support The HIgh Growth SaLien for ous Towr Center. Mare buzloess ane of fice
space would encourage jobz oo The Piatesu. Thls would help wi by 1) imcredsirg our 1ax base
and 23 minlmfze 1raffic congesticn from casmuting. 1he idea of commuting ta Srattle nororeen
Kedmond ta wark is autdated.  Why apprawe a plan that w2aid have us spending eerc Haee
sitting on 1 5% or Sakalee Wiy wisting gas each weekday moraing? o1 doesn t make sense-

The Town (enter glees af the oppertunity to ipprowve thls by developlag a wibraar care.  The
High Grasmth opTior wlll Befeer Support 1 inevitable prowth ard apporturitices for a greener,
aere vesident teleadly fulore.




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 35 — Murphy, Carla

35-1 Seeresponse to comment letter 34.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 36

Agea Sandng

Frdrri: wibmastardc sammamish wa us
Sl wedrmsday, Karch 14, 2007 11 51 284
Ta Ao Sardie, Kaneoon Gard
Suljeet: DOCHS Coreranl

Hamg: Shi Srott
addresss 214 I99th A Lt
City: Gammmrish

State; WA
Zip: FE0Ts
Ereali:

wish 1o recoyve 1nferaation wga e-mnal: Falsre

[ CofsspnTs! The redsors phy -8 Chose Sammanish aur ned hone are:

Iy Cpmnale that is tolerablo
21y Spemanlsh Pas o “close to nature” and P ly craentec® setting
3} 3eod scheaks

Thie rpads are falrly congested alrendy. Corenntly, during noroal rush boosw, o1 Lakes ddeebn-
EAnin k0 trawel Pmplas from the intersectlan af 22Ath Ave & Ingelwoed 1o Redwond. The
adirlonal housing and commerycal space @111 briag abgut sagnificantly ma-e traffle aed &
change 14 The “¢los® Lo oatere” Ffanlly ordented settinge.  Unless there are significant
infraseeuiTuce thprovesaats 1n place PAIDA to andang hausing & commerical spaces, I ar afraid
11 the gomhate wlll become intolocak]e

21 Tee "tlose Lo naluce” (haracterlstic of the commanlty will be lost

31 The scheo. distelct’s abllaty to quickly awserk the pooulathon lrcredse is ta ke
deternined

T tiee akawe 4+ cpaceras are nat addressed in advance atd sofficledtly well, che changes will
griwt the current resident s somewhere elwe ard nabe Sammamizh a mach les:s agteactive plate Lo

L Liwr.




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 36 — Shu, Scott

36-1 Measuresto mitigate impacts to traffic, natural resources, and public services are
identified in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 37

Assa Sandine

Frem pouta, s Bmer com

Fend Surdiay, Mangin 25, 2007 & 02 Fa
T Aces BAnDing, HaTuron Gund
Subjeck: QEIT Somrugal

hahe: Paula loawes

fdgress: 1121 Case Piew w039
City: Sealt1le

State: WA

Zlp: 3E12F

[oaii: puulajcaes dgms.ron

kish %a receive Lnfprmation via e-mall: Trag

[ Comments: L woabd Jdke ta sec & child development contar fgo childrea Feon 1he ages of 2

months te Tive ypacs ofF age gnd aftes stheal chlldeen,  The chidd dewelogsent cenber wiuld
hawe 58 square feet per child, instoad of the WAC stardaed of 35 squdee teel oer chlld, In
acditian, *he child dewelopment cenber wonld include an oebden~ playground for The chlbldeas
which wputd Fave at Jeast 194 square feet per chiid, 1nstead ofF the Wil scapdacd of 75 square
fret por ch:ld. By hawing largar spacos for Chlldeen we could Seb a model of “gqualicy carve
ir wWashingror State.  Fspecially in J1ght of The "Early Learaing Focus That is happenlng in
mashingkan Siate.

1t 5 Ay Rope that yow Will consides inbds §dea for children and families. It woaie be sad 1a
have tych g wosertus develop-ent and rnoT have 3 place for chitdren, It wouwld Beoa "gif*™ ta
the chlldren ad famllles in pus Comauqiily to Fawve a safe, hraltlhy and weaderfoel chidd
dogelopeapl Cefter For children iocluded in the "oan Conter.

I Iiwe i the City of Sammanmluy. The addrezs that 1 unm campleting rn the form is my naclang
dddreds . Pleaste fewl feee to contact me if you need further indfarmabion. T Raee geparlence
Lootate field, including bBut nat limlteo to a child care lleensure. 0 you aeed fyrther

Lfamation, please dot't RESicAle 1o contact me.

Thane you for the apportenity to make 3 ronwent oo the dowrlapmeat oF the Town Cenker,
My bent,

Payla Jores




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 37 — Jones, Paula

37-1 Comment noted. The Preferred Alternative does not specifically include a childcare
facility as a component of the Town Center. However, it would be a permitted use under
the Draft Town Center Plan, if a private or public entity wished to develop such a use.

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007



38-2

COMMENT LETTER NO. 38

NEGEIUE
MAR 272007

Friends of Pine Lake|By

21553 SE 28" Lane
Sammamish, WA 98075
425-392-0556

COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED TOWN CENTER
General Comments

The City has asked its citizens for their visions for the Town Center
area. Speaking for Friends of Pine Lake, the comments are not that different
from the reasons we became a City in the first place. Have more control
over growth, stop traffic gridlock, prevent ongoing environmental
degradation, and preserve what we can of our beauty and rural aesthetic.
The first reason we became a City — control of growth — is already out the
window, And as sad and angry as that makes some of us, especially in light
of the Viking Decision, we believe the Council had our true interests at heart
when our grow ordinance was abandoned. The developer’s got their way
and they will choose the pace of growth in Sammamish. That said there is
L still a lot we can do to make Sammamish a better place to live.

[ Traffic

Stopping traffic gridlock is still within the Council’s power. We
believe the citizens of Sammamish will not take it lightly if the Council
ignores this public mandate and lowers the level of service on our
intersections. This would be a disservice to the public. The true
repercussions of having three high schools within the City Center are not yet
known, as Eastside Catholic High School is not finished. Citizens have
spoken at public meetings about their problems with even current conditions
in the area. There is a real possibility that the City Center could become a
traffic nightmare, blocking traffic flow north and south through the city.
Although some may have visions of a world-class city, with high rises and
dense development, the reality is that there are real traffic limitations in our
current circumstances. We rely on adjacent cities for traffic flow in and out
of our City. The Council should limit growth in the City Center to the extent

| that the levels of service will not change.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 38

Emvimanment, Wetland dMansgement and 1[0

The Tovwn Center will impact teo sub-basiog o Sammamnish, the
Thornpeon Basio and the lnglewond Hasin,

Thompson Bastn

The Tharrpsan Basin has 4 single majer stream, Ebreght Creck, home
n one of the lass remnainteg s of the nacive Lake Sammamish Kokanee,
As the native summer run of Lake Semmamish Kokaney are now extinee, i
15 smpeTative thatl we save this last run of native salmoen. To dothat we mose
Timil development i 1his basia, oe s the very least require Low Impact
Develapment. The Sammanish Cotmmons and Class-Cne Wetland 1 are a1
M headwaters of Ebright Creek, a5 15 @ ponion of the Town Center area.
Asthe King Coumy Buasin Plan stanes, ecause af dis smak st and it
Tocation in the miditle of the catchment, Wetland 61 i impacied w0 a geea
derres by deseloprment ik ks basa as 01 is “quite susceplible to damage and
polfution fro cpstream development”. In addidien. the topography and
wealopy of che karger baswn (recessional oulwash in the headwarers, 1l
denustts o the med-resehes and advanee outwash m the .oveer spawning
beds) create @ sconania that exposes this sensifive basin o damape from
Ty in sormmwaeter flow, King Coanty created the S0-PHY, (e Crosion
Thazrard Mear Sensneve Water Bodies Special Dasricn Overlay (FENSWEB} in
arder o beller eonlrol increases in swormwater theowgh and into hese ughly
erasiyve aress weea on the edges oF the platea, All inereases in stomowater in
this basia g threogh the oo emach wome o thee EETNSWE st deseribsed by
Drerek Booth an e-tnail w the Councl en Octoler 14, 2005,

“That do vaw da when every ncrement of increased slormwiter appears i havs
@ derect dnpatiee) response 1o L channel. and Ueence ino Lake Samnanizh? When
ther s nn halfenng capagin™? Dinegon, ouvhe there used o he 2o ac's adl gone
divebiapinuz ol the TR, amd L9705, and 19805 (and alas, Devondy woa there Tiest ad
wsed iLall up. For the basin plan, we could arly come wp with twa ansaers: indiltrale i
all.ar bypass a1 Therg as oo izd aplica Ladun'| remcanber if, ae 1 1hng, vy
huslzesed ar 2aficiaaly seecre deentian maghe Be a laso alieosms e, bo sobsoguent iy
publiched reecarchqo.k.a. Best Available Bcicnce) nas Laid thal hepe 1ooresl | ke She
ity mapst be priseans! by properly owners wli wazt s tuild oot e Like e athee
e Bun if yna were ever Jooking for a Tecyson where vou go; the brguest

Hage I
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 38

s ranaTeslat ang far vour eegulalery buck  or, perhags Seeer put, the targest
ervirozzenlal problenss tor yout regulatany Mesibilicy  chis is the place. [ Lake
Sumabtiaiyisk 1601 werlh o, why Btk w @l

ruring e Comprehensive Plan process and the update of our Critieal
Arcas Ordigance. the Counet] disgussed the need o tequice Low [mpact
Development (1T} in the Thormpson Basim 1o assare thil Lake Samomamish
and the Kokance wers protected.  As the Councl has discussed in the st
11T shewld be reyuived 5 3 future condition of development i the
Thuapean Basin.

[ Inglowood Basin

D wr the son characteristics. the Inglewand Basin has ke most
comples hydrology of any hasin in gurcity. 1vdrelogie conditions and the
peology of this sub-basin make i1 pacticularly sensiive 10 impacts of
urbanztion. A siogle sieeam, (eorge Lavis Creck. flows west into Tike
Sammarnish. Although it used to be a salmen sream, fooding cacsed by a
lack ol ensite detention in 1he basin cansed a huge Mlowaul of the sircam
inte Lake Samnuamish whicl scoured cie Tower reaches and rerdered the
stream unavailable 1o the cuns of salmon that spawned there. High rates of
runaff aceur in the upper reaches due we urhanicalion, however the runoff
Tapiully inlilicawes onee e surflce tow reaches the deposits of subaseh
soals. To maiiait infiiration cepaeity. and prevent fulore weland loss, i1 is
impetative that LI and enhunced detention be applied basin-wide.
Othereise, sedintentation aml eeosion could provent carrent intilration mies,
Cicarge | 3vis Creek i fed by a system of wetlands, the largest being © lass
Oee Werland @ Werland 9, and the western porienn of wetland 26 are e
Bavz syslems that are especizlly critizal for maintaining boh sable stream
channels, groundwaler stotage and recharpe, and wildlife habisal functions in
thes basin. Thu entire castern portion of e Town Cener Atea teast of 2287
Avenue}is g Wetland Management Arei {now exemgled by Couocil).
Addilional stratepies must be in foree beee that peotest Wetland 2 and its
syvstems ihal cumently protect the pulvic feom Dooding and habitat loss,
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 38

Wetland Managenent

Two od the Lty s nine class one wetlands lie in the Town Center area,
Class One Wellands are the Clne's most importze wetlands, Kiog Coumy
created Weilangd Management Arcas {WHMATs) still in force wday,
protect and maingain the anclienal qualities of these wetlands 1hrough
management sirategics based on the best avalable science, including low
densitics. Hmiting nupervions surfacgs, open space and olher requircmen|s,
Howaever, the City Council. at staff™s sugyrestion, exempred the city from the
Timitaleoms of the WA s, Since then, the eity bas proceeded with the
DITL% process ag if the existence of the WHIA's is na longer. Wothing could
be further ftom the rru. An exemprion does not erase the exislenes pod
need for managerent of ooy class one wetlzods. WA are still a valshle
toed in managing these weilumds, and Me scrence must skll assist us io
choosing appropriate development and soomg. o et 21 1s our epinion 1hat
the cicy must net only recogniae the existence of the WHAs, bur recagnize
Wt Lthey are Based on best available science; that any enviconmental analysis
shaulid inelude Mis mfermarion so we knew the reperewssions of vur actioog,
s this the very purpose of doing an EIS? The city should vither pen ioe
place strateptes equal o she fonetienal value of the WA or 161 the public
knew shead of i whin the environmental epercussions wall hee Will the
infilizabon capacily of the Gearge Davis Basin be compromised by
ircTegsed fowy and erosion and sedimentation™ Wikl the Kokanees in
Ebright Creek i o ue o inceeased flows in its basin™ Will the existing
and ongaing addition of impervious suefaces oinThe Samamish Comrmons

| and-or inthe Thompsen Basin overall nepatively attect Welland 617

Foming

Thete secms to be some discrepancy between the sooing map in the
Sarmmantish Town Center Sub-Arca Plan and the zenimg map in the
Sarmmamish Camprebensive Flan, both west of 228" Avenae, Inihe fa
noetheast comer (sl east of 228 the 2oning secms to have changed from
R-4 w B-6, and m Liwe sowliers section (oeain cast of 228" s couple af 1he
laws s 1o have changed from R-4 to B-8or 12.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 38

Parks

Parks have been 4 rare commadiny in Sammamish from ger inceprion.
The rhances that there will be additional pack land in the futare Town Cemer
is even less likely, The time is now 1o eapatd the Sammamish Commiers
Park 1o address future need for park Y, s add beauty and charaghee o our
ity and to address begitinrate envizonmemal eoneerns far the Thempsan
Blasin, Tnaddition, the iral system should include rmany pocket parks that
Lake advantge of the properics of people whoe eapect o stay inibe Town
{emer and keep their propetty natura), by positioning the parks adjacent to
these proportics. We mustalso preserve the remaining fomests oot only fer
their heaty, but for their saluakle fusedon w mamtaining the Tandscane. In
this way, there will be more ppen space, habitat, acsthetic beauty and najural

| space @ bulfer the impacts of development.

‘T'hank you for the oppertumiey 1o comment. Please don’t hesitale to cotact
me i you have any guestions.

ilene Stahl




Comments and Responses

Comment Letter No. 38 — Stahl, llene (Friends of Pine Lake)

38-1

38-2

38-3

38-4

38-5

38-6

Comment noted.

Comment noted. See analysis of potential transportation impacts in section 3.5 of the
Final EIS.

Implementing low-impact devel opment techniques to manage stormwater has the
potential to avoid and minimize impacts to aquatic systems, including Wetland 61. See
response to comment 18.7 and the updated mitigation measures identified in section 3.2.2
of thisFinal EIS.

See response to comment 38-3.

The potential impacts to water resources and streams, fish, wetlands, and wildlife likely
to result from implementation of the Preferred Alternative and measures to mitigate those
potential impacts are addressed in (section 3.2 and 3.3 of thisFina EIS).

Also see the response to comment 18-2 regarding the Wetland Management Area Special
Overlay District the Natural Systems strategy in the Draft Town Center Plan.

The Draft EIS and Final EIS have established that development in the Town Center area
has the potential to change stormwater quantity, timing, and quality. The described
mitigation measures provide a framework to estimate (via monitoring and devel opment
of a Thompson Creek basin plan), minimize (through the use of LI1D and other
stormwater management techniques), and potentially avoid impacts to aquatic systems.

Y es, there is a discrepancy between the Comprehensive Plan land use designations and
zoning in the Town Center area. Current zoning in the Town Center, as shown in DEIS
Figure 6-3, islargely R-1in the NE, SE, and SW quadrants, which differs from the
Comprehensive Plan’sland use map, in which those areas are primarily R-4. Therearea
few other specific differences between zoning and the Comprehensive Plan land use
designations as well:

1. Three parcelsin the NE corner of the NE quadrant are currently zoned R-6, but have
Comprehensive Plan designation of R-1.

2. A parcel in the southeast corner of the SW quadrant iszoned R-1 and has a
Comprehensive Plan designation of R-8.

3. A parcel at the southwest corner of the NW quadrant is zoned R-6 and has a
Comprehensive Plan designation of R-6.

The Land Use Chapter (Chapter 6) of the Draft EIS contains both a zoning map (DEIS
Figure 6-3) and Comprehensive Plan land use map (DEIS Figure 6-2) for the Town
Center vicinity. The Comprehensive Plan land use map in the Draft EISisidentical to
the land use plan map in the City’s Comprehensive Plan (Comp. Plan Figure 111-2).
Zoning for the Comprehensive Plan’ s land use designations for the Town Center area has
not been adopted in anticipation of preparation of a sub-area plan for the Town Center.

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS October 2007



Comments and Responses

38-7 The Draft Town Center Plan contains strategies that address acquisition, management and
protection of these resources. See the Open Space, Trails and Public Facilities and
Natural Systems chapters of the Draft Town Center Plan.
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Chapter 5 Distribution List

State Agencies

Washington State Department of Community, Trade & Econ Develop.

Washington State Department of Ecology, Northwest Regional Office
Washington State Department of Ecology

Cities
City of Issaquah
City of Redmond

Utilities/Services

Eastside Fire & Rescue District

Issaquah School District #411

Lake Washington School District #414

NE Sammamish Sewer & Water District
Puget Sound Energy

Sammamish Plateau Sewer & Water District

City of Sammamish City Council

Jack Barry
Mark Cross

Lee Fellinge
Don Gerend
Kathy Huckabay
Michele Petitti
Nancy Whitten

City of Sammamish Planning Commission

Ron Brown
Robert Conger
Scott Hamilton
Scot Jarvis
Robert Keller
Karen Moran
Erica Tiliacos
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Distribution List

Notice of Availability

Federal Agencies

Federal Emergency Management Agency

National Marine Fisheries Service - NW Region

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Seattle District

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Region 10
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Geological Survey

U.S. Natural Resource Conservation Service

Indian Tribes

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe
Snoqualmie Tribe

State Agencies

Interagency Committee on Outdoor Recreation

Puget Sound Water Quality Action Team

Washington State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
Washington State Department of Corrections

Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife

Washington State Department of Health

Washington State Department of Natural Resources

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Washington State Department of Transportation

Washington State Department of Transportation, Northwest Region
Washington State Office of Financial Management

Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission

Washington State Utilities and Transportation Commission
Washington State Energy Office

Regional Agencies

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency

Puget Sound Regional Council

Seattle-King County Department of Public Health
Seattle-King County Economic Development Council
Washington Environmental Council

Sound Transit

King County Agencies/Offices

King County Office of Cultural Resources
Metro Transit Service

King County Conservation District

King County Council

October 2007 City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS
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Distribution List

King County Department of Budget

King County Department of Development & Environmental Services
King County Executive

King County Fire Marshal’s Office

King County Prosecuting Attorney

King County Sheriff’s Office

King County Solid Waste Division

King County Department of Transportation

King County Department of Natural Resources & Parks

Cities
City of Carnation
City of Snoqualmie

Utilities/Services

Milleniuum

Comcast

City of Seattle Water Department
Qwest

Rabanco Connections

Sammamish Chamber of Commerce
Sno-King Waste Management
Verizon

Williams Pipeline Corporation

Libraries

Bellevue Public Library

Issaquah Public Library

King County Library System
Muckleshoot Library

Redmond Public Library
Sammamish Public Library
University of Washington Libraries

Media

Sammamish Review

Seattle Times

Seattle Times, Eastside Bureau
Seattle Post-Intelligencer

Community Organizations

Save Lake Sammamish

Friends of Pine Lake

Beaver Lake Community Club
Sammamish Historical Society
Sammamish Saddle Club

Pine Lake Plateau Steering Committee
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Distribution List

Sammamish Homeowners/Renters United

City of Sammamish Town Center Committee

Hank Klein
Kelly Jensen
Richard Amideli
Sharon Peaslee
Vin Santoro
Viral Saraiya
Will Sadler
Bob Abbott

Draft EIS Commenters

Karen Lang

Sandy Bethune

Bob Keller

Marybeth Lambe, MD
Kari Anne Tuohy
John & Pat Lambe
Lisa Cason

Mark Levy

John Kaschko

Bernie Lucking

Ken Bentler

Stan Bump

John Galvin

Joel Brighton

Chuck & Lisa Dulken

Betsy Elizabeth Mead
City of Issaquah
Janet Isaacs

Maureen & Frank Santoni
Peter Murphy

Carla Murphy

Shu Scott

Scott Hamilton

Paula Jones

John Hansen

Richard Birgh

Erica Tiliacos

Karen Moran

Friends of Pine Lake

October 2007
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5309 Shilshole Avenue NW www.adolfson.com
Suite 200

Seattle, WA 98107

206.789.9658 phone

206.789.9684 fax

Memorandum
date March 19, 2007
to Kamuron Gurol, City of Sammamish

prepared by Alex Cohen, ESA Adolfson, Mike Birdsall, David Evans Associates, and Dan McKinney, Jr., The
Transpo Group

Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan

Technical Memorandum on the DEIS Transportation Analysis

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan
was issued on January 31, 2007. Since the date of issuance several Planning Commissioners, City Council
members, and citizens have raised questions regarding the methods and data presented in the transportation
analysis (Chapter 7). City staff held two public meetings on February 21, 2007 and March 9, 2007 at which the
public (including planning commissioners and council members) were invited to ask questions of the City
transportation staff, the city’ s transportation consultants, (David Evans and Associates (DEA)), and the DEIS
consultant team (ESA Adolfson, EIS lead and The Transpo Group (Transpo), DEIS Transportation analysis lead).

At these meetings several clarifying questions were raised regarding the methods behind the transportation
analysis and the conclusions. Severa written questions were also submitted to the City. To the extent possible,
city staff and the consultant team addressed these questions at the meetings. Where further inquiry or adjustment
were required city staff and the consultant team agreed to research questions, refine data, and /or add further
explanations for elements of concern.

The purpose of this memo is to present these questions and to provide supplemental data, adjustments to the
analysis or expanded explanations for the issues raised. The organization of this memo follows the topics that
wereraised. Eachissueis presented as abold header and followed by aresponsein thetext. There are aso
several attachments, which are referred to under particular topics..

1. Variations in Daily Tube Counts

Concerns have been raised about differencesin traffic counts from year to year, and even within the same year
from different sources. Consistent with standard industry best practices, traffic engineers understand that traffic
counts at the same location will vary by as much as 10% from day to day for the reason that people’s daily
activities are not the same every day. Traffic varies due to factors such as special events, weather conditions, and
traffic conditions elsewhere. Within ayear, seasonal variations may be 10% to 25% in urban areas, and higher in



rural areas. To reduce the uncertainty associated with counts, it istypical to take the average of 2to 3day’s
counts, or count for an entire week and compute the weekly average. But that is not always done, for economy.
Counts at different points along aroad (e.g., East Lake Sammamish Parkway between Sammamish and Redmond)
also may vary due to turning activity along the road between those points, so care must be taken to adjust for
intermediate events when comparing counts at different locations.

The trend of historical counts at the same location does not always change at the same rate as the surrounding area
asawhole. A highly congested road may show little change from year to year in spite of area-wide growth
because there is little capacity to accept more growth. When that happens, it islikely that a parallel road will
exhibit above-average growth. The sum of both roads’ growth would tend toward the average for the area.

2. Section 36 Park Trip Generation

Asexplained at the March 9, 2007 meeting, the disparity of volumes on Trossachs Boulevard is not related to
development activity but to an inconsistency in the handling of future user activity at the Section 36 park. Thisis
easily corrected in the traffic model, to obtain consistent volumes on Trossachs Boulevard for all cases. It will
also add some traffic volumes to various roads citywide, dissipating with distance from Trossachs Boulevard.

3. Updated Traffic Volume Figures:

It was noted that the volume ratios between the PM peak hour and the daily volumes fluctuated from alternative to
alternative. The small variations were due to rounding; and the larger variations were due to reporting the PM
volumes from a dlightly different segment of the link than from the location that daily volumes were reported.
These figures were updated to report the PM peak hour volume for the same location that the daily volumes were
generated from. The updated figures are provided in Attachment A.

4. Relative Impacts of the Alternatives

Total Trip Distribution

Attached (Attachment B) are three small figures showing the flow of trips generated by each DEIS dternative for
the Town Center site. These show the distribution of travel to and from the Town Center site. The scale of each
of the three figuresis the same, so relative comparisons between the figures are reasonably good indicators of
different volume magnitudes.

Please note: The direct impact of Town Center in the figuresin Attachment B is alarger number at some
locations than the net change from No Action for the same alternative. Thisis amanifestation of Town Center
trips being internalized within Sammamish. As some Town Center trips are assigned to destinations within
Sammamish, they displace other Sammamish-based trips. Traffic distributions for all zones in Sammamish are
affected by Town Center. Some trips at other zones are redistributed, citywide, due to the new opportunities
provided by the land use in Town Center.

Therefore, simply adding the direct impact of any alternative to the No Action base forecast tends to over-predict
total future demand, especialy at the fringes of the city. That is not usually an issue for individual developments.
But with a planned area of this magnitude, the redistribution effects within Sammamish are significant. The
traffic model addresses that automatically. The reader is advised to use the direct impact plots for a general
impression of where Town Center trips go. Use the net difference between cases for the net impact.



Trip Generation Analysis

The following tables provide more detailed trip generation summaries for each Town Center alternative than was
presented in the DEIS. Specifically, this provides the breakdown of trips generated by each general land use
category and provides the inbound and outbound split. Trip generation rates within each general land use category
include a variety of subtypes, which differ somewhat between the alternatives. For example; the residential
category includes single-family and multi-family dwellings; the retail category includes everything from gas
stations and fast food restaurants to specialty stores, drug stores, and supermarkets; the office land use accounts
for al types of non-retail employment; and open space isagenera category used in the traffic model to represent
parks, playgrounds, etc. The open space trip alowance is a constant in the traffic model for all three alternatives.

Thetotal trips reported for each land use dternative is larger than previously reported in the DEIS because in this
format each trip that remains within Town Center is counted twice — once outbound and once inbound. The
summary in the DEIS didn’t accurately account for this. There has been no change in the actual amount of trip
generation to the external roadway network; only the manner of reporting has changed. The main impact of this
change is that the percentage of trips internalized is larger than previously described, and more consistent with the
level commonly expected for multi-use developments. Beyond the boundaries of Town Center, al trips are the
same as previously reported.

Trip generation summaries are presented in various ways, to answer particular interests at the boundary of Town
Center, versus the boundaries of the City of Sammamish. Directional splitsin and out of the developments are
provided, which show the difference in directionality of residential trip generation versus office generation or
retail generation, in the afternoon peak hour.

Alternative 1 Trip Generation Summary

PM Peak Hour Trip Generation:

Out- In- Out- In-

Land Use Amount Units bound bound Total Share bound bound
Residential 3,514 dwellings 717 1247 1964 28% 37% 63%
Retail 530 1,000 s.f. 2074 1894 3968 56% 52% 48%
Office 416 1,000 s.f. 378 125 503 7% 75% 25%
Open Space 550 Trips 325 301 627 9% 52% 48%
Total Trips 3495 3567 7062 100% 49% 51%

Trip Distribution by Major Areas (from trip table):

Within Town Center 1374 1374 2748 39% 50% 50%
To/From Sammamish Other 1391 1209 2600 37% 54% 47%
To/From External Areas 730 984 1714 24% 43% 57%
Total Trips 3495 3567 7062 100% 49% 51%

Total Trips without double-count of "within" trips: 5688

Net trip generation leaving Town Center: 4314 49% 51%

Net trip generation leaving Sammamish: 1714 43% 57%




Alternative 2 Trip Generation Summary

Afternoon Peak Hour Trip Generation:

Out- In- Out- In-
Land Use Amount Units bound bound Total Share bound bound

Residential 1,104 dwellings 308 474 782 26% 39% 61%
Retail 167 1,000 s.f. 782 691 1473 50% 53% 47%
Office 30 1,000 s.f. 34 8 42 1% 80% 20%
Active Land 550 Trips 349 315 663 22% 53% 47%

Total Trips | 1472 1488 2960 100% 50% 50%
Trip Distribution by Major Areas (from trip table):
Within Town Center 376 376 752 25% 50% 50%
To/From Sammamish Other 845 713 1558 53% 54% 46%
To/From External Areas 251 399 650 22% 39% 61%
Total Trips 1472 1488 2960 100% 50% 50%

Total Trips without double-count of "within" trips: 2584
Net trip generation leaving Town Center: 2208 50% 50%
Net trip generation leaving Sammamish: 650 39% 61%
Alternative 3 Trip Generation Summary
Afternoon Peak Hour Trip Generation:
Out- In- Out- In-

Land Use Amount Units bound bound Total Share bound bound
Residential 2,961 dwellings 635 1084 1719 36% 37% 63%
Retail 254 1,000 s.f. 1147 1026 2173 45% 53% 47%
Office 200 1,000 s.f. 183 59 242 5% 75% 25%
Active Land 550 Trips 344 313 657 14% 52% 48%

Total Trips | 2309 2482 4791 | 100% 48% 52%
Trip Distribution by Major Areas (from trip table):
Within Town Center 871 871 1742 36% 50% 50%
To/From Sammamish Other 1060 919 1979 41% 54% 46%
To/From External Areas 378 692 1070 22% 35% 65%
Total Trips 2309 2482 4791 100% 48% 52%
Total Trips without double-count of "within" trips: 3920
Net trip generation leaving Town Center: 3049 47% 53%
Net trip generation leaving Sammamish: 1070 35% 65%




Directional Distribution of Trips within Sammamish

The figures presented in Attachment C show the directional distribution pattern of trips generated in Town
Center, for residential and non-residential land uses. The focus of these figuresis on the trips leaving Town
Center. Alternative 1 was used for these illustrations; however, the general pattern of distribution would be the
same for the same land use type, in other alternatives. Total numbers of trips obviously change, but the
directional patternswould be the samein a proportional sense.

The thickness of the flow patternsis proportional to volume, and the direction of travel isindicated by which side
of the centerline the flow pattern isdrawn. Intheresidential figure, the majority of travel is shown in the
direction toward Town Center, since PM peak hour conditions are depicted. Inthe PM peak hour, roughly two-
thirds of residential trip generation isinbound, toward the residence.

The non-residential distribution pattern represents a combination of retail and office developments — the mixed
use concept for Town Center. The directional orientation is approximately equal in each direction, overall, but
with dlightly more outbound than inbound travel. Both figures are drawn to approximately the same scale, so the
comparison between both figures can be used to approximately estimate the relative shares of impact on any road
between the residential and non-residential developmentsin Town Center.

From the underlying numerical data, the relative directional distribution patterns were also summarized at three
locations ranging from the edges of Town Center itself, to a mid-plateau |ocation, and to the edges of the City of
Sammamish. The share of trips oriented to the north versus the south changes depending on where the measure is
taken, and whether the measure is for trips only on 228" Avenue NE/SE or on al north-south routes that carry
shares of total travel.

For residential trip generation, the northward orientation of tripsis 53% nearest to Town Center on 228" only, and
55% about a half-mile further away in each direction, but now counting the sum of three parallel routes. At the
north and south city limits, this orientation dropsto 49%. This shift is consistent with the retention of a
substantial part of Town Center travel within the City of Sammamish. The higher emphasis toward the south at
the city limitsis consistent with the fact that commuter trips from employment el sewhere are somewhat more
likely to travel vial-90 through Issaquah than via SR202 through Redmond.

The non-residential trip orientation is more pronounced toward the north, at 59% within Sammamish, and still
55% at the city limits. Thisis consistent with the fact that the external residential areas that will be providing
employees and shoppers to future commercial developments in the Town Center are larger to the north than to the
south (e.g., greater Redmond and areas from Bear Creek to Carnation, as compared to |ssaquah).

The north-oriented pattern for future Town Center non-residential trips stands out as being different from the
existing patterns of general traffic in Sammamish, which tends dlightly more to the south than the north. Thisis
because most Sammamish traffic today is residentially based. The residential distribution for Town Center is
closer to the existing residential average for Sammamish, while the non-residential part is more north-oriented.



5. Response to Mr. Savage Letter

The transportation team was presented with aletter from Joe Savage, P.E. by Commissioner Hamilton and asked
for aresponse. Many of Mr. Savage's points were addressed during the March 9, 2007 meeting and his specific
points are covered in paragraph order. The letter isincluded as Attachment F

) Peak Hour to Daily Ratio of 10%. Joe has essentially agreed with Transpo and DEA that the 10% factor
isnot a“standard” but only a“rule of thumb” to fall back on if there is no other information to go on. The
specific traffic count data available for Sammamish in years 2002 to 2006 shows a range of factors that are
generally in the 8% to 9% range, and amost never match 10%. Thisis due to widespread congestion and
associated peak-spreading.

(b Estimated vs. Actual Existing Traffic. The discussion at the March 9, 2007 meeting clarified that all the
“existing” datain the DEIS represents actual counts taken in 2006. Existing 2006 roadway link traffic volumes
are summarized in Attachment D, showing the AM and PM peak hour volumes compared to the Daily volumes.

Mr. Savage' s letter recommends that “all analysis of levels of service at intersections and on street segments
should be performed with peak hour rather than daily volumes.” The intersection analysis was indeed done on
peak hour volumes; however, consistent with City’ s concurrency methodology, the segment analysis was done on
the daily equivalent volumes. Both methods are required to be done that way by the Comprehensive Plan as
adopted City policy. Thereis no reason in Sammamish to do segment analysis based on peak hours.

(© Disagreement over Peak Hour Methods. Inlooking at the modeled numbers, the team can assure that the
peak hour turn movements at the intersections analyzed and the peak hour link volumes posted in figures are
consistent and correct. Link volumes match exactly the sum of turn movements at intersections.

(d) Accuracy and Validity of the Model Results. The traffic model does not use counts at all, so questions
pertaining to recent counts have no bearing on the traffic model. Traffic model forecasts are derived from land
use forecasts, totally independent of count data. The model was accurately calibrated to “forecast” 2001 counts
based on input of 2001 land use. In the DEIS, the only use of 2006 count data is to describe existing conditions
for general information. If the count data changes, that has zero effect on the traffic model forecasts. Any
concerns about real world count datain 2003 to 2006 do not in any way extend to concern about the traffic model.

(e Future Growth Rate may not be Sufficient. The forecast of 1% annual average growth on East Lake
Sammamish Parkway is not unreasonable for that location, in context. Much more growth is forecast on 244"
Avenue NE due to the future extension of that road. Figures 7-3 through 7-6 show forecast volumes that equate to
3% per year for the No Action case and as high as 5% per year with Alternative 1. The combination of both roads
is consistent with the overall growth forecast for Sammamish as awhole.

For a comprehensive perspective of citywide growth rates, the following table presents data available in the City’s
Concurrency Monitoring System and the Town Center model forecasts, for total peak hour trip generation in
Sammamish. All figures are based on the traffic model:



TOTAL PEAK HOUR TRIP GENERATION

Annualized Growth
Year Trip Generation from 2006

2001 16,510

2006 (estimated) 18,500

2013 Pipeline 20,845 1.8%
2030 No Action 22,720 0.9%
2030 Alternative 1 29,583 2.5%
2030 Alternative 2 25,398 1.6%
2030 Alternative 3 27,476 2.0%

In thistable, the 2030 No Action growth rate is lower than other rates, because that amount of growth is based on
the current land use density assumptions in the Comprehensive Plan. Town Center alternatives would modify
those policies and allow for more growth, resulting in higher average growth rates.

The current pipeline of developments in process represents the first phase of the No Action growth envelope. It
appears to be “front-loaded” compared to the long-range rate to 2030 No Action. Note, however, that the year
associated with pipeline developments is an artificial assumption. It is assumed to be six years ahead for planning
purposes (such as calculating average growth rates for the next six years) but that is merely an assumption. The
year that the pipeline growth will be 100% complete is actually at the whim of the marketplace.

() Model’ s Reasonableness Questioned. See responsein (d) above.

(@ Model Calibration. The City has a complete model calibration report, prepared by DEA’s Mike Birdsall
while employed at Earth Tech. It shows that the model exceeds the expectations of the FHWA “standards’ by a
large margin. This calibration information was presented to the Ad-Hoc Planning Advisory Committee in 2002
and was part of the process of establishing credibility of the model and model forecasts that supported the
adoption of the Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element in 2002.

(h) Quick Check on Model Validity. The model calibration report includes just such atable of screenlines,
showing the model to be within 2% to 5% of actual countsin 2002. We agree that the screenline techniqueisa
useful way to summarize traffic trends. If necessary, it could be incorporated into the FEIS, as an additional way
to view and understand in proper context the data already provided.

6. Comparison of AM and PM Peak Hour Traffic

The City of Sammamish collected updated traffic volumes throughout the City in late February and early March
2006. Specifically the datawas collected February 28" through March 2™. A figure summarizing the average AM
peak hour, PM peak hour, and Daily countsis provided in Attachment A. As shown in the figure, all of the PM
peak hour volumes exceed the AM peak hour volumes with the exception of one location. The AM peak hour
traffic volumes on 244" Avenue NE, just south of SR 202 (NE Redmond Fall City Road), are slightly higher. The
remainder of the City has higher traffic volumes occurring during the PM peak hour. Since traffic volumes are
typically highest during the PM peak hour, the City’ s traffic model and concurrency program have been
developed around the PM peak hour.



The focus of the analysis was based on the PM peak hour, as the combination of traffic generated by any of the
Town Center land use alternatives along with the adjacent street traffic would be at the highest levels during the
PM peak hour.

Intersection levels of service were evaluated for both the AM and PM peak hours in the Eastside Catholic EIS
analysis. Although the AM peak hour volumes are lower than the PM peak hour volumes, there are some
locations where the level of service isworse during the AM peak hour. This occurs most notably along Eastlake
Sammamish Parkway at SE 56" Street, Inglewood Hill Road, and SR 202. Thisis due to the large volume of
traffic heading off the Sammamish Plateau funneling toward Redmond. The PM volumes are still higher than the
AM peak hour due to a more balanced flow of volumesin both directions. The existing level of service results and
volumes reported in the Eastside Catholic High School EIS are provided in Attachment E.

7. Traffic Counts and Future Forecast Modeling

Commissioner Hamilton asked for clarification of the message that “numbers don’t matter, only land use matters”
for the modeling, which appears to contrast with his understanding that traffic counts are a key component of
concurrency and traffic mitigation impact fees. Part of the answer isto differentiate carefully between different
kinds of traffic numbers. All numbers are not created equal. Traffic “numbers’ in areport may be of several
kinds:

= Actua counted volumes — various methods, differing accuracy levels;

= Manually estimated volumesin lieu of actual counts, as a substitute for counts,

=  Manualy estimated future volumes based on existing counts plus growth assumptions; and
= Future volumes forecast by computer models based on land use forecasts.

Where future conditions are concerned, forecasts can be generated either by manual projections based on an
existing count plus estimated growth trends, or by a traffic forecasting model based on land use. These are two
very different methods. The manual method based on counts is common practice with traffic impact studies for
individual developments with near term horizon years, since the development being studied usually adds only a
small (comparatively) impact to background traffic. The success of this method obviously depends on the quality
of theinitial count data and the accuracy of the assumed distribution pattern for site impacts. When many

devel opments are combined and along term horizon year is used, the method loses accuracy because there are
multiple interactions between all developments. Background assumptions become very important, and litigation
abounds over such issues. Because the method is done by hand, and relies on assumptions to cover the
background issues, there is much diversity of results between different analysts.

Thetraffic model approach treats all developmentsin a consistent way. Traffic forecasting models also provide
the background context by covering the entire city or subarea, not just the development at hand. All input
assumptions are land use projectionsin each individua Traffic Analysis Zones. But traffic models are large,
complex systems that need careful calibration in the beginning and expert operation and maintenance thereafter.
Such models are also not perfect, but awell-calibrated forecasting model comes close to matching existing
counts, when existing land use dataisinput. That validation test is the only way that counts are used with a
forecasting model. After that, it's all forecast numbers. The best use of forecasting modelsis to compare one
model case to another model case, because that tends to neutralize the calibration differences between the model



and reality. Inthe DEIS, the evaluation of the Town Center alternativesis based on the comparison to the No
Action aternative.

The Sammamish Traffic Forecasting Model was calibrated to closely match 2001 counts, based on the input of
2001 land use data and road network information. This calibration accuracy gives confidence that

that model will predict future volumes with similar accuracy. In addition to planning studies, the model is used
for concurrency, to track the cumulative effect of adding new development applications to the 2001 land use base.
The resulting volume forecasts represent the future condition when all pipeline developments are developed and
generating traffic. The 2030 model is based instead on the City’ stotal growth projectionsto “buildout” based on
land use codes (or alternative assumptions) beyond the present day concurrency pipeline.

Do 2006 counts have to do with the traffic model? No. The model calibration to counts was done with 2001
counts and 2001 land use data. The calibration is till valid for thisuse. The 2006 counts show that growth has
happened since 2001, in real terms. The traffic model also shows growth. It forecasts higher volumes for the
concurrency future than were true in 2001. But since the concurrency future case includes all development now
in the planning/permit/construction pipeline, it goes well beyond existing 2006 conditions. Aslong as the 2006
counts fall somewhere between the 2001 counts and the concurrency future forecast, the model isworking as
designed.

Why then are 2006 counts even reported in the DEIS? They are reported to provide the reader with a sense of
today’ s volumes and level of service as areference. They do not directly serveto help the evaluation of the future
alternatives.

8. North/South Distribution of Trips

Commissioner Moran asked the transportation team to clarify the assumption that the majority of traffic, from
town center, would head south vs. north, given that it isin the LWSD. The trip distribution pattern for the Town
Center siteismodeled for the afternoon peak hour, roughly 5 pm or later. Activity at high schools at thistimeis
small compared to the peak hour for each high school that occurs earlier in the day. Travel between the Town
Center and Eastlake High School at this hour is nearly negligible. Travel at other hours of the day is accounted
for by the peak-to-daily expansion factors on 228th that are used to estimate daily volumes from the peak hour
assignment. Existing patterns of orientation to each high school are a constituent part of the existing expansion
factors, so the mid-day high school connection to Town Center is actually covered in the forecast daily travel
volumes. That said, the high school portion of daily travel patternsis not a dominant part of the total travel
activity of any residential area, Town Center or otherwise. For commercial areas, it is even less. For both
residential and commercial land usesin the future Town Center, thereis aroughly even split of destination
opportunities for travel to the south and to the north, with a dlightly larger emphasis to the south.

After discounting for the trips internalized within Town Center due to mixed-use effects, the remaining
distribution pattern of "exported" trips away from Town Center travelsin all directions, with adightly larger
share to the south than to the north. For Town Center Alternative 1, the distribution is 27% north on 228th, 34%
south on 228th, 27% west on SE 4th, and 12% east on SE 8th.

The commercial component of Town Center attracts traffic from all directions on the plateau, roughly in
proportion to the weight of residential population in each direction. Thereis also some commercially generated
traffic to/from other commercia areas, which are found both north and south along 228th.



The residential component generates traffic that is connects to employment opportunities that are mostly outside
Sammamish, and to commercial destinations located both within and outside Sammamish. Commuter trips split
north and south depending on proximity to the external highway system. At Town Center, slightly more go south
to 1-90 versus north to SR-202/SR-520. Much of the remainder of residential trip generation is oriented to
shopping centers within Sammamish, which are found in both directions from the Town Center area. Finally,
there istravel from residences to other residential destinations all over the plateau, and to commercial and
residential destination beyond city limits.
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Attachment A
Updated Traffic Volumes (2006 Existing and Alternatives 1 —4)
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Attachment B
Total Trip Distribution (Alternatives 1 — 3)
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Attachment C
Trip Distribution by Land Use Type (Residential vs. Non-Residential)
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Trip Distribution: Non — Residential
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Attachment D
Existing 2006 Roadway Link Traffic Volumes



Existing 2006 AM-PM-Average Weekday Daily Trips (AWDT)

Location Existing 2006

PM% PM AM% AM  AWDT
E Lk Sammamish Pkwy NE s/o 187th 9.7% 1,742 7.9% 1,425 17,949
E Lk Sammamish Pkwy NE s/o Inglewood Hill Rd 9.7% 1,134  7.5% 871 11,650
E Lk Sammamish Pkwy NE s/o SE 8th St 9.5% 849 7.3% 656 8,950
E Lk Sammamish Pkwy SE  n/o SE 43rd Way 8.8% 2,770 7.6% 2,415 31,610
E Lk Sammamish Pkwy SE  s/o 212th Way SE 9.8% 1,513 7.3% 1,118 15,366
212th Ave SE s/o SE 8th St 9.4% 444  7.0% 330 4,740
212th Ave SE s/o SE 20th St 10.2% 388 7.8% 295 3,799
NE Inglewood Hill Rd e/o E Lk Samm Pkwy | 8.7% 1,053 8.2% 984 12,050
SE 20th St w/o 228th Ave SE 9.7% 461 7.2% 343 4,744
Sahalee Way NE n/o NE 50th St 8.0% 1,251 6.2% 982 15,735
228th Avenue NE s/o NE 8th St 8.4% 2,219 7.7% 2,025 26,404
228th Avenue SE s/o SE 8th St 8.7% 2,162 7.2% 1,782 24,903
228th Avenue SE n/o SE 32nd St 8.6% 1,381 7.9% 1,274 16,116
228th Avenue SE s/o Issq Pine Lk Rd 8.6% 1,448 7.9% 1,337 16,905
NE 8th St e/o 228th Ave NE 8.7% 1,105 8.1% 1,038 12,769
SE 8th St e/o 228th Ave SE 9.1% 893 7.3% 714 9,831
Issq Pine Lk Rd SE s/o 228th Ave SE 9.1% 1,689 7.7% 1,436 18,646
Issq Pine Lk Rd SE n/o 32nd way 8.7% 1,568 7.4% 1,339 18,103
Issq Pine Lk Rd SE at Highlands Drive 7.9% 2,165 6.8% 1,846 27,285
244th Ave NE uninc, s/o SR 202 8.0% 387 8.9% 427 4,810
244th Ave NE s/o SE 24th 9.3% 357 7.8% 301 3,853
SE Issq Bvr Lk Rd w/o Duthie Hill Rd 9.0% 209 6.7% 155 2,328
SE Duthie Hill Rd e/o Bvr Lk Rd 8.4% 1,116  7.3% 970 13,308
Trossachs Blvd SE n/o Duthie Hill Rd 8.7% 665 8.0% 616 7,681




Model AM-PM-Average Weekday Daily Trips (AWDT) for all Alts

Segment Location Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4
# PM ADT PM  ADT PM  ADT PM ADT
1 E Lk Sammamish Pkwy NE s/o 187th 9.8% 2,370 24,200|9.8% 2,210 22,600|9.8% 2,270 23,200(9.8% 1,870 19,100
4 E Lk Sammamish Pkwy NE  s/o Inglewood Hill Rd | 9.4% 1,270 13,500 (9.4% 1,280 13,600|9.4% 1,270 13,500|9.4% 1,030 11,000
5 E Lk Sammamish Pkwy NE s/o Thompson Hill Rd | 9.4% 850 9,100 [9.4% 830 8,900 [9.4% 830 8,900 |9.4% 800 8,500
6 E Lk Sammamish Pkwy SE n/o SE 24th St 9.4% 790 8,400 |[9.4% 780 8,300 |9.4% 780 8,300 [9.4% 780 8,300
8 E Lk Sammamish Pkwy SE s/o 212th Way SE  [9.4% 1,900 20,300|9.4% 1,800 19,200|9.4% 1,830 19,500(9.4% 1,530 16,300
12 212th Ave SE s/o SE 8th St 9.8% 1,160 11,800({9.8% 980 10,000|9.8% 1,000 10,200(9.8% 370 3,800
13 212th Ave SE s/o SE 20th St 9.8% 870 8,900 {9.8% 700 7,100 |9.8% 740 7,500 [9.8% 350 3,600
15 NE Inglewood Hill Rd e/o E Lk Samm Pkwy |8.7% 1,110 12,700|8.7% 940 10,800(8.7% 1,010 11,600(8.7% 960 11,000
20 SE 20th St w/o 228th Ave SE |8.7% 610 7,100 {8.7% 610 7,000 |8.7% 590 6,800 |8.7% 430 5,000
22 Sahalee Way NE n/o NE 25th 8.3% 1,200 14,400|8.3% 1,060 12,700|8.3% 1,130 13,600(8.3% 910 10,900
24 228th Avenue NE s/o NE 8th St 8.3% 2,400 28,800|8.3% 1,970 23,700|8.3% 2,160 26,000 (8.3% 1,730 20,800
25 228th Avenue SE s/o SE 8th St 8.3% 3,170 38,100|8.3% 2,450 29,400|8.3% 2,610 31,400(8.3% 2,320 27,900
26 228th Avenue SE s/o SE20th St 8.3% 3,320 39,900|8.3% 3,100 37,200|8.3% 3,190 38,400(8.3% 2,670 32,100
27 228th Avenue SE s/lo Issq Pine Lk Rd [8.3% 1,590 19,100|8.3% 1,550 18,600|8.3% 1,610 19,400(8.3% 1,450 17,400
28 NE 8th St e/o 228th Ave NE [8.3% 890 10,700(8.3% 830 10,000|8.3% 820 9,800 |8.3% 720 8,700
29 SE 8th St e/o 228th Ave SE | 8.7% 1,090 12,600(8.7% 870 10,100(8.7% 980 11,300|8.7% 820 9,500
32 Issq Pine Lk Rd SE s/o 228th Ave SE  |8.7% 2,260 26,100|8.7% 2,140 24,700|8.7% 2,160 25,000 (8.7% 1,860 21,500
33 Issq Pine Lk Rd SE s/o 32nd way 8.7% 1,950 22,600|8.7% 1,840 21,300|8.7% 1,900 22,000 (8.7% 1,590 18,400
34 Issq Pine Lk Rd SE n/o SE 48th St 8.7% 2,590 29,900|8.7% 2,510 29,000|8.7% 2,530 29,300 (8.7% 2,230 25,800
35 244th Ave NE uninc, slo SR 202 [8.7% 950 10,900|8.7% 880 10,100|8.7% 900 10,300|8.7% 710 8,100
39 244th Ave NE s/o SE 24th 8.7% 520 5,900 [8.7% 380 4,400 |8.7% 450 5,100 [8.7% 390 4,500
42 SE Issq Bvr Lk Rd w/o Duthie HillRd |8.7% 560 6,400 {8.7% 410 4,700 |8.7% 470 5,400 |8.7% 330 3,800
43 SE Duthie Hill Rd e/o Bvr Lk Rd 8.7% 1,540 17,600|8.7% 1,480 16,900|8.7% 1,520 17,400(8.7% 1,190 13,600
45 Trossachs Blvd SE n/o Duthie HillRd  [8.7% 830 9,500 |8.7% 830 9,500 |8.7% 820 9,400 [8.7% 670 7,700




Attachment E

Level of Service (LOS) and Traffic Volumes as Reported in the Eastside Catholic
High School EIS



04-13-04/rtb/O-pjt/02-02381-000-002-00L/EIS
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(841) 711) (437) 1,077)
313 376 433 606
421 (292) @ 8|4 (3 841) 607 | 24 (8) 52 (34)
- Jie
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3) 6— —-—12 (1) (39) 171—— ~—113 (343)
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Rl
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0
Figure 16.  Existing AM and PM peak hour of adjacent street traffic volumes.




Transportation

Table4. Existinglevelsof service.
PM Peak Hour of Adjacent
AM Peak Hour Noon Peak Hour PM Pesk Hour of School Streets Specia Event Peak Hour
Signalized I ntersections LOS | Delay?| VIC |LOS|Delay?| Vv/IC | LOS |Deay®| VIC LOS | Deay®| VIC LOS | Delay®| VIC
SR 202 / East Lake Sammamish Parkway F 80.8 1.00 - - - D 375 0.66 D 42.0 0.84 - - -
SR 202 / 192™ Drive NE B 135 0.82 - - - A 6.4 0.64 A 1.7 0.75 - - -
SR 202 / Sahalee Way NE C 277 0.86 - - - C 29.6 0.88 F 104.4 113 - - -
NE 37" Way / Sahalee Way NE A 9.1 0.56 - - - A 7.6 0.43 A 9.0 0.53 - - -
NE 251" Way / Sahalee Way NE B 14.4 0.55 B 100 | 041 B 11.9 0.50 B 12.2 0.51 B 11.0 | 052
NE Eighth Street (Inglewood Hill Road) / 228" Avenue NE D 419 0.84 C 242 | 0.62 C 318 0.74 C 331 0.74 C 344 | 081
NE Fourth Street / 228" Avenue C 32.8 0.80 B 165 | 0.65 E 711 0.98 B 18.2 0.75 B 184 | 0.72
SE Eighth Street / 228" Avenue SE C 20.3 0.42 B 11.8 | 0.33 B 12.8 0.35 A 8.3 041 A 9.2 0.44
SE 20" Street / 228" Avenue SE B 14.6 0.55 A 6.5 0.29 B 10.3 0.48 B 10.6 0.46 B 101 | 0.56
SE 24" Street / 228" Avenue SE C 229 0.64 B 152 | 0.32 C 24.6 0.52 C 211 0.55 C 232 | 068
Issaquah-Pine Lake Road / 228" Avenue SE C 325 0.83 C 224 | 0.39 C 29.4 0.52 C 22.6 0.50 B 144 | 047
Issaquah-Pine Lake Road / Issaquah-Fall City Road C 295 | 072 - - - B 174 | 065 B 17.7 0.72 - - -
SE 56" Street / East Lake Sammamish Parkway E 66.0 1.08 - - - C 34.8 0.81 D 447 0.87 - - -
SE 43" Way / East Lake Sammamish Parkway B 149 | 071 - - - B 105 | 062 B 13.2 0.75 - - -
212" Way SE / East L ake Sammamish Parkway B 12.0 0.68 - - - A 51 0.40 A 51 0.50 - - -
Inglewood Hill Road / East Lake Sammamish Parkway D 36.7 0.88 - - - A 9.0 0.54 B 189 0.74 - - -
Unsignalized I nter sections® LOS | Delay?| WM |LOS| Delay? | WM | LOS | Delay®| WM LOS | Deay?®| WM LOS | Delay® | WM
Main Street / 228" Avenue SE C 185 WB C 22.2 WB C 24.6 wB C 16.1 wB E 39.6 wB
SE Fourth Street / 228" Avenue SE C 214 EB D 254 EB D 25.0 EB F 61.6 EB E 385 EB
Louis Thompson Road / East Lake Sammamish Parkway C 166 | WBLT | - - - C 222 | WBLT E 475 | WBLT - - -
SE 20" Street / 212" Avenue SE B 1.2 | WB - - - - - - B 127 | WB - - -
EB — eastbound. WBLT —westbound left turn.

LOS—level of service.
V/C — volume-to-capacity ratio.
WB — westbound.

j /02-02381-000 echs deis master document

WM —worst movement.
& Average delay in seconds per vehicle.

® | OS and delay are reported for the worst movement at unsignalized intersections.

Eastside Catholic High School
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Attachment F

Mr. Savage Letter



MEMORANDLUM

Date: March §, 2007

To: Mr. Scott Hanulton

Irom: Joseph P. Savage, Jr., P.E.

Per your request, I have reviewed the information regarding the Draft FIS on the Sammamish
Town Center, including your initial comment letter and the response from Dan McKinney of The
Transpo Group. Although I have been away from Sammamish for over two years, | am still
quite familiar with the City and the Comprchensive Plan,

To begin with Mr. McKinney is correct about the ITE Trip Generation estimate of about 10% of
daily traffic to/from a single family residential development occurring in the peak hour is not a
good estimate of the peak hour percentage of daily traffic on a given street in Sammamish. This
is trug because those streets camry a mix of residential and non-residential trips, and even the
residential peak hour percentages would Hkely vary from one subdivision (o another. Since all
you had available for the “existing” traflic volumes were daily traffic, assuming a constant 10%
factor is not ingppropriate for a non-tralfic engineer to begin reviewing the EIS document.

Since Mr. McKinney clearly states that the actual traffic modeling and analysis was conducted
using PM peak hour volumes on street segments (links) and intersection approaches, then the
EIS should provide the 2006 “existing” PM peak hour trafTic volumes used in the EIS as the
starling point for analysis. These volumes should be listed in tabular format at the 25 - 30
locations you identified for 2006, and for 2030 for each of the four altemnatives {1-3 plus no
action}. Then one can compare “apples-to-apples.” Although T apree with presenting estimated
daily traflic volumes based on factoring from the modeied peak hour volumes, all analysis of
levels of scrvice at interseciions and on street segments should be performed with peik hour
rather than daily volumes. Clearly the PM peak hour volumes are readify available for 2006 and
the altermatives since Transpo used that data.

I'stronply disagree with Mr, McKinney’s assertion that “The PM Peak hour intersection
operations [1 believe he means the 1.0S caleulations] were based on intersection volumes and not
the PM peak hour link volumes shown in the figures, So, the operational analysis will nat
change or be impacted by updating these figures.” [Iimphasis added.] First, the sums of the
teaflic volumes entering and leaving a given interscetion should reasonably match the directional
peak hour link volumes feeding the four legs of the intersection. Thus, there should be a good
vorrelation between the link volumes and the interseclion volumes: they are not independent as
Mr. McKinney implics. Second, if 2 comparison of the link volumes between 2006 and 2030,
and across the 2030 atternatives, yi¢lds questionable results, then both intersection and link
volumes should be rationalized,

Looking past the 10% peuk hour assumption, vour table of 2002, 2006 and 2030 daily traflic
volumes appropriately raises significant questions about the accuracy and reliability of the
Sammamish tralfic model and Transpo’s application of it for this DEIS. Mr. MeKinney offers
no cxplanation of why the 2002/3 and 2006 daily traffic volumes are different, nor does he
explain why 2030 daily traffic volumes on some strecls are less than the 2002/3 counts. These




are appropriate questions to be addressed in an EIS, and on their face raise valid questions about
the reasonableness of the model results and the canclusions drawn from them.

Having lived in Eagle Ridpe adjacent 1o Cast Lake Sammamish Parkway (ELSP} for nearly 20
vears, and having conducted extensive forensic analysis of the King County traflic modets, it is
inconeeivable to me that ELSP would have such little growlh in traffic between 2006 and 2030 —
about 1% per year for Alternative 1 and less for the other alternatives. For the No Action
Alternative, the analysis shows an actual decline in traffic on ELSP at Weber Point and at 8L 8™
Street. Similar]?', 2030 volumes are projected to be less than 2006 volumes on Inplewood Road,
MNE 31“, NE 228", etc. for one or more allernalives or no action. Unless there is a recession in the
Puget Sound repion, it is not reasonable to expect such declines or low growth situations.

Again, these trends raise serious questions about the reasonableness of the Sammamish trailic
model or about Transpo’s application of it.

“Calibration” of the traffic model is referenced several times by Mr. McKinney, Is a model
calibration report availuble? Does the model meet FHWA mode) calibration/validation
standards? Thes information would have been prepared by the model developers (DEA?); 1
would not expect Transpo to revalidate/recalibrate the model but rather to simply apply what
they had been given to work with. Therefore, the questions | raise probably pertain more to the
original model rather than Transpo’s application of it to the Town Center proposal.

A quick check of the overall validity of the Sammamish model would be to draw a “cordon line™
around the city and tally the aclual base year traffic counts, then do the same for the 2030 no
action alternative and see if the comparison makes sense in relation to projected population and
employment growth in Sammamish between the base vear and 2030, 1f the results of that check
are not reasonable (i.e., growth of wtal traffic crossing the cordon line approximates growth in
population and employment), then clearly the results of the analysis conducted for the Town
Center proposal using that model cannot be relied upon as the basis for a decision on Town
Center alternatives by the City.

In closing, the points thal you raised in your table and in vour list of questions are valid points
and descrve an adequale response. The unreasonableness of the traffic model projections for
2030 in comparison to 2006 cause me to question the validity of the entire analysis and results
presented in the Drafi CIS, even though the problems may lie with the City's traffic model and
not the project-specific analysis for the Town Center aliernatives. These questions can be
addressed by providing the 2006 PM peak hour volumes alongside the forecast 2030 PM peak
hour valumes, and the reasonableness of their relationships determined.

{ther points, such as the varying PM peak hour percentages by location and by allemative, also
deserve atlention. but not until the overall reasonableness of the traffic modeling is assured.



Appendix B

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS September 2007



HCM Signalized Intersection Capa8Ry2A2aiRgidmond Fall City Road) & E Lk Sammamish Pkwy

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity AndlySR 202 (Redmond Fall City Road) & 192nd Dr. NE

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background 7/30/2007
N
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations % 44 Fd LK LS N & % i Fd
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 095 1.00 1.00 091 091 091 095 095 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 085 1.00 098 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 0.95 0.99 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 3421 1531 1711 4800 3113 1568 1625 1711 1531
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 100 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.99 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1711 3421 1531 1711 4800 3113 1568 1625 1711 1531
Volume (vph) 100 1501 694 68 8838 166 614 164 64 245 560 43
Peak-hour factor, PHF ~ 0.90 0.90 090 0.90 090 0.90 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 111 1668 771 76 987 184 682 182 71 272 622 48

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 27
Lane Group Flow (vph) 111 1668 744

0 22 0 0 9 0 0 0 25
76 1149 0 615 311 0 272 622 23

Turn Type Prot pm+ov  Prot Split Split Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 2 3 8 2 2 1 1
Permitted Phases 4 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.0 44.0 66.0 4.0 37.0 220 220 320 320 320
Effective Green, g (s) 13.0 46.0 69.0 6.0 39.0 23.0 23.0 33.0 33.0 330
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.38 057 0.05 0.32 0.19 0.19 0.28 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 185 1311 880 86 1560 597 301 447 471 421
v/s Ratio Prot 0.06 c0.49 0.16 c0.04 0.24 0.20 ¢0.20 0.17 c0.36

v/s Ratio Perm 0.32 0.01
vic Ratio 0.60 1.27 085 0.88 0.74 1.03 1.03 0.61 1.32 0.05
Uniform Delay, d1 51.0 37.0 211 56.7 359 48.5 485 379 435 320
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 54 1287 75 599 1.8 448 60.8 2.3 158.6 0.1
Delay (s) 56.4 165.7 28.6 116.6 37.8 93.3 109.3 40.2 2021 321
Level of Service E F C F D F F D F C
Approach Delay (s) 119.5 42.6 98.8 146.7
Approach LOS F D F F
Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 103.7 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 122

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 103.6% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
Page 1

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background 7/30/2007
- Y ¢ T N
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations 44 Fd % 44 % Fd
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 085 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 100 100 095 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3421 1531 1711 3421 1711 1531
FIt Permitted 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3421 1531 1711 3421 1711 1531
Volume (vph) 1617 225 23 708 124 15
Peak-hour factor, PHF ~ 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 1797 250 26 787 138 17
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 85 0 0 0 14
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1797 165 26 787 138 3
Turn Type Perm  Prot Perm
Protected Phases 4 3 8 2
Permitted Phases 4 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 489 489 2.2
Effective Green, g (s) 50.9 50.9 3.2
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.66 0.66 0.04
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2264 1013 71

v/s Ratio Prot c0.53 c0.02 0.23 c0.08

v/s Ratio Perm 0.11 0.00

v/c Ratio 0.79 0.16 037 031 045 0.01

Uniform Delay, d1 9.3 49 359 33 282 259

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 2.0 0.1 3.2 0.1 1.0 0.0

Delay (s) 11.3 50 39.0 34 292 26.0

Level of Service B A D A C C

Approach Delay (s) 10.5 45 289

Approach LOS B A C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 9.8 HCM Level of Service A
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.70

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 76.9 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.2% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
Page 2




HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity0Aisiy232 (Redmond Fall City Road) & Sahalee Way NE
No Action Test1739 Long Range Background

7/30/2007

Aoy v AN

T

R

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Adal§is202 (Redmond Fall City Road) & 244th Ave. NE

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations 4 Fd % [} L Fd

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 085 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85

FIt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1801 1531 1711 1801 1711 1531

Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.06 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1801 1531 105 1801 1711 1531

Volume (vph) 0 889 847 61 454 0 526 0 53 0 0 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 9838 941 68 504 0 584 0 59 0 0 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 983 941 68 504 0 584 0 44 0 0 0
Turn Type Free pm+pt custom custom

Protected Phases 2 1 6 8 8

Permitted Phases Free 6 8 8

Actuated Green, G (s) 62.8 120.0 70.0 70.0 38.0 38.0

Effective Green, g (s) 65.8 120.0 73.0 73.0 41.0 41.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.55 1.00 0.61 0.61 0.34 0.34

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 988 1531 120 1096 585 523

v/s Ratio Prot c0.55 0.02 0.28 c0.34 0.03

v/s Ratio Perm c0.61 0.33

vic Ratio 1.00 0.61 057 0.46 1.00 0.08

Uniform Delay, d1 27.1 0.0 282 128 39.5 26.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.90 0.83

Incremental Delay, d2 28.6 1.9 6.0 14 35.9 0.1

Delay (s) 55.7 19 342 142 71.3 223

Level of Service E A C B E C

Approach Delay (s) 29.5 16.6 66.8 0.0
Approach LOS C B E A
Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 34.7 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.98

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 6.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.5% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group
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No Action Test1739 Long Range Background 7/30/2007
- Y ¢ T N

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations [} Fd % [} L

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 085 1.00 1.00 0.94

FIt Protected 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 1801 1531 1711 1801 1642

FIt Permitted 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 1801 1531 1711 1801 1642

Volume (vph) 895 374 109 397 173 155

Peak-hour factor, PHF ~ 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 994 416 121 441 192 172

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 140
Lane Group Flow (vph) 994 276

0 0 27 0
121 441 337 0

Turn Type Perm
Protected Phases 4
Permitted Phases 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 629 629
Effective Green, g (s) 64.9 649
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.59 0.59
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1055 897

v/s Ratio Prot c0.55 c0.07 0.24 c0.21

v/s Ratio Perm 0.18

v/c Ratio 0.94 031 0.74 035 0.86

Uniform Delay, d1 21.2 116 487 6.2 405

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 15.7 0.2 158 02 177

Delay (s) 36.9 118 64.6 6.4 583

Level of Service D B E A E

Approach Delay (s) 29.5 18.9 58.3

Approach LOS C B E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 314 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.90

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.8 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 82.2% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background

The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
Page 4




HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis  40: Inglewood Hill & E Lk Sammamish Pkwy HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analydi3: Louis Thompson Rd & E Lk Sammamish Pkwy

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background 7/30/2007 No Action Test1739 Long Range Background 7/30/2007
v 8t 2 PO BV

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations % i [} Fd % [} Lane Configurations % Fd T % [}

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 085 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 Frt 1.00 0.85 0.99 1.00 1.00

FIt Protected 095 100 100 100 0.95 1.00 FIt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1531 1801 1531 1711 1801 Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1531 1775 1711 1801

Flt Permitted 095 100 100 100 0.36 1.00 FIt Permitted 095 1.00 1.00 0.45 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1711 1531 1801 1531 650 1801 Satd. Flow (perm) 1711 1531 1775 804 1801

Volume (vph) 68 333 421 95 496 613 Volume (vph) 36 96 421 50 275 406

Peak-hour factor, PHF ~ 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 Peak-hour factor, PHF ~ 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 76 370 468 106 551 681 Adj. Flow (vph) 40 107 468 56 306 451

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 134 0 30 0 0 RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 95 4 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 76 236 468 76 551 681 Lane Group Flow (vph) 40 12 520 0 306 451

Turn Type pt+ov pt+ov pm+pt Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases 4 41 2 24 1 6 Protected Phases 8 2 6

Permitted Phases 6 Permitted Phases 8 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 143 455 645 838 957 957 Actuated Green, G (s) 5.9 59 46.1 46.1 46.1

Effective Green, g (s) 16.3 475 66.5 858 97.7 97.7 Effective Green, g (s) 6.9 6.9 47.1 471 471

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 040 055 0.72 081 081 Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.2 0.78 0.78 0.78

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 232 606 998 1095 779 1466 Lane Grp Cap (vph) 197 176 1393 631 1414

v/s Ratio Prot 0.04 c0.15 0.26 0.05 c0.17 0.38 v/s Ratio Prot c0.02 0.29 0.25

v/s Ratio Perm c0.41 v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 c0.38

vic Ratio 0.33 0.39 047 0.07 071 0.46 v/c Ratio 0.20 0.07 0.37 048 0.32

Uniform Delay, d1 46.9 259 16.1 5.1 6.9 3.3 Uniform Delay, d1 241 237 2.0 2.2 1.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 094 191 1.00 1.00 Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.74 0.55

Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 0.4 15 0.0 2.9 11 Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.2 0.8 2.4 0.5

Delay (s) 477 263 16.7 9.8 9.9 4.4 Delay (s) 246 239 2.7 4.1 1.6

Level of Service D C B A A A Level of Service C C A A A

Approach Delay (s) 30.0 154 6.8 Approach Delay (s) 24.1 2.7 2.6

Approach LOS C B A Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 13.6 HCM Level of Service B HCM Average Control Delay 4.8 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.66 HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.45

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 6.0 Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 6.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.8% ICU Level of Service B Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.8% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15 Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group c Critical Lane Group

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background Synchro 6 Report No Action Test1739 Long Range Background Synchro 6 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 55: E Lk Sammamish Pkwy & 24th Way HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis  61: E Lk Sammamish Pkwy & 212th Ave. SE

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background 7/30/2007 No Action Test1739 Long Range Background 7/30/12007
N A sy TNt AN S

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations % 4 T L Lane Configurations 4 [} Fd s

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.96 Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.99

FIt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 0.97 FIt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95

Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1801 1762 1672 Satd. Flow (prot) 1799 1801 1531 1707

Flt Permitted 0.20 1.00 1.00 0.97 FIt Permitted 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.95

Satd. Flow (perm) 363 1801 1762 1672 Satd. Flow (perm) 1777 1801 1531 1707

Volume (vph) 30 370 513 97 72 29 Volume (vph) 8 497 0 0 715 285 0 0 0 135 0 7

Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 0.90 090 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 33 411 570 108 80 32 Adj. Flow (vph) 9 552 0 0 794 317 0 0 0 150 0 8

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 14 0 20 0 RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 33 411 664 0 92 0 Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 561 0 0 794 317 0 0 0 0 156 0

Turn Type Perm Turn Type Perm pm+ov Split

Protected Phases 4 8 6 Protected Phases 2 67 8 8 8

Permitted Phases 4 Permitted Phases 2 67

Actuated Green, G (s) 224 224 224 17.5 Actuated Green, G (s) 26.2 409 519 11.0

Effective Green, g (s) 234 234 234 18.5 Effective Green, g (s) 28.7 419 554 13.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 049 049 0.49 0.39 Actuated g/C Ratio 0.47 0.68 0.90 0.22

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 Clearance Time (s) 5.5 5.5 5.5

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 177 880 861 646 Lane Grp Cap (vph) 831 1229 1531 375

v/s Ratio Prot 0.23 ¢c0.38 c0.06 v/s Ratio Prot c0.44 0.05 c0.09

v/s Ratio Perm 0.09 v/s Ratio Perm c0.32 0.16

vic Ratio 0.19 047 0.77 0.14 v/c Ratio 0.68 0.65 0.21 0.42

Uniform Delay, d1 6.9 8.1 10.1 9.5 Uniform Delay, d1 12.7 5.5 0.4 20.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.4 4.3 0.5 Incremental Delay, d2 2.2 1.2 0.1 0.8

Delay (s) 7.4 85 144 10.0 Delay (s) 14.9 6.7 0.4 21.3

Level of Service A A B B Level of Service B A A C

Approach Delay (s) 8.4 14.4 10.0 Approach Delay (s) 14.9 4.9 0.0 21.3

Approach LOS A B B Approach LOS B A A C

Intersection Summary Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 11.8 HCM Level of Service B HCM Average Control Delay 9.4 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.49 HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.60

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 47.9 Sum of lost time (s) 6.0 Actuated Cycle Length (s) 61.4 Sum of lost time (s) 6.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 45.3% ICU Level of Service A Intersection Capacity Utilization 52.2% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15 Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group c Critical Lane Group

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background Synchro 6 Report No Action Test1739 Long Range Background Synchro 6 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

69: SE 56th St. & E Lk Sammamish Pkwy

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background 7/30/2007
I T 2l S N BV S
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations % J Fd % T L LK) Fd
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 095 1.00
Frt 1.00 100 0.85 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 095 0.96 1.00 095 1.00 0.95 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1625 1648 1531 1711 1776 1711 3376 1711 3421 1531
Flt Permitted 095 0.96 1.00 095 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1625 1648 1531 1711 1776 1711 3376 1711 3421 1531
Volume (vph) 1135 158 499 91 164 16 524 573 56 19 676 963
Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 1261 176 554 101 182 18 582 637 62 21 751 1070
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 250 0 3 0 0 6 0 0 0 53
Lane Group Flow (vph) 700 737 304 101 197 0 582 693 0 21 751 1017
Turn Type Split Perm  Split Prot Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 4 4 3 & 5) 2 1 6 4
Permitted Phases 4 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 37.0 37.0 37.0 152 15.2 26.0 484 16 250 62.0
Effective Green, g (s) 39.0 390 39.0 172 17.2 27.0 504 36 270 66.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 032 032 032 014 0.14 0.22 041 0.03 0.22 0.54
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 519 526 489 241 250 378 1392 50 756 864
v/s Ratio Prot 0.43 c0.45 0.06 c0.11 c0.34 021 0.01 0.22 c0.38
v/s Ratio Perm 0.20 0.29
vic Ratio 135 140 0.62 042 0.79 154 0.50 042 0.99 1.18
Uniform Delay, d1 416 416 353 479 5038 476 26.5 58.3 475 281
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 169.4 191.8 25 1.2 152 255.8 0.3 56 309 0916
Delay (s) 211.0 2334 378 49.1 659 3034 26.8 63.9 784 119.7
Level of Service F F D D E F C E E F
Approach Delay (s) 171.1 60.3 152.5 102.2
Approach LOS F E F F
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 137.1 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.29
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 122.2 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 108.3% ICU Level of Service G

Analysis Period (min) 15
c Critical Lane Group

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report

Page 9

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity ARalydik Sammamish Pkwy & SE Issaquah Fall City Rd.

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background 7/30/2007
Al VIR BN N T A S A S
Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations LIS N 44 Fd J Fd % i Fd
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 095 1.00 100 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 085 100 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 098 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 3416 1711 3421 1531 1766 1531 1625 1631 1531
FIt Permitted 0.11 1.00 0.09 1.00 1.00 098 1.00 095 095 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 192 3416 168 3421 1531 1766 1531 1625 1631 1531
Volume (vph) 220 1344 14 9 903 1133 13 20 79 755 11 292
Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 0.90 090 0.90 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 244 1493 16 10 1003 1259 14 22 88 839 12 324
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 0 0 234
Lane Group Flow (vph) 244 1509 0 10 1003 1259 0 36 28 420 431 90
Turn Type pm+pt pm+pt Free  Split Perm  Split Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 2 1 1
Permitted Phases 4 8 Free 2 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 60.1 54.3 417 409 1123 8.1 81 291 291 29.1
Effective Green, g (s) 62.1 56.3 457 429 1123 101 101 311 311 311
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.55 0.50 041 0.38 1.00 0.09 0.09 0.28 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 325 1713 107 1307 1531 159 138 450 452 424
v/s Ratio Prot 0.11 c0.44 0.00 0.29 0.02 0.26 c0.26
v/s Ratio Perm 0.31 0.04 c0.82 0.02 0.06
v/c Ratio 0.75 0.88 0.09 0.77 0.82 023 020 0.93 0.95 0.21
Uniform Delay, d1 249 25.0 23.4 303 0.0 475 474 396 399 312
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 9.4 5.7 0.4 2.8 5.1 0.7 0.7 264 30.6 0.3
Delay (s) 343 30.7 238 331 5.1 482 481 66.0 704 314
Level of Service C C C C A D D E E C
Approach Delay (s) 31.2 17.6 48.1 58.1
Approach LOS C B D E
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 317 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.88
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 112.3 Sum of lost time (s) 3.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.8% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15
c Critical Lane Group

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity An8§sBE Issaquah Fall City Rd. & Issaquah-Pine Lk Rd HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 85: Issaquah Beaver Lake Rd. & Duthie Hill Rd

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background 7/30/2007 No Action Test1739 Long Range Background 7/30/2007
I T 2l S N BV S T N A R

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations W A A L] Fd LK) Fd Lane Configurations % Fd % [} [} Fd

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 0.97 0.95 1.00 095 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 100 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 Frt 1.00 085 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 1.00 Flt Protected 095 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3319 3421 3319 3402 1711 3421 1531 1711 3421 1531 Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1531 1711 1801 1801 1531

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 095 100 100 095 100 1.00 FIt Permitted 095 100 045 100 100 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3319 3421 3319 3402 1711 3421 1531 1711 3421 1531 Satd. Flow (perm) 1711 1531 810 1801 1801 1531

Volume (vph) 678 858 0 285 602 23 12 1110 867 16 476 450 Volume (vph) 118 51 100 810 446 98

Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 090 090 090 0.90 Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 753 953 0 317 669 26 13 1233 963 18 529 500 Adj. Flow (vph) 131 57 111 900 496 109

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 32 0 0 44 RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 48 0 0 0 27

Lane Group Flow (vph) 753 953 0 317 693 0 13 1233 931 18 529 456 Lane Group Flow (vph) 131 9 111 900 496 82

Turn Type Prot Prot Prot pm+ov  Prot pm+ov Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases 5) 2 1 6 3 8 1 7 4 5 Protected Phases 4 2 6

Permitted Phases 8 4 Permitted Phases 4 2 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 29.4 283 275 26.4 16 446 721 16 446 740 Actuated Green, G (s) 10.2 102 522 522 522 522

Effective Green, g (s) 309 298 29.0 279 31 46.1 75.1 31 46.1 77.0 Effective Green, g (s) 11.2 112 532 532 532 532

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.26 0.25 0.24 0.23 0.03 0.38 0.63 0.03 0.38 0.64 Actuated g/C Ratio 0.16 0.16 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 45 4.5 4.5 45 45 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 855 850 802 791 44 1314 958 44 1314 1021 Lane Grp Cap (vph) 272 244 612 1361 1361 1157

v/s Ratio Prot 0.23 ¢0.28 0.10 0.20 0.01 0.36 c0.23 ¢c0.01 0.15 0.12 v/s Ratio Prot c0.08 c0.50 0.28

v/s Ratio Perm 0.37 0.18 v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.14 0.05

vic Ratio 0.88 1.12 040 0.88 030 0.94 097 041 040 045 v/c Ratio 048 0.04 0.18 0.66 0.36 0.07

Uniform Delay, d1 428 45.1 38.1 444 574 356 214 575 269 108 Uniform Delay, d1 27.0 25.0 24 4.2 29 2.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.78 0.76 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 10.5 69.8 0.2 6.8 3.7 127 224 6.1 0.2 0.3 Incremental Delay, d2 1.3 0.1 0.7 25 0.8 0.1

Delay (s) 53.3 114.9 29.8 40.7 61.1 483 438 636 271 111 Delay (s) 283 251 3.1 6.7 3.7 2.3

Level of Service D F C D E D D E C B Level of Service C C A A A A

Approach Delay (s) 87.7 37.2 46.4 20.1 Approach Delay (s) 27.3 6.3 34

Approach LOS F D D C Approach LOS C A A

Intersection Summary Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 52.0 HCM Level of Service D HCM Average Control Delay 7.5 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.97 HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.63

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0 Actuated Cycle Length (s) 70.4 Sum of lost time (s) 6.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 90.7% ICU Level of Service E Intersection Capacity Utilization 55.8% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15 Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group c Critical Lane Group

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background Synchro 6 Report No Action Test1739 Long Range Background Synchro 6 Report

The Transpo Group Page 11 The Transpo Group Page 12




HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 89: Duthie Hill Rd & Trossachs Blvd SE HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 101: NE 37th Way & Sahalee Way NE
No Action Test1739 Long Range Background 7/30/2007 No Action Test1739 Long Range Background
N e N N

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations 4 T % Fd Lane Configurations Fd % [} [} Fd
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 Grade (%) 0% -10% 10%
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.85 Lane Util. Factor 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FIt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1801 1726 1711 1531 Flt Protected 095 100 095 100 100 1.00
Flt Permitted 0.40 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1531 1796 1891 1711 1454
Satd. Flow (perm) 729 1801 1726 1711 1531 Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.26 1.00 100 1.00
Volume (vph) 359 523 333 147 116 206 Satd. Flow (perm) 1711 1531 492 1891 1711 1454
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 0.90 Volume (vph) 66 36 75 471 785 85
Adj. Flow (vph) 399 581 370 163 129 229 Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 21 0 o 177 Adj. Flow (vph) 73 40 83 523 872 94
Lane Group Flow (vph) 399 581 512 0 129 52 RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 36 0 0 0 15
Turn Type Perm Perm Lane Group Flow (vph) 73 4 83 523 872 79
Protected Phases 4 8 6 Turn Type Perm pm-+pt Perm
Permitted Phases 4 6 Protected Phases 8 5 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 33.7 33.7 337 10.9 109 Permitted Phases 8 2 6
Effective Green, g (s) 347 347 347 119 119 Actuated Green, G (s) 8.9 89 101.1 99.1 889 889
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.66 0.66 0.66 0.23 0.23 Effective Green, g (s) 109 109 103.1 103.1 929 929
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 Actuated g/C Ratio 0.09 009 086 086 077 0.77
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 481 1188 1139 387 346 Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
v/s Ratio Prot 0.32 0.30 c0.08 Lane Grp Cap (vph) 155 139 501 1625 1325 1126
v/s Ratio Perm c0.55 0.03 v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.01 c0.28 c0.51
vic Ratio 0.83 049 0.45 0.33 0.5 v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.13 0.05
Uniform Delay, d1 6.7 4.5 4.3 17.0 16.3 v/c Ratio 047 0.03 0.17 032 0.66 0.07
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 Uniform Delay, d1 51.8 49.7 7.4 1.6 6.2 3.2
Incremental Delay, d2 11.3 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.2 Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99
Delay (s) 18.0 4.8 4.6 175 165 Incremental Delay, d2 2.3 0.1 0.2 0.5 2.1 0.1
Level of Service B A A B B Delay (s) 54.1 49.8 7.6 2.2 8.2 3.3
Approach Delay (s) 10.2 4.6 16.9 Level of Service D D A A A A
Approach LOS B A B Approach Delay (s) 52.6 2.9 7.7

- Approach LOS D A A
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 9.9 HCM Level of Service A Intersection Summary
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.70 HCM Average Control Delay 9.0 HCM Level of Service A
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 52.6 Sum of lost time (s) 6.0 HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.61
Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.8% ICU Level of Service B Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 6.0
Analysis Period (min) 15 Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.6% ICU Level of Service B
c Critical Lane Group Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background Synchro 6 Report No Action Test1739 Long Range Background Synchro 6 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background

110: NE 12th Place & 228th Ave SE

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 105: NE 25th Way & 228th Ave SE

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background 7/30/2007
N N N o R

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations & s L T % T

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.89 0.95 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 1.00 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1605 1658 1711 1731 1711 1801

Flt Permitted 1.00 0.80 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1605 1369 1711 1731 1711 1801

Volume (vph) 0 8 33 82 7 59 55 391 136 96 498 0

Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 9 37 91 8 66 61 434 151 107 553 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 30 0 0 48 0 0 16 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 16 0 0 117 0 61 569 0 107 553 0

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 8 4 5) 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 9.2 9.2 3.1 30.0 44 313

Effective Green, g (s) 11.2 11.2 51 326 6.4 339

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.19 0.19 0.09 0.55 0.11 0.57

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.6 5.0 5.6

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 304 259 147 953 185 1031

v/s Ratio Prot 0.01 0.04 ¢0.33 c0.06 0.31

v/s Ratio Perm c0.09

vic Ratio 0.05 0.45 0.41 0.60 0.58 0.54

Uniform Delay, d1 19.7 21.3 25.6 8.9 25.1 7.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 1.3 1.9 1.0 4.3 0.5

Delay (s) 19.7 225 27.5 9.9 29.4 8.3

Level of Service B C C A C A

Approach Delay (s) 19.7 225 11.6 11.8

Approach LOS B C B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 13.1 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.55

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 59.2 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.4% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background

The Transpo Group
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L % M AL
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Grade (%) -6% 0% 0%
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 095 0.95
Frt 0.89 1.00 1.00 0.99
FIt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1633 1711 3421 3396
Flt Permitted 0.99 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1633 1711 3421 3396
Volume (vph) 16 80 137 828 628 32
Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 0.90 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 18 89 152 920 698 36
RTOR Reduction (vph) 82 0 0 0 2 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 25 0 152 920 732 0
Turn Type Prot
Protected Phases 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 6.4 146 93.6 74.0
Effective Green, g (s) 8.4 16.6 95.6 76.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.15 0.87 0.69
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 125 258 2973 2346
v/s Ratio Prot c0.02 c0.09 c0.27 0.22
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.20 059 031 031
Uniform Delay, d1 47.6 43.5 1.3 6.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 3.4 0.3 0.3
Delay (s) 48.4 469 16 7.0
Level of Service D D A A
Approach Delay (s) 48.4 8.0 7.0
Approach LOS D A A
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 9.9 HCM Level of Service A
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.34
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 6.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 41.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 112: NE 8th Street & 228th Ave SE

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background 7/30/2007
I T 2l S N BV S

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations 4 Fd % [} Fd L] Fd N M

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Grade (%) 0% 0% 0% 2%

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 30 30 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 30 30 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 095 100 100 0.95

Frt 1.00 100 0.85 1.00 1.00 085 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 100 095 100 100 095 100 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1801 1531 1711 1801 1531 1711 3421 1531 1694 3360

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 100 095 100 100 095 100 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1711 1801 1531 1711 1801 1531 1711 3421 1531 1694 3360

Volume (vph) 48 322 77 51 329 115 177 805 168 92 585 32

Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 0.90 090 090 0.90 0.90 090 090 090 0.90 0.0 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 53 358 86 57 366 128 197 894 187 102 650 36

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 48 0 0 78 0 0 92 0 B 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 53 358 38 57 366 50 197 894 95 102 683 0

Turn Type Prot pm+ov  Prot pm+ov  Prot pm+ov  Prot

Protected Phases 3 8 5 7 4 1 5 2 7 1 6

Permitted Phases 8 4 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 6.3 273 441 74 280 389 168 441 515 109 38.2

Effective Green, g (s) 83 293 481 9.4 304 433 188 464 558 129 405

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.27 044 009 028 039 017 042 051 012 0.37

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.4 5.0 5.0 53 5.0 5.0 5.3

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 129 480 711 146 498 644 292 1443 818 199 1237

v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 0.20 0.01 c0.03 c0.20 0.01 c0.12 c0.26 0.01 0.06 0.20

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 0.02 0.05

v/c Ratio 041 075 005 039 073 008 067 062 012 051 055

Uniform Delay, d1 485 369 178 476 36.1 209 427 249 142 456 276

Progression Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 21 6.2 0.0 1.7 5.6 0.1 6.0 2.0 0.1 2.2 18

Delay (s) 50.6 432 179 493 417 209 488 269 143 478 293

Level of Service D D B D D © D © B D ©

Approach Delay (s) 39.6 37.7 28.4 31.7

Approach LOS D D © ©

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 32.7 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.63

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 6.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.2% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background

The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 117: E Main Street & 228th Ave SE

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background 7/30/2007
T T 2l S N B S A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations s % T LS LIS

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Grade (%) 0% 0% -5% 0%

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1531 1711 1531 1753 3498 1711 3407

Flt Permitted 0.73 1.00 0.73 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.21 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1321 1531 1323 1531 1753 3498 379 3407

Volume (vph) 18 0 31 23 0 32 27 1079 18 23 677 20

Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 0.90 090 090 0.90 0.0 090 090 090 0.90 0.0 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 20 0 34 26 0 36 30 1199 20 26 752 22

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 32 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 20 2 0 26 2 0 30 1219 0 26 773 0

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot pm+pt

Protected Phases 8 4 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 8 4 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 5.0 5.0 5.2 5.2 51 85.9 87.8 843

Effective Green, g (s) 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.3 881 922 86.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.80 0.84 0.79

Clearance Time (s) 5.2 5.2 5.0 5.0 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.2

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 86 100 87 100 116 2802 387 2679

v/s Ratio Prot 0.00 0.00 c0.02 c0.35 0.00 0.23

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 c0.02 0.05

v/c Ratio 0.23 0.02 0.30 0.02 0.26 043 0.07 0.29

Uniform Delay, d1 48.8 48.1 49.0 48.1 48.8 B8 1.7 3.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.25 0.19 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 14 0.1 1.9 0.1 11 0.4 0.1 0.3

Delay (s) 50.2 48.2 50.9 48.2 62.3 1.1 1.8 35

Level of Service D D D D E A A A

Approach Delay (s) 48.9 49.3 2.6 35

Approach LOS D D A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 5.4 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.40

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 6.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 45.0% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background

The Transpo Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
No Action Test1739 Long Range Background

118: SE 4th Street & 228th Ave SE
7/30/2007

A o aN ¢ v A

~ t ] 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations 1 % T L] [N

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Grade (%) -71% 0% -2% 0%

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frt 1.00 0.87 1.00 0.89 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1627 1711 1600 1728 3442 3387

Flt Permitted 0.48 1.00 0.69 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.86

Satd. Flow (perm) 897 1627 1234 1600 1728 3442 2918
Volume (vph) 41 15 85 54 20 57 85 1027 28 30 662 40
Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 0.90 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 46 17 94 60 22 63 94 1141 31 33 736 44
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 72 0 0 56 0 0 1 0 0 3 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 46 39 0 60 29 0 94 1171 0 0 810 0
Turn Type pm+pt Perm Prot Perm

Protected Phases 7 4 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 245 245 9.4 9.4 9.8 76.5 61.7
Effective Green, g (s) 255 255 124 124 11.8 785 63.7
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.23 0.23 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.71 0.58
Clearance Time (s) 6.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 288 377 139 180 185 2456 1690

v/s Ratio Prot c0.01 0.02 0.02 c0.05 c0.34

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 c0.05 0.28

v/c Ratio 0.16 0.10 0.43 0.16 051 048 0.48
Uniform Delay, d1 334 332 455 441 46.4 6.8 185
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.84
Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 0.1 2.1 0.4 2.2 0.7 1.0

Delay (s) 33.7 334 47.7 445 48.5 75 12.3

Level of Service S © D D D A B
Approach Delay (s) 33.5 45.8 10.5 12.3
Approach LOS © D B B
Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 14.8 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.44

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.4% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15
c Critical Lane Group

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
No Action Test1739 Long Range Background

120: SE 8th St. & 228th Ave SE
7/30/2007

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background
The Transpo Group
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T T 2l S N B S A
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & i Fd 5 44 Fd 5

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Grade (%) 2% -2% -2% 2%

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95

Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85

FlIt Protected 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1730 1819 1546 1694 2879

Flt Permitted 0.81 1.00 1.00 0.73 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1441 1819 1546 1302 2879
Volume (vph) 26 17 0 0 11 61 0 0 0 92 0 18
Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 0.90 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 29 19 0 0 12 68 0 0 0 102 0 20
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 48 0 0 12 68 0 0 0 102 17 0
Turn Type Perm Perm custom  Prot custom pm+pt

Protected Phases 8 4 4 5 2 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 8 4 12 14 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 6.5 7.5 99.0 915 915
Effective Green, g (s) 9.5 9.5 104.0 945 945
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.09 0.09 0.95 0.86 0.86
Clearance Time (s) 6.0 5.0 5.0 5.5 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 124 157 1546 1151 2473

v/s Ratio Prot 0.01 0.00 c0.01 0.01

v/s Ratio Perm c0.03 0.04 c0.07

v/c Ratio 0.39 0.08 0.04 0.09 0.01
Uniform Delay, d1 47.5 46.2 0.2 1.2 11
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0

Delay (s) 495 464 0.2 1.2 11

Level of Service D D A A A
Approach Delay (s) 49.5 7.1 0.0 1.2
Approach LOS D A A A
Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 124 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.12

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 6.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 25.7% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
c Critical Lane Group

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background
The Transpo Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

125: SE 20th Street & 228th Ave SE

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background 7/30/2007
I T 2l S N BV S

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations J Fd s X 5 s

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Grade (%) 0% 0% 0% -3%

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.99

FlIt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1531 1711 3421 3442

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1711 1531 1711 3421 3442

Volume (vph) 32 0 220 0 0 0 183 1439 0 0 939 59

Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 0.90 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 36 0 244 0 0 0 203 1599 0 0 1043 66

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 218 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 36 26 0 0 0 203 1599 0 0 1106 0

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Prot pm+pt

Protected Phases 8 4 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 8 8 4 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 8.9 8.9 18.3 89.5 65.6

Effective Green, g (s) 115 115 209 925 68.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.10 0.19 0.84 0.62

Clearance Time (s) 5.6 5.6 5.6 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 179 160 325 2877 2147

v/s Ratio Prot c0.12 c0.47 0.32

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 0.02

v/c Ratio 0.20 0.16 0.62 0.56 0.52

Uniform Delay, d1 450 448 40.9 2.6 115

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 0.5 3.7 0.8 0.9

Delay (s) 456 453 447 3.4 12.4

Level of Service D D D A B

Approach Delay (s) 45.4 0.0 8.0 12.4

Approach LOS D A A B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 12.8 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.53

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 6.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.6% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15
c Critical Lane Group

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

127: SE 24th St. & 228th Ave SE

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background
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No Action Test1739 Long Range Background 7/30/2007
T T 2l S N B S A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations 4 [d i Fd % 44 Fd 5

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 1.00 0.95

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 085 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1531 3421 1531 1711 3421

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1711 1531 3421 1531 1711 3421

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 91 0 60 0 1574 160 112 1081 0

Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 0.90 090 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 101 0 67 0 1749 178 124 1201 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 59 0 0 39 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 101 8 0 1749 139 124 1201 0

Turn Type Split Perm  Split Perm  Prot Perm  Prot

Protected Phases 3 3 4 4 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 3 4 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 115 115 645 645 16.7 88.2

Effective Green, g (s) 13.8 13.8 675 675 19.7 90.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.3 061 0.61 0.18 0.82

Clearance Time (s) 5.3 5.3 6.0 6.0 6.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 215 192 2099 939 306 2805

v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 c0.51 0.07 c0.35

v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.09

v/c Ratio 0.47 0.04 0.83 0.15 041 043

Uniform Delay, d1 447 423 16.8 9.0 400 2.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.6 0.1 4.1 0.3 0.9 0.5

Delay (s) 46.3 424 20.9 9.4 408 3.2

Level of Service D D C A D A

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 44.8 19.8 6.7

Approach LOS A D B A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 16.0 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.71

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.8% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15
c Critical Lane Group

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background
The Transpo Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

130: Issaquah-Pine Lk Rd & 228th Ave SE

HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background

133: Issaquah-Pine Lk Rd & SE 32nd Way

7/30/2007

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background 7/30/2007
I T 2l S N BV S

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations 1 F L] [ L] T

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Grade (%) 0% -2% 0% 0%

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 088 100 095 1.00 0.97 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.96 1.00 085 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.95 1.00 100 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1725 1757 2721 1711 3421 1531 3319 1794

Flt Permitted 0.47 1.00 048 1.00 0.95 1.00 100 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 848 1725 867 2721 1711 3421 1531 3319 1794

Volume (vph) 143 145 57 133 56 750 42 587 249 574 541 14

Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 0.90 090 090 0.90 0.90 090 090 090 0.90 0.0 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 159 161 63 148 62 833 47 652 277 638 601 16

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 180 0 1 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 159 210 0 0 210 833 47 652 97 638 616 0

Turn Type Perm Perm custom  Prot Perm  Prot

Protected Phases 4 8 14 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 8 14 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 277 277 27.7 628 59 356 356 295 60.8

Effective Green, g (s) 30.3 30.3 30.3 65.4 6.9 386 386 321 638

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.28 0.28 028 059 006 035 035 029 0.58

Clearance Time (s) 5.6 5.6 5.6 4.0 6.0 6.0 5.6 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 234 475 239 1618 107 1200 537 969 1041

v/s Ratio Prot 0.12 0.31 0.03 c0.19 c0.19 c0.34

v/s Ratio Perm 0.19 c0.24 0.06

v/c Ratio 0.68 0.44 088 051 044 054 0.18 0.66 0.59

Uniform Delay, d1 355 329 381 13.0 49.7 286 247 341 148

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 100 100 0.93 0.87

Incremental Delay, d2 7.6 0.7 28.4 0.3 2.9 1.8 0.7 1.6 24

Delay (s) 43.1 335 66.5 133 526 304 255 334 152

Level of Service D © E B D C C © B

Approach Delay (s) 37.5 24.0 30.1 24.5

Approach LOS D © © ©

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 27.2 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.71

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.4% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
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Rl U N T

Movement SEL  SET NWT NWR SWL SWR
Right Turn Channelized

Volume (veh/h) 284 599 899 176 104 218
Peak Hour Factor 090 090 090 090 090 0.90
Hourly flow rate (vph) 316 666 999 196 116 242
Approach Volume (veh/h) 981 1194 358
Crossing Volume (veh/h) 116 316 999

High Capacity (veh/h) 1265 1081 623

High v/c (veh/h) 078 1.11 0.57

Low Capacity (veh/h) 1053 886 483

Low v/c (veh/h) 093 1.35 0.74
Intersection Summary

Maximum v/c High 111

Maximum v/c Low 1.35

Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.0% ICU Level of Service

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

142: Klahanie Blvd

. & Issaquah-Pine Lk Rd

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background 7/30/2007
I T 2l S N BV S

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations 1 % T L N M

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Grade (%) 0% 0% 0% -6%

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frt 1.00 0.89 1.00 0.89 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1598 1711 1610 1711 3322 1762 3498

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1711 1598 1711 1610 1711 3322 1762 3498

Volume (vph) 17 14 43 164 16 39 88 1171 282 61 593 31

Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 0.90 090 090 0.90 0.90 090 090 090 0.90 0.0 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 19 16 48 182 18 43 98 1301 313 68 659 34

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 44 0 0 36 0 0 14 0 0 3 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 19 20 0 182 25 0 98 1600 0 68 690 0

Turn Type Split Split Prot Prot

Protected Phases 8 8 4 4 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 59 59 148 1438 23.1 557 38 364

Effective Green, g (s) 7.9 7.9 16.8 16.8 26.1 58.7 6.8 39.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.08 0.16 0.16 0.26 057 0.07 0.39

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 132 124 281 265 437 1908 117 1349

v/s Ratio Prot 0.01 c0.01 c0.11 0.02 0.06 c0.48 c0.04 0.20

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.14 0.16 0.65 0.09 0.22 0.84 0.58 0.51

Uniform Delay, d1 44.0 44.0 39.9 36.2 301 179 46.3 24.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.6 5.1 0.2 0.3 3.4 7.2 0.3

Delay (s) 445 446 450 36.4 303 213 535 244

Level of Service D D D D G © D ©

Approach Delay (s) 44.6 42.8 21.8 27.0

Approach LOS D D © ©

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 25.7 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.72

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 102.2 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.3% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15
c Critical Lane Group

HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

167: SE 20th Street & 212th Ave. SE

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
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No Action Test1739 Long Range Background 7/30/2007
R NN N R4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations % s % T % T % T

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Volume (vph) 10 21 19 72 30 72 29 97 58 150 89 17

Peak Hour Factor 0.90 090 090 090 090 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 0.90

Hourly flow rate (vph) 11 23 21 80 33 80 32 108 64 167 99 19

Direction, Lane # EB1 EB2 WB1 WB2 NB1 NB2 SB1 SB2

Volume Total (vph) 11 44 80 113 32 172 167 118

Volume Left (vph) 11 0 80 0 32 0 167 0

Volume Right (vph) 0 21 0 80 0 64 0 19

Hadj (s) 053 -0.30 053 -046 053 -0.23 0.53 -0.08

Departure Headway (s) 6.5 5.7 6.3 5.3 6.0 5.3 5.9 5.3

Degree Utilization, x 0.02 0.07 014 017 005 025 0.27 0.17

Capacity (veh/h) 510 582 534 632 569 653 583 648

Control Delay (s) 8.4 7.9 9.2 8.2 8.2 8.8 10.0 8.2

Approach Delay (s) 8.0 8.6 8.7 9.2

Approach LOS A A A A

Intersection Summary

Delay 8.8

HCM Level of Service A

Intersection Capacity Utilization 37.6% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

170: SE 8th St & 212th Ave. SE

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background 7/30/2007
"SR B

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations Ly IS I

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Volume (veh/h) 30 21 103 55 14 222

Peak Hour Factor 090 090 090 090 090 0.90

Hourly flow rate (vph) 33 23 114 61 16 247

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 423 145 176
vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 423 145 176
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 35 33 2.2
pO queue free % 94 97 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 581 902 1401
Direction, Lane # WB1 NB1 SB1

Volume Total 57 176 262

Volume Left 33 0 16

Volume Right 23 61 0

cSH 681 1700 1401

Volume to Capacity 0.08 0.10 0.01

Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 0 1

Control Delay (s) 10.8 0.0 0.5

Lane LOS B A

Approach Delay (s) 10.8 0.0 0.5

Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 15

Intersection Capacity Utilization 33.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background

227: NE 8th Street & 244th Ave. NE

7/30/2007

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
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R NN N R4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & s & i Fd
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 134 12 139 8 10 5 110 195 12 9 309 123
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 090 090 090 090 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly flow rate (vph) 149 13 154 9 11 6 122 217 13 10 343 137
Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 SB1 SB2

Volume Total (vph) 317 26 352 353 137

Volume Left (vph) 149 9 122 10 0

Volume Right (vph) 154 6 13 0 137

Hadj (s) -0.16 -0.03 0.08 0.04 -0.57

Departure Headway (s) 5.7 6.6 5.6 5.6 3.2

Degree Utilization, x 050 0.05 055 055 0.12

Capacity (veh/h) 581 428 605 614 1121

Control Delay (s) 14.4 9.9 152 151 6.6

Approach Delay (s) 14.4 9.9 152 127

Approach LOS B A C B

Intersection Summary

Delay 13.9

HCM Level of Service B

Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.1% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

No Action Test1739 Long Range Background
The Transpo Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capa@Ry288alggidmond Fall City Road) & E Lk Sammamish Pkwy HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity AndtySR 202 (Redmond Fall City Road) & 192nd Dr. NE

Town Center Preferred Alt 2 8/1/2007 Town Center Preferred Alt 2 8/1/2007
A R N A - Y ¢ TN

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations % 44 Fd LK LS N & % i Fd Lane Configurations 44 Fd % 44 % Fd

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 095 1.00 1.00 0.91 091 091 0.95 0.95 1.00 Lane Util. Factor 0.95 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 100 0.85 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.85 Frt 1.00 085 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 0.95 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00 Flt Protected 100 100 095 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 3421 1531 1711 4814 3113 1564 1625 1711 1531 Satd. Flow (prot) 3421 1531 1711 3421 1711 1531

Flt Permitted 095 1.00 100 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.99 095 1.00 1.00 FIt Permitted 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1711 3421 1531 1711 4814 3113 1564 1625 1711 1531 Satd. Flow (perm) 3421 1531 1711 3421 1711 1531

Volume (vph) 72 1549 776 78 863 139 676 157 67 215 600 42 Volume (vph) 1665 220 24 659 115 16

Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 090 090 090 0.90 Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 80 1721 862 87 959 154 751 174 74 239 667 47 Adj. Flow (vph) 1850 244 27 732 128 18

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 21 0 14 0 0 6 0 0 0 18 RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 90 0 0 0 15

Lane Group Flow (vph) 80 1721 841 87 1099 0 660 333 0 239 667 29 Lane Group Flow (vph) 1850 154 27 732 128 3

Turn Type Prot pm+ov  Prot Split Split Perm Turn Type Perm  Prot Perm

Protected Phases 7 4 2 3 8 2 2 1 1 Protected Phases 4 3 8 2

Permitted Phases 4 1 Permitted Phases 4 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 10.8 57.0 85.0 40 51.2 28.0 28.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 Actuated Green, G (s) 37.8 37.8 13 431 9.8 9.8

Effective Green, g (s) 11.8 59.0 88.0 6.0 53.2 29.0 29.0 440 440 440 Effective Green, g (s) 39.8 39.8 23 451 118 118

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.39 059 0.04 0.35 0.19 0.19 029 0.29 0.29 Actuated g/C Ratio 0.63 0.63 0.04 0.72 0.19 0.19

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 135 1346 898 68 1707 602 302 477 502 449 Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2165 969 63 2453 321 287

v/s Ratio Prot 0.05 c0.50 0.18 c0.05 0.23 0.21 c0.21 0.15 c0.39 v/s Ratio Prot c0.54 c0.02 0.21 c0.07

v/s Ratio Perm 0.37 0.02 v/s Ratio Perm 0.10 0.00

vic Ratio 059 128 094 128 0.64 1.10 1.10 0.50 1.33 0.06 v/c Ratio 0.85 0.16 043 0.30 040 0.01

Uniform Delay, d1 66.8 455 284 720 405 60.5 60.5 439 53.0 382 Uniform Delay, d1 9.2 47 29.7 32 224 208

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 6.8 131.2 16.5 201.4 0.8 65.8 817 0.8 161.2 0.1 Incremental Delay, d2 35 0.1 4.6 0.1 0.8 0.0

Delay (s) 736 176.7 45.0 273.4 413 126.3 142.2 447 2142 382 Delay (s) 12.8 48 343 33 233 208

Level of Service E F D F D F F D F D Level of Service B A C A C C

Approach Delay (s) 131.0 58.1 131.7 163.0 Approach Delay (s) 11.8 4.4 23.0

Approach LOS F E F F Approach LOS B A C

Intersection Summary Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 121.3 HCM Level of Service F HCM Average Control Delay 10.5 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.26 HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.74

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 150.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0 Actuated Cycle Length (s) 62.9 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 108.6% ICU Level of Service G Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.1% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15 Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group c Critical Lane Group

Town Center Preferred Alt 2 Synchro 6 Report Town Center Preferred Alt 2 Synchro 6 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity0Aisiy232 (Redmond Fall City Road) & Sahalee Way NE
Town Center Preferred Alt 2

8/1/2007

Aoy v AN

T

R

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Adal§is202 (Redmond Fall City Road) & 244th Ave. NE

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations 4 Fd % [} L Fd

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 085 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85

FIt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1801 1531 1711 1801 1711 1531

Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.06 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1801 1531 112 1801 1711 1531

Volume (vph) 0 892 918 55 466 0 497 0 48 0 0 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 991 1020 61 518 0 552 0 53 0 0 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 991 1020 61 518 0 552 0 37 0 0 0
Turn Type Free pm+pt custom custom

Protected Phases 2 1 6 8 8

Permitted Phases Free 6 8 8

Actuated Green, G (s) 58.1 109.3 653 65.3 32.0 32.0

Effective Green, g (s) 61.1 109.3 68.3 68.3 35.0 35.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.56 1.00 0.62 0.62 0.32 0.32

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1007 1531 131 1125 548 490

v/s Ratio Prot c0.55 0.02 0.29 c0.32 0.02

v/s Ratio Perm c0.67 0.27

vic Ratio 098 0.67 047 0.46 1.01 0.08

Uniform Delay, d1 23.6 00 246 1038 37.1 25.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 24.3 2.3 2.6 0.3 40.3 0.1

Delay (s) 48.0 23 272 111 77.4 26.0

Level of Service D A C B E C

Approach Delay (s) 24.8 12.8 72.9 0.0
Approach LOS C B E A
Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 317 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.97

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 109.3 Sum of lost time (s) 6.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.1% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

Town Center Preferred Alt 2
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
Page 3

Town Center Preferred Alt 2 8/1/2007
- Y ¢ T N

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations [} Fd % [} L

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 085 1.00 1.00 0.92

FIt Protected 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 0.98

Satd. Flow (prot) 1801 1531 1711 1801 1621

FIt Permitted 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 0.98

Satd. Flow (perm) 1801 1531 1711 1801 1621

Volume (vph) 913 377 157 418 157 240

Peak-hour factor, PHF ~ 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 1014 419 174 464 174 267

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 189
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1014 230

0 0 69 0
174 464 372 0

Turn Type Perm
Protected Phases 4
Permitted Phases 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 42.0 42.0
Effective Green, g (s) 44.0 44.0

Prot

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.55 0.55

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 991 842 171 1238 385

v/s Ratio Prot c0.56 c0.10 0.26 c0.23

v/s Ratio Perm 0.15

v/c Ratio 1.02 027 1.02 037 0.97

Uniform Delay, d1 18.0 9.5 36.0 53 30.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 34.6 0.2 735 0.2 36.5

Delay (s) 52.6 9.7 109.5 55 66.6

Level of Service D A F A E

Approach Delay (s) 40.1 33.8 66.6

Approach LOS D C E

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 43.1 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.01

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 90.2% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

Town Center Preferred Alt 2
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

40: Inglewood Hill & E Lk Sammamish Pkwy

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analydi3: Louis Thompson Rd & E Lk Sammamish Pkwy

Town Center Preferred Alt 2 8/1/2007
v 8t 2
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations i [} Fd % [}
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 085 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00
FIt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1531 1801 1531 1711 1801
Flt Permitted 095 100 100 100 0.13 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1711 1531 1801 1531 226 1801
Volume (vph) 45 343 508 61 554 684
Peak-hour factor, PHF ~ 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 50 381 564 68 616 760
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 54 0 29 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 50 327 564 39 616 760
Turn Type pt+ov pt+ov pm+pt
Protected Phases 4 41 2 24 1 6
Permitted Phases 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 129 441 269 448 581 581
Effective Green, g (s) 149 46.1 289 468 60.1 60.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 057 036 058 074 0.74
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 315 871 643 885 685 1336
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 c0.21 0.31 0.03 c0.31 042
v/s Ratio Perm c0.35
vic Ratio 0.16 0.38 0.88 0.04 090 0.57
Uniform Delay, d1 27.8 9.6 244 74 195 4.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 03 128 0.0 146 0.6
Delay (s) 28.0 9.8 37.2 74 341 52
Level of Service C A D A C A
Approach Delay (s) 11.9 34.0 18.1
Approach LOS B C B
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 21.2 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.79
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 81.0 Sum of lost time (s) 6.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.6% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

Town Center Preferred Alt 2
The Transpo Group
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Town Center Preferred Alt 2 8/1/2007
PO BV
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations Fd T % [}
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.99 1.00 1.00
FIt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1531 1775 1711 1801
FIt Permitted 095 1.00 1.00 0.45 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1711 1531 1775 812 1801
Volume (vph) 52 163 406 49 349 381
Peak-hour factor, PHF ~ 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 58 181 451 54 383 423
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 156 5 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 58 25 500 0 383 423
Turn Type Perm Perm
Protected Phases 8 2 6
Permitted Phases 8 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 6.9 6.9 415 415 415
Effective Green, g (s) 7.9 79 425 425 425
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.4 0.75 0.75 0.75
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 240 214 1338 612 1357
v/s Ratio Prot c0.03 0.28 0.23
v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 c0.48
v/c Ratio 024 0.12 0.37 0.63 0.31
Uniform Delay, d1 216 212 2.4 3.3 2.2
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.2 0.2 2.2 0.1
Delay (s) 221 215 2.6 5.4 2.4
Level of Service C C A A A
Approach Delay (s) 21.6 2.6 3.8
Approach LOS C A A
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 6.2 HCM Level of Service
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.57
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 56.4 Sum of lost time (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.0% ICU Level of Service
Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

Town Center Preferred Alt 2
The Transpo Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 55: E Lk Sammamish Pkwy & 24th Way

Town Center Preferred Alt 2 8/1/2007
AL v AN 4

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations % 4 T L

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.96

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.97

Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1801 1768 1673

Flt Permitted 0.22 1.00 1.00 0.97

Satd. Flow (perm) 394 1801 1768 1673
Volume (vph) 22 342 481 74 54 21
Peak-hour factor, PHF ~ 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 24 380 534 82 60 23

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 24 380

13 0 13 0
603 0 70 0

Turn Type Perm

Protected Phases 4 8 6

Permitted Phases 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 173 173 173 16.2

Effective Green, g (s) 18.3 18.3 183 17.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.41

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 174 794 780 693

v/s Ratio Prot 0.21 c0.34 c0.04

v/s Ratio Perm 0.06

vic Ratio 0.14 048 0.77 0.10

Uniform Delay, d1 6.9 8.2 9.8 7.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 0.5 4.8 0.3

Delay (s) 7.3 8.7 146 7.7

Level of Service A A B A

Approach Delay (s) 8.6 14.6 7.7

Approach LOS A B A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 11.9 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.45

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 41.5 Sum of lost time (s) 6.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 40.7% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min)
c Critical Lane Group

15

Town Center Preferred Alt 2
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

61: E Lk Sammamish Pkwy & 212th Ave. SE

Town Center Preferred Alt 2 8/1/2007
R NN N R4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations 4 [} Fd s

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.99

FIt Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95

Satd. Flow (prot) 1799 1801 1531 1709

FIt Permitted 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.95

Satd. Flow (perm) 1782 1801 1531 1709

Volume (vph) 6 454 0 0 651 559 0 0 0 221 0 9

Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 0.90 090 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 7 504 0 0 723 621 0 0 0 246 0 10

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 511 0 0 723 621 0 0 0 0 254 0

Turn Type Perm pm+ov Split

Protected Phases 2 67 8 8 8

Permitted Phases 2 67

Actuated Green, G (s) 18.8 33.8 46.2 12.4

Effective Green, g (s) 21.3 348 49.7 14.9

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 0.62 0.89 0.27

Clearance Time (s) 5.5 5.5 5.5

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 681 1125 1531 457

v/s Ratio Prot c0.40 0.11 c0.15

v/s Ratio Perm c0.29 0.30

v/c Ratio 0.75 0.64 0.41 0.56

Uniform Delay, d1 14.9 6.6 0.5 17.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.7 1.3 0.2 15

Delay (s) 19.6 7.8 0.7 19.0

Level of Service B A A B

Approach Delay (s) 19.6 4.5 0.0 19.0

Approach LOS B A A B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 9.9 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.66

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 55.7 Sum of lost time (s) 6.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.5% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

Town Center Preferred Alt 2
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
Town Center Preferred Alt 2

69: SE 56th St. & E Lk Sammamish Pkwy
8/1/2007

N Y

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations % J Fd % T L LK) Fd
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Util. Factor 095 095 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 095 096 1.00 095 1.00 0.95 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1625 1646 1531 1711 1782 1711 3382 1711 3421 1531
Flt Permitted 095 096 1.00 095 1.00 0.95 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1625 1646 1531 1711 1782 1711 3382 1711 3421 1531
Volume (vph) 1248 151 480 77 207 15 291 726 60 19 683 1039
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 090 090 090 090 090 090 0.90 090 0.90 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 1387 168 533 86 230 17 323 807 67 21 759 1154

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 178 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 0 28
Lane Group Flow (vph) 758 797 355 86 245 0 323 870 0 21 759 1126

Turn Type Split Perm  Split Prot Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 4 4 3 & 5) 2 1 6 4
Permitted Phases 4 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 61.0 61.0 61.0 16.0 16.0 230 52.6 24 330 940
Effective Green, g (s) 63.0 63.0 63.0 180 180 240 546 44 350 98.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 041 041 041 012 012 0.16 0.36 0.03 0.23 0.64
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 674 682 635 203 211 270 1215 50 788 1017
v/s Ratio Prot 0.47 c0.48 0.05 c0.14 c0.19 0.26 0.01 0.22 c0.46
v/s Ratio Perm 0.23 0.28
vic Ratio 112 117 056 042 116 120 0.72 042 0.96 1.11
Uniform Delay, d1 445 445 339 622 67.0 64.0 42.0 725 579 270
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 743 911 1.1 1.4 1126 118.6 2.0 56 233 623
Delay (s) 118.8 1356 35.0 63.6 179.6 1826 44.1 782 811 893
Level of Service F F C E F F D E F F
Approach Delay (s) 103.8 149.7 81.4 86.0

Approach LOS F F F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 95.5 HCM Level of Service F
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.16
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 152.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 102.3% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

Town Center Preferred Alt 2
The Transpo Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity ARalydik Sammamish Pkwy & SE Issaquah Fall City Rd.

Town Center Preferred Alt 2 8/1/2007
Al VIR BN N T A S A S
Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations LIS N 44 Fd J Fd % i Fd
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 095 1.00 100 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 085 100 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 098 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 3416 1711 3421 1531 1764 1531 1625 1631 1531
Flt Permitted 0.09 1.00 0.08 1.00 1.00 098 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 167 3416 140 3421 1531 1764 1531 1625 1631 1531
Volume (vph) 213 1398 14 9 943 994 14 20 79 826 10 274
Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 0.90 090 0.90 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 237 1553 16 10 1048 1104 16 22 83 918 11 304
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 0 178
Lane Group Flow (vph) 237 1569 0 10 1048 1104 38 38 459 470 126
Turn Type pm+pt pm+pt Free  Split Perm  Split Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 1 1
Permitted Phases 4 8 Free 2 1
Actuated Green, G (s) 70.3 64.6 50.0 49.3 1324 9.0 9.0 381 381 381
Effective Green, g (s) 72.3 66.6 540 513 1324 11.0 110 401 40.1 401
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.55 0.50 041 0.39 1.00 0.08 0.08 0.30 0.30 0.30
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 301 1718 89 1326 1531 147 127 492 494 464
v/s Ratio Prot c0.11 c0.46 0.00 0.31 0.02 0.28 c0.29
v/s Ratio Perm 0.32 0.04 c0.72 0.02 0.08
v/c Ratio 0.79 091 0.11 0.79 0.72 026 0.30 0.93 0.95 0.27
Uniform Delay, d1 329 302 28.8 358 0.0 56.9 57.1 448 452 350
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 12.7 7.8 0.6 3.3 3.0 0.9 1.3 248 285 0.3
Delay (s) 456 38.1 29.3 39.1 3.0 578 584 69.6 737 354
Level of Service D D C D A E E E E D
Approach Delay (s) 39.1 20.6 58.2 62.7
Approach LOS D C E E
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 375 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.87
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 132.4 Sum of lost time (s) 3.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 82.2% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min)
c Critical Lane Group

15

Town Center Preferred Alt 2

The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity An89sBE Issaquah Fall City Rd. & Issaquah-Pine Lk Rd

Town Center Preferred Alt 2

8/1/2007

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 85:

Issaquah Beaver Lake Rd. & Duthie Hill Rd

I T 2l S N BV S
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations W4 W b N M i N i
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 0.97 0.95 100 095 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 100 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3319 3421 3319 3401 1711 3421 1531 1711 3421 1531
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3319 3421 3319 3401 1711 3421 1531 1711 3421 1531
Volume (vph) 609 763 0 284 595 24 17 1181 983 17 555 485
Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 677 848 0 316 661 27 19 1312 1092 19 617 539
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 33 0 0 46
Lane Group Flow (vph) 677 848 0O 316 686 0 19 1312 1059 19 617 493
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot pm+ov  Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 5) 2 1 6 3 8 1 7 4 5
Permitted Phases 8 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 26.4 27.0 31.6 322 16 396 712 15 395 659
Effective Green, g (s) 279 285 33.1 337 31 411 742 3.0 410 689
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.24 0.24 0.28 0.29 0.03 035 0.63 0.03 035 0.59
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 45 4.5 4.5 45 45 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 787 828 933 974 45 1195 965 44 1192 935
v/s Ratio Prot 0.20 c0.25 0.10 0.20 c0.01 c0.38 c0.31 0.01 0.18 0.12
v/s Ratio Perm 0.38 0.20
vic Ratio 0.86 1.02 0.34 0.70 042 110 110 043 052 0.53
Uniform Delay, d1 43.0 446 336 375 56.4 383 218 565 305 146
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 95 37.6 0.2 2.3 6.3 57.1 594 6.7 0.4 0.5
Delay (s) 525 822 33.8 39.9 62.7 954 811 632 309 152
Level of Service D F C D E F F E C B
Approach Delay (s) 69.0 38.0 88.7 24.2
Approach LOS E D F C
Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 63.1 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.03

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 117.7 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.3% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

Town Center Preferred Alt 2
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
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Town Center Preferred Alt 2 8/1/2007
O YR T
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations % Fd % [} [} Fd
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 085 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
FIt Protected 0.95 1.00 095 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1531 1711 1801 1801 1531
FIt Permitted 095 100 044 100 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1711 1531 794 1801 1801 1531
Volume (vph) 163 51 99 780 450 126
Peak-hour factor, PHF ~ 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 181 57 110 867 500 140
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 a7 0 0 0 39
Lane Group Flow (vph) 181 10 110 867 500 101
Turn Type Perm Perm Perm
Protected Phases 4 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 10.7 10.7 453 453 453 453
Effective Green, g (s) 11.7 117 46.3 46.3 46.3 46.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 0.18 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 313 280 574 1303 1303 1108
v/s Ratio Prot c0.11 c0.48 0.28
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.14 0.07
v/c Ratio 0.58 0.04 0.19 0.67 0.38 0.09
Uniform Delay, d1 239 215 2.8 4.7 3.4 2.6
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.6 0.1 0.7 2.7 0.9 0.2
Delay (s) 265 216 3.6 7.4 4.2 2.8
Level of Service C C A A A A
Approach Delay (s) 25.3 7.0 3.9
Approach LOS C A A
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 8.3 HCM Level of Service
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.65
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 64.0 Sum of lost time (s)
Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.7% ICU Level of Service
Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

Town Center Preferred Alt 2
The Transpo Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 89: Duthie Hill Rd & Trossachs Blvd SE HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 101: NE 37th Way & Sahalee Way NE
Town Center Preferred Alt 2 8/1/2007 Town Center Preferred Alt 2
N e N N

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations 4 T % Fd Lane Configurations % Fd % [} [} Fd
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 Grade (%) 0% -10% 10%
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.85 Lane Util. Factor 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FIt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1801 1730 1711 1531 Flt Protected 095 100 095 100 100 1.00
Flt Permitted 0.39 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1531 1796 1891 1711 1454
Satd. Flow (perm) 695 1801 1730 1711 1531 Flt Permitted 095 100 019 100 100 1.00
Volume (vph) 356 542 370 151 117 202 Satd. Flow (perm) 1711 1531 351 1891 1711 1454
Peak-hour factor, PHF 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 0.90 Volume (vph) 60 41 85 441 863 70
Adj. Flow (vph) 396 602 411 168 130 224 Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 0.90 0.90
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 20 0 0 179 Adj. Flow (vph) 67 46 94 490 959 78
Lane Group Flow (vph) 396 602 559 0 130 45 RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 41 0 0 0 15
Turn Type Perm Perm Lane Group Flow (vph) 67 5 94 490 959 63
Protected Phases 4 8 6 Turn Type Perm pm-+pt Perm
Permitted Phases 4 6 Protected Phases 8 5 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 36,5 365 36.5 10.0 10.0 Permitted Phases 8 2 6
Effective Green, g (s) 375 375 375 11.0 11.0 Actuated Green, G (s) 8.1 81 684 664 570 57.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.20 0.20 Effective Green, g (s) 101 101 704 704 61.0 61.0
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 012 081 081 071 0.71
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 478 1239 1190 345 309 Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
v/s Ratio Prot 0.33 0.32 c0.08 Lane Grp Cap (vph) 200 179 393 1539 1207 1025
v/s Ratio Perm c0.57 0.03 v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.02 c0.26 c0.56
vic Ratio 0.83 049 047 0.38 0.15 v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.18 0.04
Uniform Delay, d1 6.2 4.0 3.9 18.8 17.9 v/c Ratio 0.34 0.03 024 032 0.79 0.06
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 Uniform Delay, d1 351 339 122 2.0 8.5 3.9
Incremental Delay, d2 11.3 0.3 0.3 0.7 0.2 Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Delay (s) 17.5 4.3 4.2 195 181 Incremental Delay, d2 1.0 0.1 0.3 0.1 3.7 0.0
Level of Service B A A B B Delay (s) 36.1 339 125 21 122 4.0
Approach Delay (s) 9.5 4.2 18.6 Level of Service D © B A B A
Approach LOS A A B Approach Delay (s) 35.2 3.8 116

- Approach LOS D A B
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 9.6 HCM Level of Service A Intersection Summary
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.73 HCM Average Control Delay 10.5 HCM Level of Service B
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 54.5 Sum of lost time (s) 6.0 HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.68
Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.9% ICU Level of Service C Actuated Cycle Length (s) 86.5 Sum of lost time (s) 6.0
Analysis Period (min) 15 Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.3% ICU Level of Service C
c Critical Lane Group Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

Town Center Preferred Alt 2 Synchro 6 Report Town Center Preferred Alt 2 Synchro 6 Report
The Transpo Group Page 13 The Transpo Group Page 14




HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 105: NE 25th Way & 228th Ave SE

Town Center Preferred Alt 2 8/1/2007
N N N o R

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations & s L T % T

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.89 0.96 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 1.00 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1601 1669 1711 1729 1711 1801

Flt Permitted 1.00 0.78 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1601 1343 1711 1729 1711 1801

Volume (vph) 0 8 37 95 7 50 56 411 148 88 612 0

Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 9 41 106 8 56 62 457 164 98 680 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 33 0 0 34 0 0 16 0 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 17 0 0 136 0 62 605 0 98 680 0

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Prot

Protected Phases 8 4 5) 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 10.1 10.1 31 309 3.1 309

Effective Green, g (s) 12.1 12.1 51 335 51 335

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.20 0.20 0.09 0.56 0.09 0.56

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.6 5.0 5.6

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 324 272 146 970 146 1011

v/s Ratio Prot 0.01 0.04 0.35 c0.06 ¢0.38

v/s Ratio Perm c0.10

vic Ratio 0.05 0.50 0.42 0.62 0.67 0.67

Uniform Delay, d1 19.2 21.1 25.9 8.8 26.5 9.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 14 2.0 1.3 11.5 1.8

Delay (s) 19.3 22.6 279 101 38.0 11.0

Level of Service B C C B D B

Approach Delay (s) 19.3 22.6 11.7 14.4

Approach LOS B C B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 14.3 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.63

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 59.7 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.7% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Town Center Preferred Alt 2

110: NE 12th Place & 228th Ave SE

Town Center Preferred Alt 2
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report

Page 15

O YR T
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L % M AL
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Grade (%) -6% 0% 0%
Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 095 0.95
Frt 0.89 1.00 1.00 0.99
FIt Protected 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1636 1711 3421 3399
Flt Permitted 0.99 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1636 1711 3421 3399
Volume (vph) 17 74 127 890 770 35
Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 0.90 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 19 82 141 989 856 39
RTOR Reduction (vph) 76 0 0 0 2 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 25 0 141 989 893 0
Turn Type Prot
Protected Phases 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 6.4 140 936 74.6
Effective Green, g (s) 8.4 16.0 95.6 76.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.15 0.87 0.70
Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 125 249 2973 2367
v/s Ratio Prot c0.02 c0.08 0.29 c0.26
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.20 057 0.33 0.38
Uniform Delay, d1 47.7 43.8 1.3 6.9
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 2.9 0.3 0.5
Delay (s) 485 467 16 7.3
Level of Service D D A A
Approach Delay (s) 48.5 7.3 7.3
Approach LOS D A A
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 9.2 HCM Level of Service A
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.39
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 44.9% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
c Critical Lane Group

Town Center Preferred Alt 2
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

117: E Main Street & 228th Ave SE

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 112: NE 8th Street & 228th Ave SE

Town Center Preferred Alt 2 8/1/2007
I T 2l S N BV S

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations 4 Fd % [} Fd L] Fd N M

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Grade (%) 0% 0% 0% 2%

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 30 30 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 30 30 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 095 100 100 0.95

Frt 1.00 100 0.85 1.00 1.00 085 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 100 095 100 100 095 100 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1801 1531 1711 1801 1531 1711 3421 1531 1694 3361

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 100 095 100 100 095 100 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1711 1801 1531 1711 1801 1531 1711 3421 1531 1694 3361

Volume (vph) 58 307 85 128 300 153 115 808 248 91 715 39

Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 0.90 090 090 0.90 0.90 090 090 090 0.90 0.0 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 64 341 94 142 333 170 128 898 276 101 794 43

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 56 0 0 58 0 0 117 0 3 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 64 341 38 142 333 112 128 898 159 101 834 0

Turn Type Prot pm+ov  Prot pm+ov  Prot pm+ov  Prot

Protected Phases 3 8 5 7 4 1 5 2 7 1 6

Permitted Phases 8 4 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 56 254 372 120 314 412 118 425 545 9.8 405

Effective Green, g (s) 76 274 412 140 338 456 138 448 588 118 428

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 025 037 013 031 041 013 041 053 011 0.39

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.4 5.0 5.0 53 5.0 5.0 5.3

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 118 449 615 218 553 676 215 1393 860 182 1308

v/s Ratio Prot 0.04 c0.19 0.01 c0.08 0.18 0.02 c0.07 c0.26 0.02 0.06 0.25

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 0.06 0.08

v/c Ratio 054 0.76 0.06 065 060 0.17 060 064 018 055 0.64

Uniform Delay, d1 495 382 220 457 324 202 455 262 132 466 273

Progression Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 5.0 7.2 0.0 6.8 1.9 0.1 4.4 2.3 0.1 3.6 24

Delay (s) 545 455 221 525 342 204 498 285 133 502 29.7

Level of Service D D Cc D © © D © B D ©

Approach Delay (s) 42.2 34.6 27.4 31.9

Approach LOS D © © ©

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 32.2 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.66

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.0% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

Town Center Preferred Alt 2
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
Page 17

Town Center Preferred Alt 2 8/1/2007
T T 2l S N B S A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations s % T LS LIS

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Grade (%) 0% 0% -5% 0%

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frt 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.87 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1638 1711 1558 1753 3486 1711 3349

Flt Permitted 0.43 1.00 0.72 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.15 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 777 1638 1301 1558 1753 3486 277 3349

Volume (vph) 131 19 29 60 18 159 7 1025 41 151 800 131

Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 0.90 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 146 21 32 67 20 177 8 1139 46 168 889 146

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 25 0 0 139 0 0 2 0 0 9 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 146 28 0 67 58 0 8 1183 0 168 1026 0

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot pm+pt

Protected Phases 8 4 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 8 4 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 216 216 21.8 218 1.4 625 780 714

Effective Green, g (s) 23.8 238 23.8 238 3.6 647 80.2 73.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.03 0.59 0.73 0.67

Clearance Time (s) 5.2 5.2 5.0 5.0 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.2

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 168 354 281 337 57 2050 365 2241

v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 0.04 0.00 c0.34 c0.05 0.31

v/s Ratio Perm c0.19 0.05 0.28

v/c Ratio 0.87 0.08 0.24 0.17 0.14 0.58 0.46 0.46

Uniform Delay, d1 416 34.4 356 35.1 51.7 141 8.8 8.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.93 0.63 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2  34.7 0.1 0.4 0.2 0.9 1.0 0.9 0.7

Delay (s) 76.3 345 36.1 353 49.1 9.9 9.7 9.4

Level of Service E © D D D A A A

Approach Delay (s) 65.2 355 10.2 9.4

Approach LOS E D B A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 16.0 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.63

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.4% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

Town Center Preferred Alt 2
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
Page 18




HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

120: SE 8th St. & 228th Ave SE

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 118: SE 4th Street & 228th Ave SE

Town Center Preferred Alt 2 8/1/2007
I T 2l S N BV S

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations 1 % T L N M

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Grade (%) -71% 0% -2% 0%

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frt 1.00 0.89 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.96

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1651 1711 1734 1728 3414 1711 3286

Flt Permitted 0.37 1.00 0.21 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 693 1651 373 1734 1728 3414 1711 3286

Volume (vph) 231 116 369 65 116 38 369 805 69 76 607 217

Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 0.90 090 090 0.90 0.90 090 090 090 0.90 0.0 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 257 129 410 72 129 42 410 894 77 84 674 241

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 105 0 0 11 0 0 5 0 0 32 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 257 434 0 72 160 0 410 966 0 84 883 0

Turn Type pm+pt pm+pt Prot Prot

Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 8

Actuated Green, G (s) 38.0 308 195 16.3 259 50.7 83 321

Effective Green, g (s) 39.0 318 235 193 279 527 9.3 341

Actuated g/C Ratio 035 0.29 0.21 0.18 0.25 048 0.08 0.31

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 4.0 4.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 409 477 131 304 438 1636 145 1019

v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 c0.26 0.02 0.09 c0.24 0.28 0.05 c0.27

v/s Ratio Perm 0.13 0.10

v/c Ratio 0.63 0.91 055 0.53 0.94 0.59 0.58 0.87

Uniform Delay, d1 273 377 37.0 41.2 40.2 20.8 485 35.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.25 0.83

Incremental Delay, d2 3.0 215 4.7 1.7 27.4 1.6 5.1 9.2

Delay (s) 30.3 59.2 416 429 67.6 224 65.6 38.8

Level of Service S E D D E © E D

Approach Delay (s) 49.9 425 35.8 411

Approach LOS D D D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 41.1 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.89

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 89.9% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

Town Center Preferred Alt 2

The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
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Town Center Preferred Alt 2 8/1/2007
-y v NNt A M S

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations & i Fd 5 44 Fd 5

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Grade (%) 2% -2% -2% 2%

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 100 100 095 1.00 1.00 0.95

Frt 0.95 1.00 085 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.98 096 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1665 1738 1546 1728 3455 1546 1694 3352

Flt Permitted 0.55 0.58 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.08 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 938 1055 1546 1728 3455 1546 143 3352

Volume (vph) 42 64 323 27 57 46 1149 344 109 868 64

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 090 090 090 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 47 71 359 30 63 51 1277 382 121 964 71

RTOR Reduction (vph) 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 193 0 0 389 63 51 1277 382 121 1031 0

Turn Type Perm custom  Prot custom pm+pt

Protected Phases 8 4 4 5 2 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 12 14 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 40.6 416 99.0 45 457 985 531 469

Effective Green, g (s) 43.6 43.6 104.0 75 48.7 1040 58.6 49.9

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.40 040 095 0.07 044 095 053 045

Clearance Time (s) 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 5.5 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 372 418 1546 118 1530 1546 199 1521

v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 0.03 c0.37 0.11 c0.05 0.31

v/s Ratio Perm 0.21 c0.37 0.02 0.14 0.28

v/c Ratio 0.52 093 0.04 043 083 0.25 061 0.68

Uniform Delay, d1 25.2 31.8 02 492 271 0.2 203 237

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 100 107 084 100 100 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 13 27.3 0.0 25 5.4 0.1 5.2 2.4

Delay (s) 26.6 59.1 0.2 549 281 03 255 26.2

Level of Service © E A D © A C ©

Approach Delay (s) 26.6 50.9 22.7 26.1

Approach LOS © D © ©

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 27.6 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.88

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.8% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

Town Center Preferred Alt 2

The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

125: SE 20th Street & 228th Ave SE

Town Center Preferred Alt 2 8/1/2007
I T 2l S N BV S

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations J Fd s X 5 s

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Grade (%) 0% 0% 0% -3%

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.99

FlIt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1531 1711 3421 3446

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1711 1531 1711 3421 3446

Volume (vph) 23 0 271 0 0 0 218 1506 0 0 1177 64

Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 0.90 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 26 0 301 0 0 0 242 1673 0 0 1308 71

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 222 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 26 79 0 0 0 242 1673 0 0 1376 0

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Prot pm+pt

Protected Phases 8 4 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 8 8 4 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 10.8 10.8 20.0 87.6 62.0

Effective Green, g (s) 13.4 134 22.6 90.6 65.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.12 0.21 0.82 0.59

Clearance Time (s) 5.6 5.6 5.6 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 208 187 352 2818 2036

v/s Ratio Prot c0.14 0.49 c0.40

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 c0.05

v/c Ratio 0.12 042 0.69 0.59 0.68

Uniform Delay, d1 43.1 447 40.4 3.3 15.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 15 55 0.9 18

Delay (s) 433 462 459 4.3 17.1

Level of Service D D D A B

Approach Delay (s) 46.0 0.0 9.5 17.1

Approach LOS D A A B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 15.7 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.65

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.4% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

Town Center Preferred Alt 2
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

127: SE 24th St. & 228th Ave SE

Town Center Preferred Alt 2 8/1/2007
T T 2l S N B S A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations 4 [d i Fd % 44 Fd 5

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 1.00 0.95

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 085 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1531 3421 1531 1711 3421

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1711 1531 3421 1531 1711 3421

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 84 0 92 0 1646 141 142 1344 0

Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 0.90 090 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 88 0 102 0 1829 157 158 1493 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 90 0 0 37 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 93 12 0 1829 120 158 1493 0

Turn Type Split Perm  Split Perm  Prot Perm  Prot

Protected Phases 3 3 4 4 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 3 4 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 11.0 11.0 59.1 59.1 226 887

Effective Green, g (s) 13.3 133 62.1 621 256 90.7

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.2 056 0.56 0.23 0.82

Clearance Time (s) 5.3 5.3 6.0 6.0 6.0 5.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 207 185 1931 864 398 2821

v/s Ratio Prot c0.05 c0.53 0.09 c0.44

v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.08

v/c Ratio 045 0.07 095 0.14 040 0.53

Uniform Delay, d1 449 428 224 113 357 3.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.6 0.2 11.3 0.3 0.7 0.7

Delay (s) 46.5 43.0 33.7 116 363 3.7

Level of Service D D C B D A

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 44.7 32.0 6.8

Approach LOS A D C A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 21.8 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.78

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.1% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

Town Center Preferred Alt 2
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

130: Issaquah-Pine Lk Rd & 228th Ave SE

Town Center Preferred Alt 2 8/1/2007
I T 2l S N BV S

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations 1 F L] [ L] T

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Grade (%) 0% -2% 0% 0%

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 088 100 095 1.00 0.97 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.96 1.00 085 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1724 1753 2721 1711 3421 1531 3319 1796

Flt Permitted 0.49 1.00 048 1.00 0.95 1.00 100 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 874 1724 878 2721 1711 3421 1531 3319 1796

Volume (vph) 143 135 53 131 45 798 40 586 234 773 577 11

Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 0.90 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 159 150 59 146 50 887 44 651 260 859 641 12

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 177 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 159 195 0 0 196 887 44 651 83 859 653 0

Turn Type Perm Perm custom  Prot Perm  Prot

Protected Phases 4 8 14 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases 4 8 14 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 26.6 26.6 26.6 66.4 55 320 320 342 623

Effective Green, g (s) 29.2 292 29.2 69.0 65 350 350 368 653

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.27 0.27 063 0.06 032 032 033 0.59

Clearance Time (s) 5.6 5.6 5.6 4.0 6.0 6.0 5.6 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 232 458 233 1707 101 1089 487 1110 1066

v/s Ratio Prot 0.11 0.33 0.03 c0.19 c0.26 0.36

v/s Ratio Perm 0.18 c0.22 0.05

v/c Ratio 0.69 043 084 052 044 060 0.17 0.77 0.61

Uniform Delay, d1 36.3 335 382 113 500 316 270 329 143

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 100 100 0.92 0.83

Incremental Delay, d2 8.1 0.6 23.0 0.3 3.0 2.4 0.8 3.2 24

Delay (s) 444 341 612 116 530 340 278 333 142

Level of Service D © E B D C C © B

Approach Delay (s) 38.5 20.6 33.2 25.1

Approach LOS D © © ©

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 27.1 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.73

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 110.0 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.5% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c Critical Lane Group

Town Center Preferred Alt 2
The Transpo Group
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Town Center Preferred Alt 2

133: Issaquah-Pine Lk Rd & SE 32nd Way

8/1/2007

Rl U N T

Movement SEL  SET NWT NWR SWL SWR
Right Turn Channelized

Volume (veh/h) 319 751 929 131 100 215
Peak Hour Factor 090 090 090 090 090 0.90
Hourly flow rate (vph) 354 834 1032 146 111 239
Approach Volume (veh/h) 1189 1178 350
Crossing Volume (veh/h) 111 354 1032

High Capacity (veh/h) 1270 1048 606

High v/c (veh/h) 094 1.12 0.58

Low Capacity (veh/h) 1057 857 469

Low v/c (veh/h) 113 137 0.75
Intersection Summary

Maximum v/c High 112

Maximum v/c Low 1.37

Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.1% ICU Level of Service

Town Center Preferred Alt 2
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

142: Klahanie Blvd

. & Issaquah-Pine Lk Rd

Town Center Preferred Alt 2 8/1/2007
I T 2l S N BV S

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations % 1 % T L N M

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Grade (%) 0% 0% 0% -6%

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95

Frt 1.00 0.89 1.00 0.89 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1711 1599 1711 1605 1711 3332 1762 3500

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1711 1599 1711 1605 1711 3332 1762 3500

Volume (vph) 19 14 42 156 17 45 85 1214 255 68 729 34

Peak-hour factor, PHF  0.90 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 0.90 090 090 090 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 21 16 47 173 19 50 94 1349 283 76 810 38

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 43 0 0 42 0 0 12 0 0 2 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 21 20 0 173 27 0 94 1620 0 76 846 0

Turn Type Split Split Prot Prot

Protected Phases 8 8 4 4 5 2 1 6

Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G (s) 6.0 6.0 145 145 76 578 39 541

Effective Green, g (s) 8.0 8.0 16,5 16.5 10.6 60.8 6.9 57.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.08 0.16 0.16 0.10 0.58 0.07 0.55

Clearance Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 131 123 271 254 174 1944 117 1918

v/s Ratio Prot c0.01 0.01 c0.10 0.02 c0.05 c0.49 c0.04 0.24

v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio 0.16 0.16 0.64 0.11 0.54 0.83 0.65 0.44

Uniform Delay, d1 45.0 45.0 411 375 445 17.6 475 14.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 0.6 4.9 0.2 34 3.2 11.8 0.2

Delay (s) 455 456 459 37.7 479 20.8 593 142

Level of Service D D D D D © E B

Approach Delay (s) 45.6 43.6 22.3 17.9

Approach LOS D D © B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 23.3 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.71

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 104.2 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.2% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15
c Critical Lane Group

Town Center Preferred Alt 2
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

167: SE 20th Street & 212th Ave. SE

Town Center Preferred Alt 2 8/1/2007
R NN N R4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations % s % T % T % T

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Volume (vph) 18 13 19 61 20 147 29 412 49 223 243 28

Peak Hour Factor 0.90 090 090 090 090 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 0.90

Hourly flow rate (vph) 20 14 21 68 22 163 32 458 54 248 270 31

Direction, Lane # EB1 EB2 WB1 WB2 NB1 NB2 SB1 SB2

Volume Total (vph) 20 36 68 186 32 512 248 301

Volume Left (vph) 20 0 68 0 32 0 248 0

Volume Right (vph) 0 21 0 163 0 54 0 31

Hadj (s) 053 -0.38 053 -058 0.53 -004 053 -0.04

Departure Headway (s) 8.3 7.4 7.8 6.7 6.8 6.2 6.8 6.2

Degree Utilization, x 0.05 0.07 015 0.34 0.06 089 047 052

Capacity (veh/h) 406 452 437 510 506 566 514 562

Control Delay (s) 10.5 98 109 120 9.1 389 144 146

Approach Delay (s) 10.0 11.7 37.2 14.5

Approach LOS B B E B

Intersection Summary

Delay 22.6

HCM Level of Service C

Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.0% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

Town Center Preferred Alt 2

The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Town Center Preferred Alt 2

170: SE 8th St & 212th Ave. SE
8/1/2007

v St
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations LS T i
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 191 84 198 373 69 313
Peak Hour Factor 090 090 090 090 090 0.90
Hourly flow rate (vph) 212 93 220 414 77 348
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 928 427 634
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 928 427 634
tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 35 33 2.2
pO queue free % 22 85 92
cM capacity (veh/h) 273 627 949
Direction, Lane # WB1 NB1 SB1
Volume Total 306 634 424
Volume Left 212 0 77
Volume Right 93 414 0
cSH 330 1700 949
Volume to Capacity 0.93 0.37 0.08
Queue Length 95th (ft) 232 0 7
Control Delay (s) 68.5 0.0 24
Lane LOS F A
Approach Delay (s) 68.5 0.0 24
Approach LOS F
Intersection Summary
Average Delay 16.1
Intersection Capacity Utilization 79.3% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Town Center Preferred Alt 2

227: NE 8th Street & 244th Ave. NE

8/1/2007

Town Center Preferred Alt 2
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
Page 27

R NN N R4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & s & i Fd
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 178 12 120 8 11 5 98 229 12 9 325 166
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 090 090 090 090 090 090 090 090 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly flow rate (vph) 198 13 133 9 12 6 109 254 13 10 361 184
Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 SB1 SB2

Volume Total (vph) 344 27 377 371 184

Volume Left (vph) 198 9 109 10 0

Volume Right (vph) 133 6 13 0 184

Hadj (s) -0.08 -0.02 0.07 0.04 -057

Departure Headway (s) 6.0 7.0 5.8 5.8 3.2

Degree Utilization, x 0.57 0.05 061 0.60 0.16

Capacity (veh/h) 561 391 587 592 1121

Control Delay (s) 16.8 103 17.6 17.2 6.8

Approach Delay (s) 16.8 103 17.6 13.7

Approach LOS C B C B

Intersection Summary

Delay 15.6

HCM Level of Service C

Intersection Capacity Utilization 70.3% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Town Center Preferred Alt 2
The Transpo Group

Synchro 6 Report
Page 28




Appendix C

City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS September 2007
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