Doug Mcintyre

From: Paul Stickney <stick@seanet.com>

Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2020 4:26 PM

To: EIS

Subject: EIS Scoping Comment

Attachments: A. Sustainable Lower Traffic Impacts.pdf; B. FP One Fehr and Peers 9.15.pdf; C. FP Two Trip

Generation Memo June 2016.pdf; D. Western Washington TIF Fees 2014, 2017, 2019.pdf; E. 20.06.30
TIP Public Hearing Civic Web.pdf

[CAUTION - EXTERNAL EMAIL]
EIS Scoping Team,
Attached are five pdfs — A, B, C, D and E.

These pdf’'s support applying appropriate trip generation rates for
residential uses within suburban mixed use Centers in Sammamish.

They also support Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) rates based on ITE
(Institute of Transportation Engineers) trip generation studies,
less a factor of about 35% for trip reductions found by measured,
fact based studies nationally and locally.

My Asks: Apply a 35% reduction to ITE rates in mixed-use settings
for residential uses. Also, correspondingly reduce TIF rates in
mixed-use settings for residential land uses within Sammamish.

Regards,

Paul Stickney
425-417-4556

Attached:
A - "Sustainable Lower Traffic Impacts" Compilation.
B - Fehr & Peers Study 9.15
C - Fehr & Peers Study 6.16
D - Western WA TIF Rates - 2014; 2017; 2019
E - 6-Year TIP Public Comment on Civic Web on 6.30.20

Please be aware that email communications with members of the City Council, City Commissioners, or City staff are
public records and are subject to disclosure upon request.
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Sustainable Lower Traffic Impacts

-- Synopsis of Five Fact Based Documents --

e Getting Trip Generation Right - Eliminating the Bias Against Mixed Use Development
May 2013. (3 pages from an 18 page Manual, and two summary pages - 5 pages total)

Your Thoughts and Comments?

e About This TDM Encyclopedia (TDM= Transportation Demand Management)
Updated April 2014. (13 of 13 pages)

Your Thoughts and Comments?

e About the Victoria Transport Policy Institute
May 2014. (2 of 2 pages)

Your Thoughts and Comments?

 Trip Generation Tool for Mixed-Use Developments
Updated October 2013. (2 of 3 pages of this Document)

Your Thoughts and Comments?

 Guide to Sustainable Transportation Performance Measures
August 2011. (7 pages from a 59 page Manual)

Your Thoughts and Comments?

Respectfully submitted by Richard Birgh and Paul Stickney in 7.14 and again 9.16


























































































FEHR 4 PEERS

MEMORANDUM

Date: September 22, 2015

To: Paul Stickney

From: Chris Breiland and Sarah Keenan

Subject: Analysis of Sammamish Town Center Trip Generation Rates and the Ability to

Meet Additional Economic and Demographic Housing Needs Without
Resulting in Additional Traffic Generation and Traffic Impacts

SE15-0388

This memorandum summarizes our review and analysis of the trip generation assumptions and
observations that we have made in Sammamish. The goal of this memorandum is to provide insight
to whether the trip generation estimates made by David Evans and Associates as part of the Town
Center EIS accurately reflect a “suburban center” like that proposed for Town Center. The risk of
overstating trip generation in Town Center is that it limits development opportunities in the City to
provide housing to meet the economic and demographic needs of Sammamish residents. This
memorandum does not call into question the total number of vehicle trips identified in the SEPA
document, as that is fundamental to the City’s level of service policy. In this document, we explore
whether additional development could be accommodated under the vehicle “trip cap” identified in

the EIS by taking a more in-depth evaluation of the following factors:

e Trip generation rates based on a variety of residential and commercial land use categories!
o Urban form and location factors—the “Ds?"

o Density of development

! The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual has many different land use categories
that transportation professionals have been collecting trip generation data on for many years. Land use
categories can include both specific and generalized uses; for example, the manual has trip generation rates
for “apartments,” “condominium/townhome,” “senior housing” “mid-rise apartments,” and “high-rise
condominiums” just to name a few.

2 As we note later in this document, not all of the “D" factors are relevant to Sammamish. Fehr & Peers has a
tool to identify the major and minor factors based on where the city is located in the region and the
transportation networks around the city. The “Ds” are explained in page 2 of this memo.

1001 4" Avenue | Suite 4120 | Seattle, WA 98154 | (206) 576-4220 | Fax (206) 576-4225
www.fehrandpeers.com
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o

o

Diversity of land uses (residential, retail, office, etc.)
Design of the pedestrian, bicycle, local roadway system
Distance to major employment centers
Distance/accessibility to transit

Demographics of residents (household size, income)

Driving preferences (including whether people own a car)

e Comparisons of different types of developments in Town Center

o

e}

e}

e}

Relative proportions of 1-2 story housing and 3-7 story housing

Senior housing versus all-age housing

Balancing retail and office/commercial uses

High-intensity retail (e.g., grocery stores that generate a lot of car trips) versus

smaller-scale retail

Summary of DEA Trip Generation Results

As a first step of this analysis, Fehr & Peers reviewed the trip generation assumptions used by David

Evans and Associates (DEA) in the Town Center EIS, as documented in a table emailed by Jeff Brauns

to Paul Stickney on January 29, 2014. This table is provided below:

From: Jeff Brauns <jbrauns@sammamish.us>
Date: January 29, 2014 5:14:20 PM PST

To: Paul Stickney <stick@seanet.com>
Subject: RE: Town Center Trip Generation

Hi Paul,

After looking back through the Town Center FEIS and supporting documentation, | think what you are primarily interested can be
summarized by the table below. Please let me know if you'd like to discuss this in more detail.

Breakdown of Town Center modeled land uses:
ITE Town Center Trp Rate PM Pk Hr

Land Use Category | Land Use Code Units per Unit ~ Trips
Single Family 210 100 1.01 101
Condominium 231 950 0.78 741
Apartment 220 950 ).62 589

Residential Total 2,000 1431
Retail (broad avg) - 397 6.81 2,703
Office 710 197 1.49 294

Commercial Total (1,000 SF) 594 2,997
Net New Trips 4,428

** The trip rate used above for Retail (6.81) is in the\midd|e of broad range

* ITE Trip Generation (7" Edition) for PM peak w;jacmt street traffic (4-6 PM)

for all types of retail, and consistent with the traffic modelrates.
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Further review indicates that the total trips above were reduced by 24 percent to account for
“internalization” within the Town Center (e.g., vehicle trips that begin and end in Town Center and
therefore do not add to traffic outside of the area). Additionally, DEA quantified the number of
Town Center trips that remain within the City (51 percent) and those that are external to the City
(24 percent). These findings are outlined in the following figure taken from the FEIS and Impact Fee
Study.

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

ferred Alternative | Discount Open Space Trips
Trip Type Trip Generation Area Trips Percent |O.S. Trips [Net Trips |Percenl
1 |Connects Within Town Center 1,468 30% 400 1,068 24%
2 |Connects Within Sammamish 2,394 48% 150 2244  /51%
3 |Connects Extemal to City 1,116 22% 0 1118) / 25%
Total Gross Trips 4,978 100% 550 4,428] / 100%
(DEA Analysis)
= i B ' JTR > i, Yo% T i AR T S ¥

1. Growth Trips in 2006 Impact Fee Calculation (Table 11)

Remaining Trip Rate PM Pk Hr
Land Use Category Units _por Uni Jrips|
Single Family 2,402 1.01 2,426
Multi-Family 285 062 177
Office
Net New Trips 2,633
DEA Analysis: /
2. Growth Trips in Town Center: Match with 4,978 above less 550 opgn = seo above) = v 4
Remove Intra-Town Center Trips™ unt Intra-Sai g

Town Center Trip Rate PM Pk Hr  {0.24 Intr; Adjusted|/]Intra-City  Intra-City / Discount
Land Use Cal Units er Unit Tri oWy Tri| Trips (%! Ti # 50%
Single Family 100 g‘% 101 24 15% 12 -6
Condominium 350 X (£l -179 15% 84 -42
Apartment 50 062 589 -142 447 15% 67 -34
Retail (broad avg) 397 6.81 2,703 -652 2,051 96% 1969 -985
Office 197 1.43 294 71 112 -
Net New Trips 4,428 -1,068 360 2,244 “1123]

[ Tntornal TC Rale = 024

3. 2030 No Action Trips in Town Center Area (FEIS Table 3-4) )
4. 2030 Growth Trips Resulting from Town Center Plan (net)

1. Growth Trips in 2006 Impact Fee Calculation (Table 11)

5. Total Growth Trips (Original Plan + Town Center Plan)

6. Number of through trips per 2006 impact fee update was 10 trips. Town Center does not materially change this.

Key Assumptions:
a. Open space lrips used in the lraffic model should not be included in the basis for impact fees. In any event, they are largely internal to Town Center.

. All trips modeled as intra-Town Center should be removed as not conlribuling to capacily needs cilywide

. Half of lrips modeled as intra-Sammamish should be removed as double-count with existing planned trips.

. Allocation of inlra-city trips to Town Center land uses in part (2) above is approximate but realistic. Effort to extract from traffic model Irip {ables
would be large, and not change the outcome much.

. Trip rate used above for Relail (6.81) is in the middle of broad range for all types of retail, and consistent with the traffic modglsaias.
Relail trips inlemalized are equivalenl lo pass-by discounts using ITE methodology. Net new trip rate for retail = 1066/397

aoo

~o

Based on our professional review, the internalization results (24 percent) are reasonable for an area

like Sammamish Town Center, however, there is no documentation on how the internalization rate
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was calculated. A review of the intra-Sammamish trip results indicates that this is reasonable based
on travel model information summarized in a December 19, 2007 memorandum from DEA entitled

Sammamish Town Center Traffic Redistribution Effects.

To confirm the reasonableness of the overall trip generation and internalization calculations, we
reviewed the ITE Trip Generation Manual and applied Fehr & Peers’ MXD+3 trip generation model,

as documented in the following section.
ITE Trip Generation Land Use Category Review

Table 1 summarizes the following land use categories DEA used to calculate the trip generation for

Town Center.

Table 1- Town Center Trip Generation Rates and Land Use Categories

210 Single family home 1.01 per unit
231 Low-rise condominium 0.78 per unit
220 Apartment 0.62 per unit
N/A Retail 6.81 per 1,000 sq. ft.
710 Office 1.49 per 1,000 sq. ft.

As noted in the DEA documentation, “a broad average” of ITE rates was used to estimate retail trip

generation.

ITE's recommended practice is to use locally-collected and validated trip generation data,
supplemented, if needed, with the national data in the Trip Generation Manual. Land Use Codes
210, 220, and 710 are commonly used around the region to estimate trips for generic land uses

where there is no locally available data to use.
Multifamily Trip Generation Rates

The application of land use code 231 is unusual. Typically ITE code 230 (condominium/townhome)
would be used to represent a generic condominium development. A review of the Trip Generation

Manual shows that the trip generation rate for ITE code 231 was based on five samples. In contrast,

3 Fehr and Peers MXD+ analysis and process is further explained on pages 7 and 8.
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the trip rate for ITE code 230, with a PM peak hour trip rate of 0.52, is based on more than 340

samples and has half the standard deviation in the sample as compared to code 231.

Given the difference in trip generation rates between land use code 230 and 231, and ITE's
recommendation to collect locally valid data, Fehr & Peers performed a trip generation count at
the Saffron Apartments at 22850 NE 8" Street. Saffron was chosen because it is a mid-rise
multifamily development in a mixed use development, typical of what is expected in Town Center.
To obtain the trip generation count, Fehr & Peers contacted Saffron management and obtained
permission to place a traffic counter at the entrance to the residential garage and collected two-
days' worth of trip generation data at the complex. The trip generation results are summarized in

the table below.

Table 2- Saffron Trip Generation Rate Results

Wed. April 22 24
Thurs. April 23 29
Average 27
| Apartment Units [ Occupied [ TotalUnits
Studio 40 41
One Bedroom 30 30
Two Bedroom 27 27
Total 97 98
| PM Peak Hour Trip Generation Rate Per Dwelling Unit
Wed. April 22 0.24
Thurs. April 23 0.30
Average 0.28

As shown in Table 2, the Saffron trip generation rates are much lower than either land use code 220
or 231. While we cannot know for certain (since ITE does not collect demographic data when
performing trip generation counts), it is likely that the characteristics of the people living in the
Saffron are different than the average apartment/condo in the US. Specifically, we assume that
there are fewer families with children and more singles or two-person households without children

living in Saffron than a typical US multifamily home.
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A closer examination of other ITE trip generation rates suggests that the following land use

categories are closer to the observed rate from Saffron:

e Code 223: Mid-rise apartment* — 0.39 PM peak hour trips per dwelling unit
e Code 232: High-rise condominium® — 0.38 PM peak hour trips per dwelling unit

While still higher than the Saffron observation, the above rates are based on 12 observations and
we feel that these better represent likely trip generation rates for multifamily development in Town
Center. Additionally, when considering the potential trip generation rate reduction/internalization
of a location like Town Center (or even the mixed use area where Saffron is located), the 223/232
rates are comparable to Saffron.b The list below summarizes how Saffron’s trip generation rate

compares to other ITE multifamily land use categories.
Saffron Trip Generation Rates Compared to ITE Categories

e 64 percent lower than ITE code 231 (the rate used in the DEA analysis for Town Center)

e 55 percent lower than ITE code 220 (the most commonly used multifamily trip generation
rate)

e 46 percent lower than ITE code 230 (commonly used trip generation rate for condos and
townhomes)

e 26 percent lower than ITE codes 223/232 (the ITE codes that are closest to Saffron)
Senior Housing Trip Generation Rates

Given the strong demographic trend toward aging in place (in other words, aging within the same
community) and the transition of the large baby-boomer generation into the senior age category,
it is reasonable to assume that Sammamish could see a significant increase in demand for senior
housing in the coming years. As noted by the Trip Generation Manual, senior housing has distinctly
different trip generation rates compared to all-age housing. Senior households tend to be smaller,
have lower auto ownership rates, and tend to have less overall auto travel compared to other
residential land use categories. The majority of senior housing developments in the Puget Sound

Region are attached senior housing units that have a mix of assisted and independent living

4 Buildings with 3-10 floors

> Buildings with more than 3 floors (there is no mid-rise condominium category)

6 As identified on page x, the expected trip reduction/internalization rate for an area like Town Center is
between 20-40%, which is then deducted from these “base” or “raw” trip generation rates from ITE.
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residents. ITE has land use code 252, which covers this category. ITE code 252 has a PM peak hour

trip generation rate of 0.25 trips per dwelling unit.
Retail Trip Generation Rates

General retail trip generation is typically evaluated using ITE land use category 820 (Shopping
Center), which has a PM peak hour trip generation rate of 3.71 trips per 1,000 square feet of floor
space. Fehr & Peers research over the past 30 years has indicated that the trip generation rates for
land use code 820 is accurate for retail strip centers that contain a mix of retailers. The DEA trip
generation rate for retail is assumed to be 84 percent higher than the generic ITE category. This
high trip generation rate would suggest that high-trip rate uses like grocery stores or restaurants

are expected to constitute a large proportion of the land uses in Town Center.

To replicate the DEA trip generation rate, 40 percent of the land use in the Town Center or 160,000
square feet, would need to be a high-generation use like a supermarket. The upcoming
Metropolitan Market project is likely to be in the 30,000-50,000 square foot range. Given the
proximity of existing grocery stores just north and south of Town Center, it is unlikely that Town
Center will have the high retail trip rate suggested in the DEA analysis. In summary, we find the
retail trip generation rate assumption to be unrealistically high for Town Center and would

recommend that a rate closer to the standard shopping center rate be used.

For the purposes of this memorandum, we are allocating the 400,000 square footage of commercial
use in the Town Center plan as follows- 65,000 square feet to High Generation Retail ITE land use
code 850 and 335,000 square feet to Shopping Center ITE land use code 820.

Trip Generation Rate Conclusions

Overall, our review of trip generation rates indicates that the assumptions used in the DEA analysis
are higher than would be used in traffic studies for similar developments in surrounding
communities. Based on a localized trip generation observation for multifamily uses and a more
realistic assumption for retail uses, it is our opinion that the Town Center SEPA analysis overstates

vehicle trip generation rates.
Fehr & Peers MXD+ Analysis Results

In addition to getting the trip generation rates correct, it is important to account for urban form

and location characteristics that further influence how people travel. As described earlier, DEA
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performed an “internalization” analysis which is a simplistic way to account for urban form and
location characteristics. The purpose of this section is to compare DEA's internalization rate to the
output of Fehr & Peers MXD+ model, which is a tool that was specifically developed to estimate
the degree that auto trips are reduced due to urban form and location characteristics. MXD+ was
developed in conjunction with the ITE and the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to better
estimate the vehicle trip generation of mixed-use developments in both urban and suburban
settings. From 2010 to 2012, Fehr & Peers studied over 260 suburban mixed-use projects to
determine and develop the MXD+ tool. In addition, we are continuing to monitor dozens of projects
in order to validate and improve upon the MXD+ tool. More detailed documentation and peer-

reviewed journal articles are available upon request.

MXD+ starts with standard ITE trip generation rates and provides a reduction factor based on the

following characteristics:

e Land use density of the study area, both internal and external to the development

o Diversity of land uses, both internal and external to the development

e Design of the pedestrian/bicycle network as measured by the number of intersections per
acre (an industry-standard approach for measuring active transportation access—more
intersections are related to more walking/biking routes)

e Amount of transit service immediately near the development area

e Household characteristics (household size, average car ownership) as reported by the US
Census Bureau

e Proximity to major employment destinations (i.e., a “gravity” model measurement of how
close the development is to major employment centers like Redmond, Bellevue, and
Seattle)

The land use scenario analyzed as part of the Town Center EIS was input into MXD+ and the results

are presented in Table 3.
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Table 3- Unadjusted ITE PM Peak Hour Trip Generation Results

Single Family 210 100 dwellings 101 101
Condo/Apartment 223/232 600 228 1,330*
Townhome 230 700 364

Senior Housing 252 600 150

Shopping Center 335,000
High-Generation

Retail (restaurant, 65,000
grocery, drug store)

N/A-a
blended rate
was used

197,000
Internalization/MXD+ Reduction Rate

* DEA assumed a mix of 950 apartments and 950 condos (ITE Codes 220 and 231)

Based on the urban form characteristics of the Town Center, MXD+ estimates a 21 percent
reduction from the raw ITE rates, resulting in 2,373 new PM peak hour trips being generated. Note
that the MXD+ trip internalization/reduction rate is somewhat lower than DEA's reduction, however
the DEA analysis assumed much higher base trip generation rates, as noted above (48 percent
higher than the trip rates we used for this analysis). The final results after internalization show that

the DEA trip generation total is higher by 42 percent.

The 21 percent reduction is on the low-end of mixed-use center trip generation reductions as
calculated by MXD+. For example, typical internalization reductions range from 20-40 percent for
suburban mixed-use centers. The reason behind the relatively low 21 percent trip generation
reduction stems from the lower densities of Town Center compared to other suburban town centers

(e.g. a considerable proportion of Town Center is devoted to open space—not a common feature
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of other town centers). Table 4 shows the results of Fehr & Peers validation of the MXD+ tool in

two other high-income suburban town center areas with little transit service.

Table 4 - Observed Trip Generation Results from Other Suburban Town Centers

The Villages Irvine, CA -18%

Rio Vista Station Village San Diego, CA -30%

As shown, the Sammamish Town Center would be in between the two centers identified above. The
Irvine example, is a very large residential area with not as much in the way of retail or civic uses as
Town Center, and thus has a relatively low internalization rate despite high densities. The San Diego
site has a mix of use that is closer to Town Center, but has higher densities and thus a higher trip
internalization/reduction rate. The bottom line is that while Town Center has a somewhat lower trip
internalization rate than other mixed use centers, a 20 percent internalization/reduction rate s still
substantial and confirms that the overall strategy of creating a mixed use, connected center that
provides a more environmentally sustainable choice of housing and retail for future Sammamish

residents.
Other Trends Influencing Trip Generation

In addition to the factors considered by MXD+, there are other trends that will have a tendency to
reduce long-term trip generation in Sammamish. Fehr & Peers has prepared a series of research
papers on the long-term trends that may affect vehicle travel, two of which we would like to focus

on for Sammamish:

e Telecommuting: Telecommuting removes vehicles from the road during the peak travel
times since people work from home. As shown in the chart on the following page, the share
of people telecommuting is increasing across King County and even faster in Sammamish.
Sammamish is home to many workers in the “Management, business, science, and arts
occupations,” which according to the Census Bureau, is the group of industries most likely
to telecommute. Sammamish has an unusually high proportion of workers who
telecommute and there is no indication that this will change over the coming years.
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Telecommuting Share of Total Work Trips

12.0%

10.0%

8.0%
6.0%
4.0%
2.0%
0.0%

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

B King County B Sammamish

e Internet shopping: As people increasingly shop for items online, fewer trips are made to
traditional retailers. Delivery trucks are much more efficient at delivering goods to people’s
homes than individual vehicles and many deliveries are made outside of the congested PM
peak hour. High income communities like Sammamish tend to do more shopping online
than other communities. Fehr & Peers research suggests that internet shopping could
reduce vehicle travel in the 2-5 percent range over the coming years.

While both of these trends suggest that standard ITE trip generation rates may be high for
Sammamish, we did not take these into account for our analysis. We point out these trends to
emphasize that there are many factors that have the potential to impact future trip generation, and
most of the trends are for fewer trips per capita. The amount of vehicle-miles generated per capita
in the United States and Washington State peaked in 2004 and has been lower ever since. These
trends tend to make the trip generation rates used in the original Town Center EIS look even more

unrealistic.
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Trip Generation: Range of Scenarios

The trip generation results presented in Table 3 reflect a land use concept that is similar to what
was evaluated in the Town Center EIS, but with more appropriate multifamily and retail trip
generation rates. However, given the economic and demographic housing needs in Sammamish
and typical ratios of retail/office in other Eastside communities, we explored several other land use
scenarios to understand their implications on trip generation. Note that all scenarios have the same
number of total dwelling units and same amount of retail/office development. The scenarios are

described below:

1. Baseline: Assumes a balanced mix of housing types as shown in Table 3, above.

2. Balanced Commercial: Ratio of retail-to-office equal to that seen in downtown Mercer Island.
This scenario has the same housing assumptions as the baseline, but assumes less retail
and more office space is developed, matching the ratio currently in place in downtown
Mercer Island, which is 65% office and 35% retail.

3. Senior Housing Focused: 50 percent of dwelling units are reserved for seniors. Same
commercial mix as Scenario 2 but with 1,000 senior dwelling units, 500 townhomes, and
500 mid-rise apartments.

4. Mid-Range Internalization: Same as Scenario 2 but with a 30 percent internalization/MXD+
trip reduction. Assumes a 30 percent internalization/MXD+ trip generation reduction,
consistent with the mid-range of other suburban mixed-use areas researched by Fehr &
Peers.

5. High-Range Internalization: Scenario 2 with a 40 percent internalization/MXD+ trip
reduction. Assumes a 40 percent internalization/MXD+ trip generation reduction,
consistent with the high-range of other suburban mixed-use areas researched by Fehr &

Peers.

The chart below summarizes the results of the different scenarios and also includes a reference to

the PM peak hour trip generation identified in the Town Center EIS:
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Scenario Comparison

3500
_— [ | —_— | _— ] _— || _— || _— | —_— || n
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1. Baseline 2. Balanced 3. Senior 4. Mid-Range 5. High-Range
Commercial Housing Focused Internalization  Internaliztion

* From DEA "adjusted trips;” see red highlighted column on page 3

Using the revised trip generation rates described above and the MXD+ tool to account for
internalized trips within Town Center, it is clear that all the scenarios described above should

produce substantially fewer PM peak hour vehicle trips than was assumed in the Town Center EIS.
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Table 5 summarizes the number of residential dwelling units assumed for the original Scenario Comparison Graph, as well the additional
residential dwelling units that can be accommodated under the original Town Center EIS assumed PM peak hour trip generation total. In
other words, our analysis evaluates the potential to accommodate additional multifamily housing units without generating more trips
than was originally identified in the EIS.

Table 5 - Summary of Residential Dwelling Units Assumed

Mid- Town- Senior Total Mid- Town- Senior Total Mid- Town- Senior Total

Single Rise house | Housing Single Rise house Housing Single Rise house | Housing

Family | Condo Family | Condo Family | Condo
1 100 600 700 600 2,000 0 1,150 1,350 1,150 3,650 100 1,750 2,050 1,750 5,650
2 100 600 700 600 2,000 0 1,175 1,350 1,175 3,700 100 1,775 2,050 1,775 5,700
3 0 500 500 1,000 2,000 0 1,275 1,500 1,275 4,050 0 1,775 2,000 2,275 6,050
4 100 600 700 600 2,000 0 1,900 | 2,200 1,900 6,000 100 2,500 | 2,900 2,500 8,000
5 100 600 700 600 2,000 0 2,500 | 3,000 2,500 8,000 100 3,100 | 3,700 3,100 10,000

* The Town Center EIS planned for 100 single family homes and 1900 multifamily homes. To be consistent in this memorandum, 2,000 housing units were assumed and

allocated to the four different housing categories.

** Total housing units that can be accommodated without exceeding PM Peak Hour trip threshold identified in the Town Center EIS.

The results summarized above suggest that Sammamish should change the present residential constraint from number of units to PM
peak car trips, adjusted for internalization. Depending on what projects can best satisfy internal housing needs, the mix of land uses and
types of residential units provided could vary and have a range of trip generation outcomes. As shown in Table 5, up to 10,000 dwelling
units can be supported in Town Center without additional traffic impacts in the City; this includes 2,000 units originally planned for and
8,000 additional units. To ease implementation of the trip cap, Sammamish could monitor Town Center trip generation over time to
understand the traffic dynamics of the area over time so that the trip rates can be fine-tuned to meet economic and demographic
housing needs while protecting existing residents from traffic beyond the SEPA threshold. This type of trip cap monitoring is commonly

used for corporate/university campuses and other subarea plans across the country.
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Conclusions and Recommendations
Several important conclusions can be drawn from our analysis of Town Center:

e The distinct demographic characteristics of Sammamish residents who are likely to live in
multifamily developments in the Town Center combined with the mix of retail and office
uses in Town Center result in a substantial reduction in vehicle trip generation rates
compared to raw ITE averages for suburban areas.

e The trip generation rates assumed in the original DEA analysis are high and are not
supported by local data. We recommend using ITE land use category 223 or 232 for
multifamily developments in Town Center based on our traffic count observations at
Saffron, which are significantly lower than standard ITE rates. We also recommend the use
of standard ITE land use codes for retail uses to represent retail development as the
blended rate assumed in the EIS is unrealistically high when considering the nearby grocery
stores north and south of Town Center.

e Ongoing trends in an aging population, increasing telecommuting, and increasing internet
shopping will likely result in slightly lower per-capita vehicle trip generation in the future
years. These further reductions have not been factored in to the five scenarios in this
memorandum.

e There is likely to be a range of potential vehicle trip generation outcomes in Town Center
depending on how development progresses and market forces impact land use demand.
To provide developers with the greatest amount of flexibility to meet economic and
demographic housing needs while protecting existing residents from excessive traffic
congestion, we suggest the City adopt a trip cap and associated monitoring program for
Town Center. This would shift the focus of the EIS transportation evaluation from an
arbitrary limit on dwelling units/square feet to vehicle trips, which would allow a significant
number of housing units to be built to meet economic and demographic needs without
increasing PM peak vehicle trips beyond the SEPA threshold.

e There is strong and compelling evidence that the Town Center can support additional
housing units, from a low of 3,650 to a high of 8,000, over and above the 2,000 units
originally planned for (total units from 5,650 to 10,000) without generating additional traffic
beyond which was identified in the EIS.
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MEMORANDUM

Date: June 14, 2016
To: Paul Stickney
From: Sarah Keenan and Chris Breiland, Fehr & Peers

Subject: Analysis of Trip Generation Data from Issaquah
StarPoint Condos and Traffic Studies in Eastside
Communities

SE15-0414

This memorandum summarizes our analysis of how trip generation in a
suburban town center with minimal transit service might differ from the
trip generation rates published by the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE). Research and analysis for this memorandum included a
trip generation study performed at the StarPoint Condos in the Issaquah
Highlands and review of traffic studies of apartments, condos, and
mixed use developments elsewhere in east King County.

REVIEW OF TRIP GENERATION AT STARPOINT CONDOS

To confirm how actual trip generation could differ when compared to ITE
rates in a more compact and mixed-use community with minimal transit
service, we directly observed the trip generation of the StarPoint
condos located in Issaquah Highlands. The mostly residential community
is over one mile from the nearest transit stop, making walking to
transit unlikely. There are some businesses located on NE Park Drive,
which provide basic services to the condos and surrounding
neighborhood. The StarPoint Condos consist of two buildings as shown in
the image on the following page.

1001 4™ Avenue | Suite 4120 | Seattle, WA 98154 | (206) 576-4220 | Fax (206) 576-4225
www.fehrandpeers.com
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The buildings are three floors of residential condos over one floor of
commercial use. Both buildings have separate garages for the commercial
uses and for the residents. The commercial uses include small eateries,
specialized retail, and small medical and health centers. The northern
building consists of 48 dwelling units, while the southern building
consists of 44 dwelling units. The buildings each contain a mix of one
or two bedroom units with one or two parking spots—this blend of one
and two bedroom units is typical of mixed-use residential developments
across King County. At the time we observed trip generation, there were
no vacancies in either building. Following traditional traffic impact
analysis practices, both of these buildings would be classified under
the ITE Land Use Code (LUC) 230: Condominium if we were to estimate
trip generation using the ITE method.

Fehr & Peers received permission from the condo board to collect trip
generation data by installing a camera to count vehicles entering and
exiting the residential garage for two consecutive typical weekdays.
The trips were converted to average trip generation per occupied
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dwelling unit and compared to the ITE standard trip generation rate for
condominiums (LUC 230). The results are displayed in Table 1.
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Table 1: ITE Trip Generation Compared to Observed Trip

Generation
ITE Trip Rate per Dwelling Observed Trip Rate per
Unit (based on LUC 230) Dwelling Unit
Daily 5.81 2.08
AM 0.44 0.21
PM 0.52 0.28

As displayed in Table 1, the observed trip generation rate in the PM
peak hour' at the StarPoint Condos is nearly 50 percent lower than the
ITE trip generation rate would forecast. The table provides a trip
generation per occupied dwelling unit for both of the buildings. The
observed trip generation by building compared to the ITE expected rate
is provided in the chart below; note that the two buildings have nearly
identical trip generation rates.

0.6
0.5
0.4

0.3

0.2

Occupied Dwelling Unit

0.1

PM Peak Hour Trip Generation per

North Building South Building

B Difference M Average of Two Days M |TE Expected Rate

1 PM peak hour is our focus because communities typically measure the impact of

a development to the existing roadway network during the PM peak hour. This can
be used for impact fee calculation and to determine necessary mitigation to
existing intersections or roadways.
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REVIEW OF TRAFFIC STUDIES

Given the finding that the StarPoint Condos generate far fewer trips
than ITE would estimate, we decided to survey cities and other traffic
consultants who work in East King County to determine how mixed-use
residential projects are typically analyzed. The review of studies
provided by East King County jurisdictions showed that most traffic
consulting firms/cities rely entirely on raw (unadjusted) ITE trip
generation rates when assessing traffic impacts associated with
apartments and condos. A total of nine traffic studies were reviewed
for apartments, condos, and multi-use developments in Issaquah,
Kenmore, Mercer Island, and Redmond. Seven of the studies used the raw
ITE trip generation rate, two took some form of reduction, and none
took traffic counts to validate the ITE trip generation rates.

The Land Use Code (LUC) for analysis is typically at the discretion of
the engineer performing the study. Although the land uses were similar
for all studies, four different land use codes were used:

e 6 of the studies used LUC 220: Apartments (0.62 PM peak hour
trips per dwelling unit),

* 1 study used LUC 230: Condominiums/Townhouses (0.52 PM peak
hour trips per dwelling unit),

e 1 study used LUC 232: High Rise Condominiums (0.38 PM peak
hour trips per dwelling unit), and

e 1 study used LUC 252: Senior Housing (0.23 PM peak hour trips
per occupied dwelling unit).

The study that used LUC 232: High Rise Condominiums was performed by
Jake Traffic Engineering, Inc. for a 120 unit Multi-family development
in the City of Redmond. There was no reduction taken from the ITE trip
generation rate.

Two of the studies were for mixed-use developments, while the remainder
were for residential only developments. The mixed-use development
studies were the only reviewed studies that included any reduction from
ITE trip generation rates. One of these studies provided a 5 percent
internalization reduction to the residential portion of the
development. An internalization reduction accounts for the fact that
some of the trips will be between the proposed land uses, and those
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trips will not be added to the roadway network. The other mixed-use
development study used a 34 percent internalization reduction and took
a 24 percent reduction for transit, biking, and walking mode share
based on local journey to work data. The result of these two reductions
was a 42 percent reduction to the ITE standard trip generation rate.
This 42 percent reduction of ITE rates is similar to what we observed
at the StarPoint site, but there was no justification that this
reduction was reasonable based on empirical evidence.

Additionally, two of the residential studies mentioned that the trip
generation would likely be lower than the ITE estimates. However, none
of the residential studies verified whether the ITE trip rates matched
actual rates from existing developments in similar settings.

The ITE trip generation rates for apartments and condos have been
compiled from observed data at 1largely single-use, suburban sites
across the country since the 1960s. The trip generation rates from ITE
are based solely on the number of dwelling units and do not consider
key factors like the demographics of the building (are there families
present), bedroom count, surrounding land uses, presence of
sidewalks/bicycle facilities, or transit accessibility. These factors
are known as the “Ds” or urban form (demographics, land use density,
land use diversity, pedestrian/bicycle network design, distance to
transit, access to regional destinations). Based on a large set of
academic research, trip generation can vary significantly based on the
D characteristics of a site. For example, the number of vehicle trips
could be much lower at a residential building that is located in a town
center compared to a similar development located in a suburban area
with few adjacent businesses and no pedestrian/bicycle amenities. As is
typical in most of the country, our review of the traffic studies in
east King County showed that each of the communities use the ITE trip
generation rates regardless of location and adjacent land uses, which
could overstate +trip generation in areas that have “better” D
characteristics.

OTHER OBSERVATIONS

Typical Trip Generation Studies
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Fehr & Peers reached out to two traffic engineering firms,
Transportation Solutions, Inc. (TSI) and Dave Evans and Associates
(DEA), commonly used for development review and public sector work in
Sammamish and other Eastside Cities. Both of these firms responded that
they have never used observed traffic counts as part of a traffic study
for traditional condos or apartments within any Eastside Community.
However, TSI responded that they have used observed traffic counts as
part of a traffic study for a single-room-occupancy (SRO or
microhousing) development; these developments are unique and do not
have an ITE trip generation rate, so a direct observation was made.

Other Local Observed Trip Generation

A trip generation study similar to the StarPoint Condo study was
performed in September 2015 at the Saffron Apartment buildings located
in a mixed use area north of Town Center in Sammamish. The building
consists of 97 occupied apartments in three floors over ground-floor
retail. Data was collected over two days, and the average trip
generation was 0.28 trips per occupied dwelling unit-nearly identical
to the results of the StarPoint Condos. While anecdotal, these two trip
generation studies (at two different mid-rise residential developments
in town center settings) have similar results. In both direct
observations, the trip generation rates of these mid-rise (3-6 story)
residential developments was substantially below the typical ITE rates
from land use codes 220 or 230 (45-55 percent lower) and also below the
ITE rate for high-ride condo-land use code 232 (26 percent lower).
Neither of the areas observed have strong transit service.

Dense Mixed Use Centers

Dense mixed-use centers have been supported as part of Washington
State’s Growth Management Act (GMA), PSRC’s Vision 2040, and local and
county-wide plans. Long range plans from King County, large cities, and
small communities are required to encourage growth in dense mixed-use
centers. The reason for emphasizing development in these mixed-use
areas is based on the idea that the region can accommodate more growth
with fewer transportation impacts in a mixed-use setting. The observed
data from StarPoint Condos in Issaquah and the Saffron Apartments in
Sammamish support this claim, even in the absence of strong transit
service. In other words, even in very suburban communities, dense
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mixed-use residential development generates far fewer vehicle trips
than similar development outside of a town center environment.

Other Trends Influencing Trip Generation

In addition to the “D” factors, there are other trends that could
result in Tlower trip generation in affluent town centers 1like
Sammamish. Fehr & Peers has prepared a series of research papers on the
long-term trends that may affect vehicle travel, two of which are
explained below:

e Telecommuting: Telecommuting removes vehicles from the road
during the peak travel times since people work from home. The
share of people telecommuting is increasing across King County
and even faster in affluent communities such as Sammamish and
Issaquah. More affluent communities tend to be home to many
workers in the “Management, business, science, and arts
occupations,” which according to the Census Bureau, is the group
of industries most likely to telecommute.

 Internet shopping: As people increasingly shop for items online,
fewer trips are made to traditional retailers. Delivery trucks
are much more efficient at delivering goods to people’s homes
than individual vehicles and many deliveries are made outside of
the congested PM peak hour. High income communities Tlike
Sammamish and Issaquah tend to do more shopping online than other
communities. Fehr & Peers research suggests that internet
shopping could reduce vehicle travel in the 2-5 percent range
over the coming years.

We point out these trends to emphasize that there are many factors that
have the potential to impact future trip generation, and most of the
trends are for fewer trips per capita. The amount of vehicle-miles
generated per capita in the United States and Washington State peaked
in 2004 and has been lower ever since.

CONCLUSION

Although communities in East King County typically rely on ITE trip
generation rates for traffic impact studies of apartments and condos,
the actual trip generation of mid-rise mixed-use residential
developments may be much lower. Overstating the number of trips from a
multi-family developments increases the cost of development and reduces
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the opportunity to provide a diverse mix of housing choices in
communities. Based on observations at the StarPoint Condos and Saffron,
using raw ITE trip generation rates may substantially overestimate trip
generation rates of residential developments in suburban town centers.
This is true even in places like Issaquah Highlands and Sammamish Town
Center that do not have strong transit service. We advise that cities
consider using more sophisticated trip generation methods that consider
the Ds of the built environment when evaluating and permitting land
uses in town center areas.



000'6S

0008$ 0002S 0009 000°sS 000'v$ 000°€$ 000CS

000'TS 0S

0S£'8S$
797'8S

869°TS$
wiLTsS
0LLTS
88L'TS
918'TS$
0/8T$
SL8°TS
LO6'TS

099°TS

STSS
685$
L$

L66'TS

970'Cs$
T01Cs
9€T'TS
z61'CS
S6T'TS
0S2'TS
vEETS
€SYTS

99t‘CS |

BLY'TS
8.STS

869CS |

Auno) desiy
JogJeH JeQ
90BJJD] 9¥E7 UNON
uojuay
s91400euy
1134913

ualng
Jejeas
spuowp3
poomasdp3
Jauwng
Blim3nL

W[PA
ysiwoyous
AaoeT

Ajuno) Suny
Auno) aduaid
J9ANODJUBA
UOUJA 1UNOA
uoldulling
9||InsAuen

O3} BINIA
wey3dul||ag
uspuAl

UOHIIN

JogaeH 819
90JUOIN|
|e8noysepn
poomuels
s||e4 @yueln
Ajuno) uoisinyl
Aluno) ysiwoyous
1L (%0S) uelpaiN
PI21ya3pIy
winbag
9|epuJtad
9|IAUIPOOAA
Aepn |esapad
SQUIOIA S3Q
411 VM 98eIany
Me[pwnuj
anA3||ag
393D 1IN
A3jlen 9|den
22e|d AIsianiun
eildwA|0
uingny
uolduiy
9[1SEIMIN
yenbess|
puepn

e Asuuog
)

Aappong
sewe)
Aajoopn oupas
uo13uIno)
J9jud) e
dnjjeAnd
uelns

l12Yy3og

9414

lleang
poomuuA
Jowudyl
puowpay

(sy40M 211gnd weysuijjag ‘4auueld uoneliodsuel] ‘dIIv ‘neawo) sy Aq [€10¢Z paiopdn] 210z 1oquiadaq pajidwod eleq)

[214ydpab wo.f papnjoxa a1pd asoq 411 L0/ VTS YM ‘Ysiwowuwos Jo A1), ]

siseydw3 104 pa1y8ijys8iH sa131) Ajuno) wodjeypn 10} saiey aseq 411 YUM
uol3ulysepn ua1sa\ Ul S21IUN0) G pue sal) .09 Ul saiey aseq 4|1 ¥T0¢C Jo uosiiedwo) v




Comparison of 2013 Transportation Impact Fee Rates In 60 Cities and 5 Counties in Western Washington

Data compiled in December 2012 by Chris Comeau, AICP, Transportation Planner, Bellingham Public Works Engineering

2013 2013 2013 2013 2013
Per Base Per
City Population Base Rate SFD CBD City Population Rate SFD
Anacortes’ 14,600 $900 $909 Milton 825 $2,026 $2,046
Arlington 17,050 $3,355 $3,388 Monroe 16,550 $2,136  $2,158
Auburn 60,400 $3,295 $3,882 Mount Vernon? 32,139 $1,788  $3,176
Bellevue® 119,200 $3,000 $2,651 Mount Lake Terrace® 20,930 $714 $721
Bellingham?® 77,000 $1,925 $1,925 $1,502 Mukilteo 20,050 $1,875  $1,875
Bonney Lake’ 16,220 $3,995 $40 Newcastle 9,720 $3,376  $1,704
Bothell 17,130 $5,426 $5,481 Oak Harbor®® 22,638 $589 $907
Buckley 4,560 $4,112 $4,153 Olympia®* 46,100 $3,200  $3,200
Burien® 31,540 $948 $957 Puyallup 36,930 $4,502  $4,547
Burlington® 6,800 $1,816 $1,835 Redmond® 51,320 $8,462  $6,916
Camas’ 17,950 $4,120 $4,202 Renton® 78,780 $750 $750
Covington 18,514 $4,334 $4,378 Ridgefield 4,409 $2,478  $2,478
Des Moines® 29,180 $2,854 $2,883 Sammamish?’ 40,550 $14,707  $14,854
Duvall 5,980 $7,406 $7,480 SeaTac 25,720 $1,020 $777
Edgewood® 9,595 $1,150 $1,162 Sedro Wooley*® 11,024 $4,188  $4,230
Edmonds 40,760 $1,050 $1,196 Sequim 5,840 $2,578  $2,893
Enumclaw 11,470 $2,907 $2,937 Snohomish 9,020 $1,436 $1,450
Everett™ 102,300 $900 $900 Stanwood 5,445 $2,195 $2,216
Federal Way™ 88,040 $2,810 $3,205 Sultan 4,550 $5,220  $5,272
Ferndale™ 11,681 $2,698 $2,300 $2,070 Sumner 9,060 $1,165 $1,165
Fife™ 7,525 $6,413 $6,478 Tukwila® 18,080 $1,244  $1,244
Gig Harbor 6,910 $2,102 $2,124 University Place 31,440 $3,199 $3,199
Granite Falls 3,290 $2,250 $2,250 Vancouver® 162,400 $1,770  $1,770
Issaquah™ 26,320 $3,409 $3,409 Washougal 13,807 $2,192 $2,192
Kenmore 20,220 $8,350 $8,434 Woodinville*! 9,200 $2,761  $2,761
Kent™ 85,631 $4,084 $3,702 $2,858  Yelm 6,242 $1,321  $1,321
Kirkland*® 48,410 $3,787 $3,825
La Center"’ 2,576 $4,500 $4,545 2013 2013
Base

Lacey 42,046 $1,660 $1,660 County Population Rate SFD
Lynden'® 12,125 $1,997 $2,016 King County 1,916,441 $1,698  $1,698
Lynnwood™® 34,017 $7,944 $8,023 $4,341 Kitsap County 240,862 $515 $515
Maple Valley 20,480 $3,013 $3,043 Pierce County 796,836 $1,742 $1,742
Marysville? 37,060 $1,870 $5,300 Snohomish County 694,571 $2,453  $2,453
Mill Creek 17,770 $3,000 $3,030 Thurston County* 256,591 $2,334  $2,334
Notes:
1. Anacortes uses a very old TIF system with very low rates, which needs to be updated.
2. Bellevue TIF base rate will increased by 50% from $2,000 in 2010 to $3,000 in 2013 and will increase by another 66.6% to $5,000 in 2016.
3. Bellingham allows automatic 22% to 25% TIF reduction in Urban Villages; voluntary TDM performance measures up to 50% Urban Village TIF reduction.
4. Bonney Lake voted to created TIF credits for 2 years to spur single family home building.
5. Burien uses a very old TIF system with very low rates, which needs to be updated.

6
7
8
9

. Burlington cut TIFs by 50% (From $3,633 to $1,816.50) through March 2013 due to economic recession.
.Camas charges $4,120 in north Camas; $1,653 in south Camas.
. Des Moines is incrementally increasing TIFs to $5,000 per pm peak trip (plus construction cost index for Seattle) by 2017.

. Edgewood Council voted to reduce TIF by 75% for a 3-year period beginning July 20, 2011.

10. Everett uses a very old TIF system with very low rates, which needs to be updated. Allows up to 50% trip reduction in CBD.

1
1

1. Federal Way charges 3% non-refundable administrative fee in addition to base rate + 3-year WSDOT construction cost index.

2. Ferndale uses 3-zone TIF system. $2,783 citywide; $3,243 for 443-acre "Main Street" Planned Action; $2,070 downtown Ferndale.

13. Fife uses a VMT-based TIF system adjusted from ITE ADT rates.

14. Issaquah created development incentive in which the first 10,000 SF of commercial TIF is paid from other public funding sources (per WA State law).

1
1
1

5. Kent TIF system allows up to 30% reduction in downtown.
6. Kirkland suspended change of use TIF Jan 2011 to Dec 2013 to encourage redevelopment. $500,000 TIF revenue loss, has NOT spurred development.

7. La Center allows TIF to be deferred to occupancy by requiring lien on property.

18. Lynden TIF allows up to 50% reduction in industrial areas where there is a significant chance that grants can be obtained.

1

9. Lynnwood has two TIF zones ($5,107/trip & $7,944/trip) and reduces TIF by 15% (per ITE) in portion of City Center.

20. Marysville has temporarily reduced TIF base rate until July 2015; Commercial = $1,870/trip, SFD residential = $5,300/unit

2
2

1. Mount Vernon temporarily reduced TIF until September 2013; Commercial = $1,788/trip, SFD residential = $3,176.50/unit

2. Mount Lake Terrace reduced TIF base rates 33% from Aug 2011 to Oct 2014 due to economic recession.

23. Oak Harbor uses a very old TIF system with very low rates, which needs to be updated.

24. Olympia TIF allows up to 20% reduction in downtown for accepted TDM performance measures.

25. Redmond uses "Person Trips/Mobility Units" for Concurrency and TIF

2
2

6. Renton uses pre-GMA (1990) SEPA-based mitigation fees; Revising to GMA-based TIFs of $2,856 per pm peak trip phased in 2013-2016.

7. Sammamish has highest TIF $14,707 in all of Washington due to exclusive residential development with little to no pass-by, diverted link trips.

28. Sedro-Woolley uses a 15-zone TIF system with a low of $2,000/SFD and a high of $8,062/SFD; Average = $4,230/SFD

2

9. Tukwila uses a 4-zone TIF system with a low of $819/trip and a high of $1,737/trip; Average = $1,244/trip

30. Vancouver uses 5-zone ADT-based TIF system. Low of $65/ADT, High of $264/ADT; translates to $1,770 per SFD. In process of TIF system revision.

3
3

1. Woodinville calculates ADT and is phasing in new TIF at $290/ADT in 2013, increasing 51% to $440/ADT by 2017; translates to $2,761 per SFD in 2013.
2. Thurston County uses a 6-zone TIF system with a low of $1,206, high of $3,058; Average = $2,334

2013

CBD

$854

$2,560
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2016-2017 Transportation Impact Fee Comparison - 60 Cities + 5 Counties in Western Washington
Data compiled in November 2015 by Chris Comeau, AICP-CTP, Transportation Planner, Bellingham Public Works Engineering

2017 2017 2017 2017 2017 2017
City Population Base Rate Per SFD CBD | City Population Base Rate Per SFD CBD
Anacortes?! 14,600 $900 $909 Mill Creek 17,770 $3,000 $3,030
Arlington 17,050 $3,355 $3,388 Milton 825 $2,026 $2,046
Auburn33 60,400 $3,295 $3,641  $2,950 | Monroe 16,550 $2,136 $2,158
Bellevue? 119,200 $3,000 $2,651 Mount Vernon?! 32,139 $1,883 $6,691
Bellingham? 83,000 $2,138 $2,138 $1,667 | Mount Lake Terrace?? 20,930 $714 $721 $854
Blaine 4,865 $770 $770 Mukilteo 20,050 $1,875 $1,875
Bonney Lake* 16,220 $3,995 $40 Newcastle 9,720 $3,376 $1,704
Bothell 17,130 $5,426 $5,481 Oak Harbor?? 22,638 $589 $907
Buckley 4,560 $4,112 $4,153 Olympia?* 46,100 $3,200 $3,200 $2,560
Burien® 31,540 $948 $957 Puyallup 36,930 $4,502 $4,547
Burlington® 6,800 $1,816 $1,835 Redmond®® 51,320 $8,462 $6,916
Camas’ 17,950 $4,120 $4,202 Renton26 78,780 $2,503 $2,857
Covington?3® 18,514 $4,334 $4,461 Ridgefield 4,409 $2,478 $2,478
Des Moines® 29,180 $3,194 $3,656 Sammamish?’ 40,550 $14,707 $14,854
Duvall 5,980 $7,406 $7,480 SeaTac3®* 25,720 $1,020 $1,020
Edgewood? 9,595 $1,150 $1,162 Sedro Wooley?® 11,024 $4,188 $1,470
Edmonds 40,760 $1,050 $1,196 Sequim 5,840 $2,578 $2,893
Enumclaw 11,470 $2,907 $2,937 Snohomish 9,020 $1,436 $1,450
Everett0 102,300 $900 $900 Stanwood 5,445 $2,195 $2,216
Federal Way!? 88,040 $2,810 $3,112 Sultan 4,550 $5,220 $5,272
Ferndale?? 11,681 $2,698 $2,300 $2,070 | Sumner 9,060 $1,165 $1,165
Fifel3 7,525 $6,413 $6,478 Tukwila?® 18,080 $1,244 $1,188
Gig Harbor 6,910 $2,102 $2,124 University Place 31,440 $3,199 $3,199
Granite Falls 3,290 $2,250 $2,250 Vancouvers° 162,400 $1,770 $1,770
Issaquah4 26,320 $3,409 $3,409 Washougal 13,807 $2,192 $2,192
Kenmore 20,220 $8,350 $8,434 Woodinville3! 9,200 $2,761 $2,761
Kent15 85,631 $4,006 $3,877 $3,141 | Yelm 6,242 $1,321 $1,321
Kirkland1é 48,410 $3,787 $3,825 2017 2017
La Centerl? 2,576 $4,500 $4,545 County Population Base Rate SFD
Lacey 42,046 $1,660 $1,660 King County 1,916,441 $1,698 $1,698
Lynden18 12,125 $2,016 $2,016 Kitsap County 240,862 $515 $515
Lynnwood?® 34,017 $7,944 $8,023  $4,341 | Pierce County 796,836 $1,742 $1,742
Maple Valley3s 20,480 $3,986 $4,026 Snohomish County 694,571 $2,453 $2,453
Marysville?° 37,060 $1,870 $5,300 Thurston County3? 256,591 $2,334 $2,334
Notes:
1. Anacortes uses a very old TIF system with very low rates, which needs to be updated.
2. Bellevue TIF base rate will increased by 50% from $2,000 in 2010 to $3,000 in 2013 and will increase by another 66.6% to $5,000 in 2016.
3. Bellingham allows automatic 22% to 25% TIF reduction in Urban Villages; voluntary TDM performance measures up to 50% Urban Village TIF reduction.
4. Bonney Lake voted to created TIF credits for 2 years to spur single family home building.
5. Burien limited improvement project costs to keep rates low. TIF was adopted in 2009.
6. Burlington cut TIFs by 50% (From $3,633 to $1,816.50) through March 2013 due to economic recession.
7. Camas charges $4,120 in north Camas; $1,653 in south Camas.
8. Des Moines incrementally increasing TIFs to $5,807 per pm peak trip (plus construction cost index for Seattle) by 2017. 2014 rate is 55% of maximum
9. Edgewood Council voted to reduce TIF by 75% for a 3-year period beginning July 20, 2011.
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. Everett uses a very old TIF system with very low rates, which needs to be updated. Allows up to 50% trip reduction in CBD.

. Federal Way charges 3% non-refundable admin. fee + base rate + 3-yr WSDOT construction cost index. SF fee = City 2014 rate schedule summary
. Ferndale uses 3-zone TIF system. $2,783 citywide; $3,243 for 443-acre "Main Street" Planned Action; $2,070 downtown Ferndale.

. Fife uses a VMT-based TIF system adjusted from ITE ADT rates.

. Issaquah created development incentive in which the first 10,000 SF of commercial TIF paid from other public funding sources (per WA State law).

. Per KCC 12.14.060 Kent TIF rates are based on 30% of maximum rate from Rate Study (May 2010) and downtown Kent rate memorandum.

. Kirkland suspended change of use TIF Jan 2011 to Dec 2013 to encourage redevelopment. $500,000 TIF revenue loss, has NOT spurred development.
. La Center allows TIF to be deferred to occupancy by requiring lien on property.

. Lynden TIF allows up to 50% reduction in industrial areas where there is a significant chance that grants can be obtained.

. Lynnwood has two TIF zones ($5,107/trip & $7,944/trip) and reduces TIF by 15% (per ITE) in portion of City Center.

. Marysville has temporarily reduced TIF base rate until July 2015; Commercial = $1,870/trip, SFD residential = $5,300/unit

. Mount Vernon TIF as of February 2014; Commercial = $1,883/trip, SFD > 50 = $6,691/unit; MFD > 50 = $4,106/unit; SFD & MFD < 50 = $1,723.

. Mount Lake Terrace reduced TIF base rates 33% from Aug 2011 to Oct 2014 due to economic recession.

. Oak Harbor uses a very old TIF system with very low rates, which needs to be updated.

. Olympia TIF allows up to 20% reduction in downtown for accepted TDM performance measures.

. Redmond uses "Person Trips/Mobility Units" for Concurrency and TIF

. GMA-based TIFs phased in 2013-2016. Base rate $2,503.19 / pm peak trip = 1/3 of calculated max. in rate study. Full rate effective January 1, 2016.
. Sammamish has highest TIF $14,707 in all of Washington due to exclusive residential development with little to no pass-by, diverted link trips.

. Sedro-Woolley uses a 15-zone TIF system with a low of $2,000/SFD and a high of $8,062/SFD; Average = $4,230/SFD

. Tukwila = 4-zone TIF system: low = $819/trip; high = $1,737/trip; Avg = $1,244/trip; SFD range = $782 - $1659 (Avg of 4 districts - $1,188/ SFD)

. Vancouver uses 5-zone ADT-based TIF system. Low of $65/ADT, High of $264/ADT; translates to $1,770 per SFD. In process of TIF system revision.

. Woodinville calculates ADT and is phasing in new TIF at $290/ADT in 2013, increasing 51% to $440/ADT by 2017; transates to $2,761 per SFD in 2013.

. Thurston County uses a 6-zone TIF system with a low of $1,206, high of $3,058; Average = $2,334
. Auburn adopted rates August 1, 2013.; did not find base rate

. SeaTac Code 11.15.040

. Maple Valley fee per 2013 rate schedule (R-13-909 Jan 28, 2013)

. Covington rate for SFDU from Master Builders 2014 Summary; base rate not confirmed in October 2014.
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2020 Transportation Impact Fee Comparison: 74 Cities + 5 Counties in Western Washington

Data compiled November 2019 from public web sites, telephone calls, and email inquiries by
Chris Comeau, AICP-CTP, Transportation Planner, Bellingham Public Works ccomeau@cob.org or (360) 778-7946

2019 2019-20 Urban Center 2019 2019-20 Urban Center
City Population Base Rate Incentive City Population Base Rate Incentive

Mill Creek 20,590 $3,900

Anacortes’ 17,610 $2,731 Milton 7,930 $4,190

Arlington 19,740 $3,355 Monroe 19,250 $3,524

Auburn? 81,720 $4,895 Yes Mount Vernon 35,740 $5,100

Bainbridge Island 24,520 $1,687 Mount Lake Terrace 21,590 $3,985

Battleground® 21,520 $3,024 Mukilteo 21,350 $1,875

Bellewue 145,300 $5,293 Newcastle 12,450 $6,475

Bellingham* 90,110 $2,025 Yes North Bend?° 6,965 $11,630

Blaine® 5,425 $1,558 Oak Harbor?! 22,970 $589

Bonney Lake 21,060 $3,995 Olympia® 52,770 $3,213 Yes

Bothell 46,750 $7,406 Orting 8,380 $2,149

Buckley 4,885 $6,074 Port Orchard 14,390 $3,822

Burien® 52,000 $948 Poulsbo?® 11,180 $5,397

Burlington 9,140 $2,665 Puyallup 41,570 $4,500

Camas’ 24,090 $5,974 Redmond?®* 65,860 $7,357

Carnation 2,220 $7,141 Renton 104,700 $7,820

Covington 20,280 $4,461 Ridgefield®® 8,895 $3,683

Des Moines 31,580 $5,573 Sammamish®® 64,410 $14,064

Duvall 7,840 $8,756 SeaTac 29,180 $3,508

Edgewood 11,390 $4,413 Sedro Wooley?’ 11,690 $2,407 Yes

Edmonds 42,170 $6,249 Sequim 7,695 $2,491 Yes

Enumclaw 12,200 $3,239 Shelton 10,220 $3,736

Everett 111,800 $2,400 Shoreline 56,370 $7,224

Federal Way® 97,840 $3,999 Snohomish 10,200 $1,603

Ferndale® 14,300 $3,163 Yes Stanwood 7,020 $3,523

Fife© 10,140 $6,413 Sultan 5,180 $4,350

Gig Harbor 10,770 $5,020 Sumner?® 10,120 $2,632

Granite Falls 3,900 $2,500 Tukwila®® 20,930 $1,244

Issaquah™* 37,590 $8,882 Tumwater 24,060 $3,705

Kenmore'? 23,320 $9,600 University Place 33,060 $3,199

Kent!3 129,800 $4,518 Yes Vancouver® 185,300 $2,153

Kirkland™ 89,940 $3,815 Washougal 16,500 $3,398

La Center'® 3,405 $7,561 Woodinville® 12,410 $4,211

Lacey 51,270 $2,013 Yelm 9,135 $1,497

Lake Stevens'® 33,080 $3,257 County Population |Base Rate

Lynden®’ 14,470 $2,111 Clark County®? 488,500 $3,333

Lynnwood*® 39,600 $7,944 Yes Kitsap County 270,100 $700

Maple Valley® 26,180 $3,986 Pierce County** 888,300 $4,479

Marysville 67,820 $6,300 Snohomish County 818,700 $2,453

Mercer Island 24,470 $4,287 Thurston County** 285,800 $2,959

Notes: All data above and below obtained from public web sites, telephone calls, and emails

. Anacortes has a very old TIF system, w hich is being updated, and new TIF rates of $3,000 anticipated in 2018.

. Auburn adopted rates August 1, 2013.

. Battle Ground uses an ADT-based TIF system; SFD = 9.57 trips x $316

. Bellingham TIF = Person trips; alutomatic 22% to 30% Urban Village TIF reduction w ith voluntary TDM measures up to 50% UV TIF reduction.

. The City of Blaine future pm peak hour vehicle trip rate is currently being evaluated.

. Burien limited improvement project costs to keep rates low . TIF w as adopted in 2009.

Camas uses a 2-zone TIF system; North = $8,653; South = $3,294; Average = $5,974.

. Federal Way charges 3% non-refundable admin. fee + base rate + 3-yr WSDOT construction cost index. SF fee = City 2014 rate schedule summary

C|® [N | ][R [N [~

. Ferndale uses 3-zone TIF system. $3,059 cityw ide; $3,826 for 443-acre "Main Street" Planned Action; $2,604 dow ntow n Ferndale.

10.

Fife uses a VMT-based TIF system adjusted from [TE ADT rates.

11.

Issaquah created development incentive in w hich the first 10,000 SF of commercial TIF paid from other public funding sources (per WA State law ).

12.

Kenmore TIF rates based on person trips similar to Belingham and Kirkland.

13.

Kent TIF rates are based on 30% of maximum TIF rate $13,614 from Rate Study (May 2010) and dow ntow n Kent rate memorandum.

14.

Kirkland TIF rates are based on person trips; similar to Kenmore and Bellingham

15.

La Center allow s TIF to be deferred to occupancy by requiring lien on property.

16.

Lake Stevens uses a 3-zone TIF system; average - $3,257

17.

Lynden TIF allow s up to 50% reduction in industrial areas w here there is a significant chance that grants can be obtained.

18.

Lynnw ood has tw o TIF zones and reduces TIF by 15% (per ITE) in portion of City Center.

19.

Maple Valley fee per 2013 rate schedule (R-13-909 Jan 28, 2013)

20.

North Bend is similar to Sammamish in that most development is residential w ith little to no pass-by, diverted link trips.

21.

Oak Harbor uses a very old TIF system.

22.

Olympia TIF allow s up to 20% reduction in dow ntow n for accepted TDM performance measures.

23.

Poulsbo uses an ADT-based TIF system; SFD = 9.57 trips x $564

24.

Redmond uses "Person Trips/Mobility Units" for Concurrency and TIF

25.

Ridgefield uses an ADT-based TIF system

26.

Sammamish has highest TIF ($14,707) in all of Washington due to primarily residential development w ith little to no pass-by, diverted link trips.

27.

Sedro-Woolley uses a 2-zone TIF system; $2,407 Non-CBD; $1,341 in CBD

28.

Sumner uses a 3-zone TIF system; District 1 $1,814; District 2 $2,891; District 3 $3,191; Average = $2,632

29.

Tukw ila = 4-zone TIF system: Average =$1,244

30

. Vancouver uses 3-zone ADT-based TIF system; Columbia $163; Pacific $290; Cascade $223; Average = $225 x 9.57 = $2,153 / SFD

31.

Woodinville uses an ADT-based TIF system SFD = 9.57 x $440

32.

Clark County has a four zone TIF system, similar to City of Vancouver, based on ADT; Average $3,333

33.

Pierce County uses a 4-zone TIF system; Average $4,479

34.

Thurston County uses a 6-zone TIF system; Average = $2,959
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From:
Subject:
Date:
To:

Paul Stickney stick@seanet.com &

Written Public Comment for Public Hearing on the 6-Year TIP. (June 30th, 2020 City Council Special Meeting)

June 30, 2020 at 2:25 PM

Sammamish City Council citycouncil@sammamish.us, Dave Rudat drudat@sammamish.us, Cheryl Paston
cpaston@sammamish.us, Andrew Zagars azagars@sammamish.us, David Pyle dpyle @sammamish.us, Kellye Hilde
khilde@sammamish.us, Mike Sugg msugg@sammamish.us, Debbie Beadle dbeadle @sammamish.us, Melonie Anderson
manderson@sammamish.us, Lita Hachey Ihachey @sammamish.us

Written public comment for the Public Hearing on the 6-Year TIP
at the June 30th, 2020 City Council Meeting.
Esteemed Sammamish City Council Members, City Manager and Staff,

When discussing the Sammamish 6-year TIP at recent meetings,
the City of Bellingham has been mentioned a few times.

| have done some research and found useful materials from Bellingham
that provide relevant information to review, relative to the 6-year TIP.

These materials will also be quite relevant and apply to several items listed
on your 2020 work plan too. Including the Community Vision: TMP: Traffic

Impact Fees (TIF): GMHB Gerend remand: Concurrency Standards:

and proposed changes to the Town Center Plan and Comprehensive Plan.

There are six Bellingham pdf’s attached:

1. 2021-2026 Adopted TiP (33 pages)

2. Multimodal and Urban Village TIF (2 pages)

3. Comparison of 2019-2020 TIF Rates in Washington (2 pages)
4. Bellingham TIF Rate Study (44 pages)

5. Multimodal Presentation (29 pages)

6. Phase-in of Full TIF Rates (1page)

Best Regards,

Paul Stickney
425-417-4556

3. Comparison
of 201...ton.pdf

1. 2021-2026
Adopted Tip.pdf



6.Phase-in of
Full TIF...tes.pdf

4. Bellingham
TIF Rat...dy.pdf

5. Multimodal
TIF Pre...ion.pdf

2. Multimodal
and Ur...TIF.pdf



Bellingham Transportation Impact Fee (TIF)

Annual Base Rate Increases 2019-2025
(Adopted by City Council December 3, 2018)

For Questions or additional information contact:

Chris Comeau, AICP-CTP, Transportation Planner
Bellingham Public Works Engineering

104 W. Magnolia Street, Bellingham, WA 98225

Phone: (360) 778-7946 Email: ccomeau@cob.org

NOTE: All email subject to public disclosure requirements per RCW 42.56


mailto:ccomeau@cob.org







What are TIFs? How do TIFs Work?

» Growth helping to pay for the costs to serve growth with
transportation system improvements (RCW 82.02)

 Bellingham has been assessing TIFs since 1995 with
adoption of first GMA-compliant Comprehensive Plan

* 1995 - 2006 TIF Zone System; 18 zones; variable rates

* Extremely difficulty to administer year-to year; unpredictable
* Very inequitable between zones; not based on reality of mobility

« 2006 Comp Plan; 2007 Citywide TIF system; no zones
» Citywide transportation system is used by everyone everyday
* Upheld by WA Supreme Court (2006) in Drebick v. Olympia

« Annual TIF Rate = Actual capital investment of local funds
» 5 years of actual receipts (minus grant/partner funds)
» Current year budget (minus grant/partner funds)
* 6-Year TIP projects (minus grant/partner funds)



TIF rate is based on date of permit application for development

REGULATORY TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION

Multimodal Transportation Concurrency:
» Sidewalk and bikeway completeness,

« WTA transit ridership and capacity, and

» Vehicular LOS for arterials & intersections

Transportation Impact Analysis:
(SEPA-based for now; Code-based in future)

« Traffic signals, signal timing, sidewalks, safety, or
paymentin-lieu of improvéments

Street Frontage Improvements:

» Bike lane, curb, gutter, sidewalk, street trees, shared
drives, access restrictions

Transportation Impact Fees:

» Multimodal transportation system improvements
attributable to the impacts of new growth









How Does Bellingham TIF
Compare to TIF in Other Places
in Western Washington 2010?

« 2010 Study of 60 cities and 4 counties in Western WA

Note: High and Low anomalies removed to avoid skew

« 2010 Average WA TIF = $2,870 per trip

« 2010 Bellingham TIF = $1,932 per trip (33% below WA avg TIF)
Bottom 33% of TIF in Western WA

* Locally in Whatcom County, Bellingham invests more in
transportation infrastructure, but in 2010 charged less TIF per
trip than both Ferndale ($3,000) or Lynden ($1,997)



How Does Bellingham TIF
Compare to TIF in Other Places
in Western Washington 2018?

2017 Study of 72 cities and 4 counties in Western WA

« TIF Comparison Chart posted on City web site
Note: High and Low anomalies removed to avoid skew

« 2018 Average WA TIF = $3,741 per trip (23% increase in 8 years)

« 2018 Bellingham TIF = $2,017 per trip (46% below WA avg TIF)
Bottom 25% of TIF in Western WA

* Locally in Whatcom County, Bellingham invests more in
transportation infrastructure, but in 2018 charges less TIF per
trip than both Ferndale ($3,000) and Lynden ($2,111)

Bottom Line

* Washington average TIF rate has increased 23% in 8 years

« Bellingham TIF rate has remained static locally, but has declined
from 33% to 46% below WA average TIF rate



https://www.cob.org/Documents/pw/transportation/2018 WA Statewide TIF Graph and Chart.pdf




Urban Village TIF Reduction Program

Created by Public Works staff in 2010-2011

Vehicle trip reductions for 7 urban villages:
* Downtown

Old Town

Waterfront

Fountain District

Samish Way

Fairhaven

Barkley Village

Automatic vehicle trip reductions for:
* 15% for mixed use environment with relatively complete

pedestrian and bicycle networks
* 7% for a-mile proximity to WTA high-frequency transit service
* 10% if abutting WTA high-frequency transit

Up to 50% TIF Reduction with voluntary performances
measures (bus passes, car share, CTR)

Since implementation in March 2011, has saved over
$763,000 in Urban Villages (Average over $100,000/year)






TIF Revenue Collected vs
Local Funds Spent on Transportation Improvements

TIF Revenue Local Funds

$1,449,562

$6,712,146

21.6%

$1,143,542

$5,993,424

19.0%

$941,022

$7,940,181

11.9%

$873,171

$4,025,253

21.7%

$847,859

$7,649,468

11.1%

$915,193

$4,033,000

22.7%

*Estimate: as of 10/31/2018

Collected Construction Cost Percent
$907,063 $5,104,174 17.8%
$592,093 $7,215,130 8.2%
$872,615 $7,313,021 11.9%
$656,620 $6,220,278 10.6%
$637,812 $4,506,032 14.2%
$716,458 $3,944,000] 18.2%] 2007-2018
$572,788 $5,867,989 9.8% Average
$912,904 $6,982,837 13.1% =15.5%



2007-2018
Average
=15.5%



Who Should Pay the Costs to Serve Growth?

Q. New development that creates new transportation impacts OR the City tax-payers?

A. Both - but how much should new development or City tax-payers be expected to pay?




Who Are We Planning For?

GOAL T-2 Provide safe, well-connected, and sustainable mobility BALANCE: All mobility needs for all modes

options for all users. must be carefully considered, balanced, and
Policy T-5 Connect missing links within the Citywide multimodal implemented so that the citywide multimodal
transportation network for all modes of transportation, including transportation system continues to work for
pedestrian, bicycle, transit bus, freight trucks, and private everyone.

automobiles.

Policy T-6 Design multimodal transportation improvements on
existing and new streets with the safety and mobility needs of
all user groups considered and with priority emphasis placed
on the most vulnerable user groups, as illustrated

*  Youth (WWU & school kids)

* Families

« Senior citizens

* Physically challenged

* Low-income

* Racial and Ethnic Diversity

« Urban Village infill development
« Bike Network Connectivity

« “All Ages and Abilities”

Bellingham’s

Multimodal
Transportation
System

WTA Vehicle
Transit and
Bus Freight

14



2016 Bellingham Comprehensive Plan Multimodal Transportation Chapter

Transportation Policy T-29

» Assess TIF to all new development

* Recover proportional share of
construction of multimodal
transportation system

* Including pedestrian and bicycle
infrastructure projects

* Necessary to accommodate growth
planned for 2016-2036




2016 Bellingham Comprehensive Plan Multimodal Transportation Chapter

E. Anticipated Funding Available for Transportation System Improvements 2016-2027

LOCAL FUNDING 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 Totals
Street Fund' $2,300,000| $2,350,000] $2,400,000| $2,450,000] $2,500,000, $2,550,000| $2,600,000| $2,650,000/ $2,700,000{ $2,750,000 $2,800,000{ $2,850,000 $30,900,000
TBD?| $4,900,000] $5,000,000/ $5,100,000 $5,200,000 $5,300,000| $5,400,000 | $5,500,000 | $5,600,000 | $5,700,000 | $5,800,000 | $5,900,000 | $5950,000 $65,350,000
TIF $950,000| $1,000,000] $1,050,000| $1,100,000| $1,150,000, $1,200,000] $1,250,000| $1,300,000, $1,350,000{ $1,400,000 $1,450,000{ $1,500,000 $14,700,000
REET" $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Totals $8,150,000f $8,350,000] $8,550,000] $8,750,000] $8,950,000f $9,150,000] $9,350,000{ $9,550,000] $9,750,000] $9,950,000 $10,150,000]$10,300,000| $110,950,000
STATE FUNDING
TIB| $1,500,000] $1,500,000] $1,500,000{ $1,500,000] $1,500,000] $1,500,000] $1,500,000] $1,500,000{ $1,500,000| $1,500,000 $1,500,000{ $1,500,000 $16,500,000
Bike-Ped $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $5,000,000
Connecting WA $10,000,000 $10,000,000 $20,000,000
Totals $1,500,000{ $2,500,000/$11,500,000] $2,500,000}%$11,500,000{ $2,500,000] $1,500,000{ $2,500,000, $1,500,000] $2,500,000 $1,500,000 $41,500,000
FEDERAL FUNDING
HSIP $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $3,000,000
SR2S $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $5,000,000
STP $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $10,000,000
TAP $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $1,000,000
Totals $500,000] $3,200,000 $500,000{ $3,200,000 $500,000{ $3,200,000 $500,000] $3,200,000 $500,000{ $3,200,000 $500,000{ $3,200,000{ $22,200,000
PARTNERSHIP FUNDING
Miscellaneous® $100,000 $100,000{ $100,000 $100,000 $100,000{ $100,000 $100,000 $100,000,  $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $1,100,000
PRIVATE SEPA MITIGATION FUNDING
New Development| | | Unknown
2016-2027 Total $175,750,000

Notes:

1. Assumption: Street Fund revenue increases approximately 1.5% - 2% annually.

2. TBD expires 12-31-2020. Assumption: TBD reapproved by Bellingham voters in 2020 and TBD revenue increases approximately 1.5% - 2% annually.

3. Assumption: Transportation Impact Fees (TIF) revenue increases approximately 1.5% - 2% annually.

4. Assumption: REET funding continues to be allocated solely to Waterfront District infrastructure to support redevelopment.

5. Includes WWU, WCC, BTC, WTA, BSD, Parks, and Private Businesses




2016 Bellingham Comprehensive Plan Multimodal Transportation Chapter

F. Anticipated Funding Available for Transportation System Improvements 2028-2037
LOCAL FUNDING 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 Totals
Street Fund' $2,900,000| $2,950,000] $3,000,000| $3,050,000, $3,100,000| $3,200,000{ $3,250,000( $3,300,000| $3,350,000| $3,400,000 $31,500,000
TBD’ $5,900,000| $6,000,000| $6,100,000f $6,200,000| $6,300,000( $6,400,000 | $6,500,000 | $6,600,000 | $6,700,000 | $6,800,000 $63,500,000
TIF $1,450,000| $1,500,000| $1,550,000{ $1,600,000] $1,650,000{ $1,700,000/ $1,750,000{ $1,800,000] $1,850,000{ $1,900,000 $16,750,000
REET" $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Totals $10,250,000[$10,450,000[$10,650,000[$10,850,000{ $11,050,000[ $11,300,000/$11,500,000[$11,700,000[$11,900,000[$12,100,000| $111,750,000
STATE FUNDING
TIB| $1,500,000| $1,500,000{ $1,500,000| $1,500,000| $1,500,000( $1,500,000| $1,500,000 $1,500,000| $1,500,000| $1,500,000 $15,000,000
Bike-Ped $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $5,000,000
Totals $1,500,000/ $2,500,000{ $1,500,000 $2,500,000| $1,500,000] $2,500,000/ $1,500,000] $2,500,000] $1,500,000] $2,500,000] $20,000,000
FEDERAL FUNDING
HSIP $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $2,500,000
SR2S $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $5,000,000
STP $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $10,000,000
TAP $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $1,000,000
Totals $500,000| $3,200,000] $500,000{ $3,200,000] $500,000{ $3,200,000] $500,000{ $3,200,000] $500,000{ $3,200,000{ $18,500,000
PARTNERSHIP FUNDING
Miscellaneous®|  $100,000 $100,000] $100,000] $100,000] $100,000] $100,000] $100,000 $100,000] s$100,000] $100,000] $1,000,000
PRIVATE SEPA MITIGATION FUNDING
New Developmentl ‘ | | | Unknown
2028-2037 Total $151,250,000
Notes:

1. Assumption: Street Fund revenue increases approximately 1.5% - 2% annually.

2. Assumption: TBD reapproved by Bellingham voters in 2020 and again in 2030 with TBD revenue increasing approximately 1.5% - 2% annually.

3. Assumption: Transportation Impact Fees (TIF) revenue increases approximately 1.5% - 2% annually.

4. Assumption: REET funding continues to be allocated solely to Waterfront District infrastructure to support redevelopment.
5. Includes WWU, WCC, BTC, WTA, BSD, Parks, and Private Businesses







MOVING FORWARD * City of Portland, Oregon
to Create a new ion S
Multimodal Transportation Impact Fee ° Iransportation System

Program for Bellingham Development Charges (TSDC)
in Oregon

* Are equivalent to Transportation
Impact Fees (TIF) in Washington

 Watch this Portland Bureau of
Transportation TSDC video



https://www.portlandoregon.gov/transportation/46210

2018 TIF Update & Evolution to Multimodal TIF

Bellingham hired Fehr & Peers transportation consultants

Multimodal TIF Rate Study available on City web page

Recognizes citywide transportation system is multimodal
(ped, bike, transit, vehicle) not just vehicle based

Assesses development for multimodal roadway project in
Comprehensive Plan as well as stand-alone pedestrian and
bicycle projects in Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plans

Supports Comprehensive Plan’s “"Complete Network
Program” and connectivity strategy

Based on person trip generation of a project


https://www.cob.org/Documents/pw/transportation/Bellingham TIF Rate Study.pdf

What is a Person Trip?
(As opposed to a vehicle trip)

* Trip = travel between two points

* Mobility in the entire traveled way by any
mode: vehicle, passenger in car, passenger
In bus, walking, or biking

 Person trips have a "nexus” to all
transportation projects




Steps for Calculating Multimodal TIF

A. Determine amount of new development over next
20 years (2016 — 2036)

- Bellingham Land Supply Analysis
- WCOG Regional Travel Demand Model

B. Calculate number of new person trips = 30,944

C. Determine TIF-eligible project list (1, 3, 5) from
- Comprehensive Plan
- Pedestrian & Bicycle Master Plans

D. Remove ineligible projects/costs (2, 4, 7)
E. Account for grants/external funds (6)
F. Determine total project costs (8) - $116 million

G. Determine cost per person trip - $3,763*
* NOT what Public Works (s recommending
* See next slides for Public Works recommended TIF rate



Urban Village TIF Reduction Program

v' 2018 TIF Rate Study research supports Urban Village
TIF Reduction Program

o Proposal: Increase the automatic TIF reduction for
mixed use environment with pedestrian and bicycle
networks in Downtown and Fairhaven from 15% to 20%

v" Two most mature Urban Villages
v Nearly complete pedestrian and bicycle networks

v" All other Urban Villages remain at 15%
v" Less mature Urban Villages
v Less complete pedestrian and bicycle networks

v" TIF reduction for proximity to WTA high-frequency
transit to remain the same for all Urban Villages

v (7% within a-mile or 10% abutting)



Options for Implementing Multimodal TIF Rate:
B T — »

*This NOT what PW staff is recommending

) per person trip e Phased in over 3 Years
Assume City secures grants to cover TIE increases $558/vear x 3
of TIF-eligible project costs » Urban Villages Y

(25% less successful than today) Full TIF not realized until 2022

Downtown & Fairhaven * May be too high, too soon

+ Phased in over 6 Years
TIF increases $161/year x 6
» Urban Villages ! $161/year x

Full TIF not realized until 2025

Downtown & Fairhaven e PW Staff Recommendation
NOTE:

2018 Washington State Average TIF Rate = $3,741/trip
2018 Ferndale “Planned Action Area” TIF = $3,865/trip

Assume City secures grants to cover
of TIF-eligible project costs
(12% less successful than today)




Phasing in new Multimodal TIF Base Rate

6-Year Phase-In of Full TIF Base Rate

Allows gradual transition from prior for Option C (52,830/person trip)
vehicle-trip-based TIF system

Keep the prior TIF calculation method for
already-committed funds

New Multimodal TIF calculation method
for all unfunded projects in 6-Year TIP
and TIF-Eligible project list

Phased in over 6 years (2019 - 2024)
Annual TIF rate increase $161/year x 6

Full TIF base rate of $2,830 per person trip
realized in 2025

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025



Examples of 2019 TIF for Common Land Uses
if Recommended TIF Rate Option C is adopted

Single Family Home / Unit

1.44 person trips / unit
Outside Urban Village
2019 TIF = $2,676

Increase over 6 years

2025 TIF = $4,075

Mid-Rise Apartments / Unit

0.64 person trips / unit
Outside Urban Village
2019 TIF =1,193/unit
Downtown/Fairhaven (-27%)
2019 TIF = $870/unit
Other Urban Villages (-22%)
2019 TIF = $931/unit

Non-Medical Office / 1,000 sq. ft.

1.40 person trips / 1,000 SF
Outside Urban Village
2019 TIF = $2,609/1,000 SF
Downtown/Fairhaven (-27%)
2019 TIF = $1,905/1,000 SF
Other Urban Villages (-22%)
2019 TIF = $2,035/1,000 SF

Retail Shopping Store / 1,000 sq. ft.
[includes pass-by trip reduction of 34%)]

3.14 person trips / 1,000 SF
Outside Urban Village
2019 TIF = $5,853/1,000 SF
Downtown/Fairhaven (-27%)
2019 TIF = $4,273/1,000 SF
Other Urban Villages (-22%)
2019 TIF = $4,565/1,000 SF



How Would Bellingham TIF
Compare to TIF in Other Places
in Western Washington 2019?

« 2018 Study of 72 cities and 4 counties in Western WA

Note: High and Low anomalies removed to avoid skew

« 2018 Average WA TIF = $3,741/vehicle trip/single family house

« 2019 Bellingham TIF = $1,864 per person trip
$2,684 per single family house
(28.3% below 2018 western WA TIF avg)
Still in lower 40% of TIF in western WA

« 2025 Bellingham TIF = $2,830 per person trip
$4,075 per single family house
(8.9% above 2018 western WA TIF avg)



Public Process and Next Steps

v'October 9 - Bellingham Transportation Commission
« PW staff & consultant presentation of TIF Rate Study;
 Discussion of methodology and preliminary recommendations
» Review, Question/Answer, Discussion

v'"November 6 & 8 — Public meetings for development community
« PW staff presentation of TIF Rate Study and preliminary recommendations
« PW staff presentation to BIAW Government Relations Committee
e Public Comments, Review, Question/Answer, Discussion

v'"November 19 - City Council Public Hearing
« PW staff presentation of TIF Rate Study and 2019 TIF rate recommendations
* Public Comments, Review, Question/Answer, Discussion; Council direction to staff

o December 3 - City Council Work Session
« PW Staff and Council Discussion
 Final TIF rate to be set by Council

o Implement Multimodal TIF System January 1, 2019



‘

For more information please contact:

Chris Comeau, AICP-CTP, Transportation Planner
Public Works Engineering
360.778.7946

‘ 



mailto:ccomeau@cob.org
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INTRODUCTION

Over the years, Bellingham has helped lead the State in progressive transportation planning, design, and
implementation. Bellingham is well known for its multimodal concurrency program and well-crafted
pedestrian and bicycle master plans. To support the city’s multimodal planning, this report documents the
methods, assumptions, and findings for a Growth Management Act (GMA) compliant multimodal
Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) program. This multimodal TIF builds on and incorporates many elements of
Bellingham'’s existing roadway-capacity focused TIF program, but includes an expanded project list that
includes complete streets projects and stand-alone pedestrian/bicycle projects, in addition to traditional
roadway capacity projects. The most significant change related to the multimodal TIF program is a shift
from vehicle trips to person trips (see box to right). This shift is important because a strong nexus is required
to link the trip generation from new development to the need to expand the multimodal transportation
network. Person trips provide that strong legal nexus for multimodal TIF programs, much as vehicle trips
were generally used for vehicle-based TIF programs. The new multimodal TIF also retains the Urban Village
TIF reduction, although it is based on a new methodology that is compatible with the new person trip-
based TIF approach. Lastly, the TIF has been updated to reflect the multimodal transportation projects
needed to serve the level of growth planned in the Bellingham Comprehensive Plan. The remaining sections
of the report describe the impact fee program methodology, the analyses performed, and the resulting

recommendations.
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METHODOLOGY

The multimodal impact fee structure for the City of Bellingham was designed
to determine the fair share of multimodal transportation improvement costs
that may be charged to new development. The GMA allows impact fees for
system improvements that are reasonably required to support and mitigate
the impacts of new development. The GMA also specifies that fees are not to

exceed a proportionate share of the costs of improvements.

The following key points summarize the impact fee structure (refer to Figure
1):

e Asingle TIF project list was developed from the:

o 2012 Pedestrian Master Plan (Tier 1 & 2 only used for
calculating the fee);

o 2014 Bicycle Master Plan (Tier 1 & 2 only used for calculating
the fee); and

o 2016 20-year project list from the Transportation Element of
the Comprehensive Plan.

e These projects were evaluated for impact fee eligibility (non-capacity
investments were eliminated, these were primarily maintenance and
safety improvement projects).

e Of the remaining eligible projects, the portion of those projects
addressing existing deficiencies or carrying non-city growth were
subtracted from eligible costs.

e The remaining list of eligible program costs were divided by
Bellingham’s expected growth in person trips over the next 20 years.

e ATIF reduction program for development in the City’'s Urban Villages
was calculated to account for the fact that these generate fewer
vehicle trips and require less transportation infrastructure to support.

e Aland use-based fee schedule was developed using the cost per
person trip calculated above. Person trip rates for multiple land use

categories were estimated using vehicle trip generation rates from

Figure 1. Impact Fee
Structure

Project List Developed
from Transportation
Element, Bicycle Master
Plan, and Pedestrian
Master Plan

1

( N
Identify Eligible Projects

(Non-Maintenance,
Capacity Adding)
- J

( )
Identify Share of Projects
Serving City Growth
(Subtract Deficiencies,
Non-City Growth)
o J

I

( N
Divide Eligible Project

Costs by Bellingham 20-

Year Person Trip Growth
& J

|

Growth Cost Allocation
(Cost Per Person Trip)

1

Urban Village TIF
Reduction

1

Impact Fee Schedule

~
J

the Institute of Transportation Engineers and the ratio of person trips to vehicle trips from several

household travel surveys conducted in Western Washington.
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The City of Bellingham's current TIF ordinance includes vehicle trip reductions for the City's seven (7) urban

villages.:

e Downtown

e Old Town

e Waterfront

e Fountain District
e Samish Way

e Fairhaven

e Barkley Village

The current Urban Village TIF Reduction Program accommodates a fee reduction of up to 50% based on
performance measures that have a demonstrated effect on reducing vehicle trips on and off development
sites. The performance measures include an automatic 15% reduction for any development being within a
mixed-use urban village, an automatic 2%-10% reduction based on proximity to WTA transit, and several
voluntary reductions, including a 10% reduction for commute trip reduction by employers, a 1% for

providing WTA Transit passes, and 2% for car sharing.

While it is fairly straightforward to translate reduced vehicle trips to a lower vehicle-based TIF, the transition
to person trips and a multimodal TIF required a slightly different approach because a multimodal TIF does
not distinguish different impact fee rates for the different modes. The following sections describe how
differences in urban form, transit availability, and mix of uses influence travel behavior. The end of this

section outlines the recommended options for applying the Urban Village TIF reductions.
NOT ALL PERSON TRIPS HAVE THE SAME IMPACT

As noted above, mode neutral (person trip) TIF programs do not inherently account for the differential
impact that modal trips all have on the transportation system (e.g., walking trips require far less
infrastructure and public investment compared to drive alone trips). In fact, this is the fundamental
justification for why vehicle-based TIF programs allow for a fee reduction for areas/developments that
generate fewer vehicle trips. For a person trip-based TIF program, there are a variety of ways to measure
this differential impact. In a mature city like Bellingham where roadway expansion is difficult, expensive, and
often infeasible, one simple way to assess the differential impact of trips by different modes is through their

use of physical space. Different modes have varying footprints on the City's transportation system, which is
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described below and illustrated in Figure 2. This approach is modeled after a similar approach developed

and adopted by the City of Portland, Oregon.

e Drive Alone trips take up 180 square feet on average, based on the size of a typical passenger
vehicle. Compared to a drive alone trip:

e Carpools take up 60% less space than driving alone per person trip. This was estimated using the
WCOG regional travel model estimate that the average carpool carries 2.4 people.

e Bicyclists use 87.5% less space per person trip. This estimate was developed using a conservative
assumption that bicycles are roughly a quarter the size of a car and no more than half of cyclists
(and more likely fewer than 20 percent) are using arterial travel lanes (the remaining cyclists are
using existing exclusive facilities, which include trails, cycle tracks, and bike lanes).

e Walking takes virtually no space from vehicles in built-out areas with sidewalks (which is one
major reason that filling sidewalk gaps on major streets is an important new element of
Bellingham’s multimodal TIF program). However, for the purposes of this program, it is assumed
that pedestrians consume 91% less of the roadway space than drive alone travel. This percentage
was based on the fact that pedestrians crossing the street reduce vehicle capacity slightly and that
bulb-outs, crossing islands, and other pedestrian crossing treatments can consume roadway
space.

e Transit requires roughly 97% less space per person trip than driving alone. This was based on
each full bus requiring 5 square feet of space per passenger.'

Figure 2. Physical Space by Mode

" The Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual identifies a range of 4.5-5.3 sq. ft / passenger as "comfortable"
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Based on the information above, an Urban Village TIF reduction is justifiable to the extent that new growth

in the Urban Villages generate a greater proportion of non-drive alone trips.
PERSON TRIP DISCOUNTS TO RATE SCHEDULE

Using data from the WCOG travel model, the mode shares were extracted for:

e The City's seven (7) Urban Villages
e The rest of the City
e Both the 2016 base year and 2036 future year were reviewed

An initial review of the WCOG model indicated very little mode shift difference between the base and future
years and only a modest mode share difference between the Urban Villages and the rest of Bellingham.
These results were not expected given extensive research on how mixed-use centers and areas with frequent
transit service have lower auto mode shares. The WCOG model is based on a 2008 survey, therefore other
tools were necessary to justify the Urban Village TIF reduction. To supplement the data from the WCOG
model, Fehr & Peers ran the MXD+ mixed-use trip generation analysis tools on representative development
sites in Downtown and the Fairhaven Urban Villages. MXD+ is a peer-reviewed mixed-use trip generation
model that takes localized land use and transit conditions into account to estimate person trips split out by
auto and non-auto modes. MXD+ was developed using more than 225 projects from across the Country,
including more than 20 in Western Washington. The model was also validated against more than 60
independent sites. Earlier versions of MXD+ have been prepared for and adopted for use by the US EPA,
the San Diego Council of Governments, and the Washington, DC Department of Transportation. MXD+
blends methods from ITE, NCHRP and independent regression models to estimate person trip generation.

The results of the MXD+ analysis are presented in Table 1 below.

TABLE 1. URBAN VILLAGE MODE SHARE AND PHYSICAL SPACE REQUIREMENTS

Avg. Weighted Basic Rate
Space Usage / Discount

Walk Transit Total Person Trip in
Square Feet

Location

Outside of 42% 37% 5% 11% 5% [100% 105.4 0%

Urban Village

Downtown and | 30% 38% 7% 16% 9% [100% 86.3 -18%

Fairhaven
Other Urban 32% 38% 7% 15% 7% |100% 90.0 -15%

Villages
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Based on the data above, the mode share data support Bellingham's current Urban Village TIF reduction
schedule since the overall reduction in person trip impact as measured by the physical space calculations
described above are in the range of reductions allowed in the TIF reductions. However, there is evidence to
support higher TIF reductions in Downtown and Fairhaven, which are the most mature of the seven Urban
Villages and have higher levels of transit service and more complete walking and biking networks. Based

on the findings above, it would be reasonable for the basic Urban Village rate discount to be:

e Downtown and Fairhaven: 20%
e Other Urban Villages: 15%

Table 2 summarizes the city's current Urban Village trip reductions:

TABLE 2. CURRENT URBAN VILLAGE TRIP REDUCTION CREDITS

Bellingham Urban Village Trip Reduction Credits* Credit

Mixed Use Urban Village Location 15%
WTA Transit Proximity (only one transit proximity reduction below may be used)

Development fronts on a high-frequency WTA GO Line 10%

Development within 1/4-mile of WTA GO Line 7%

Development fronts standard WTA Route (30-60 minute frequency) 5%

Development within Y4-mile of standard WTA Route (30-60 minute frequency) 2%
Employer Mandatory Commitment to Commute Trip Reduction? 10%
Voluntary Annual WTA Transit Pass Provision (Non-CTR), see below:

2-year transit pass provided for residential units = 1% per pass per unit 1% per pass

2-year transit pass provided for employees = 1% per pass per employee 1% per pass
Voluntary Car Share Participation or Provision (Non-CTR)

Car share vehicle(s) parked on residential or employment site = 2% per vehicle 2% per vehicle

Car share membership fee provided for residential units = 2% per unit 2% per membership

Car share membership fee provided for employees = 2% per employee 2% per membership
Note:
TReductions in this table are additive and may not exceed a total of 50%
2 CTR program details must be approved by City staff

The preeminent source on the effectiveness of transportation demand management and commute trip
reduction measures is: Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures (California Air Pollution Control
Officers Association (CAPCOA), August 2010). The appendix gives some context about this report and its
applicability to Bellingham. Using the report from CAPCOA, we reviewed and validated the current Urban
Village trip reduction credits in Table 2. Table 3 shows the proposed Urban Village Trip Reduction Credits

that include a higher base trip reduction credit for Downtown and Fairhaven.
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TABLE 3. PROPOSED URBAN VILLAGE TRIP REDUCTION CREDITS

Bellingham Urban Village Trip Reduction Credits* Credit

Mixed Use Urban Village Location:
Downtown and Fairhaven 20%
Other Urban Villages 15%
WTA Transit Proximity (only one transit proximity reduction below may be used)
Development fronts on a high-frequency WTA GO Line 10%
Development within 1/4-mile of WTA GO Line 7%
Development fronts standard WTA Route (30-60 minute frequency) 5%
Development within %a-mile of standard WTA Route (30-60 minute frequency) 2%
Employer Mandatory Commitment to Commute Trip Reduction? 10%
Voluntary Installation of City-Approved Bicycle Racks (4-bike capacity) 1%
Voluntary Annual WTA Transit Pass Provision (Non-CTR), see below:
2-year transit pass provided for residential units = 1% per pass per unit 1% per pass
2-year transit pass provided for employees = 1% per pass per employee 1% per pass
Voluntary Car Share Participation or Provision (Non-CTR)
Car share vehicle(s) parked on residential or employment site = 2% per vehicle 2% per vehicle
Car share membership fee provided for residential units = 2% per unit 2% per membership
Car share membership fee provided for employees = 2% per employee 2% per membership
Note:
TReductions in this table are additive and may not exceed a total of 50%
2 CTR program details must be approved by City staff

LAND USE ELIGIBILITY

All land uses proposed within an Urban Village are eligible for the TIF reduction with the exception of auto-
oriented land uses, such as drive-through coffee stands and restaurants, tire stores, and auto repair

businesses that would likely not have non-auto mode shares. The impact fee schedule is on page 27.

Washington State law (RCW 82.02.050) specifies that transportation impact fees (TIFs) are to be spent on
“transportation system improvements.” Transportation system improvements can include physical or
operational changes to existing transportation facilities, as well as new transportation connections that are
built in one location to benefit projected needs at another location. Projects on the multimodal TIF list must
add new multimodal capacity (new streets, additional lanes, sidewalks, bike lanes, low-stress bike routes,
signalization, roundabouts, etc.). One important limitation identified in the GMA relates to where TIFs can
be spent—notably that TIFs can only be spent on “streets and roads.” Most jurisdictions in Washington have
interpreted ‘streets and roads’ as including all “complete streets” facilities that are typically included in the

roadway right-of-way and/or documented on roadway standard plans, including travel lanes, bike lanes,



Transportation Impact Fee Rate Study - November 2018

planting strips, sidewalks, crosswalks, midblock crossings, traffic signals, roundabouts, overhead signage,
lighting, etc. Note that trails and pathways that are not within the public transportation right-of-way are
not allowed to be included in the TIF project list. Typically, these projects include trails and pathways

through park properties or on access easements through private property.

During the 2016 update to the City's Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan, Bellingham refined
and prioritized its goals and policies. The City's goal is to complete a future multimodal transportation
network that provides safe, well-connected, and sustainable mobility that accommodates all modes of
travel. This multimodal TIF is specifically designed to meet the goals of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan update
by funding bicycle, pedestrian, and transit-supportive projects that provide capacity for future growth and

meet the requirements of the GMA.

The multimodal TIF project list was based on the Transportation Element, Bicycle Master Plan, and
Pedestrian Master Plan which identified multimodal transportation projects needed in the next 20 years to
meet the adopted multimodal policies and ensure that adequate facilities are provided for all travel modes.
Fehr & Peers worked with the City to develop the TIF project list by removing projects that were not eligible
for TIF funding. Removed projects did not add multimodal capacity, addressed only maintenance or safety,
or addressed existing deficiencies. As a result, the TIF project list includes a network of vehicular, biking,
walking, and transit-supportive projects on the city’s roadway system. In addition to removing non-capacity
adding projects, the multimodal TIF capital costs exclude the Tier 3 projects from the Bicycle Master Plan
and Pedestrian Master Plan.? These costs were excluded (although the projects are included in the project
list) in recognition that some of the pedestrian and bicycle projects on these lists may be constructed
outside the 20 year time horizon covered by the TIF and it would be unreasonable to include these costs in

the TIF program. These capital projects form the basis for the City's TIF project list.

PROJECT COSTS

The costs to construct the multimodal improvements in the project list come from the Transportation
Element, Bicycle Master Plan, and Pedestrian Master Plan. Since these plans were completed at different
times, the costs were listed in 2012-2016 dollars and were therefore updated to 2018 dollars for the
purposes of this study. The rate of growth was calculated based on an average rate of growth from 2011 to

2018 using the WSDOT Construction Cost Price Index.

2 The Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plans both included a prioritization system that identified three tiers of projects.
The Tier 3 projects were deemed to be valuable, but less likely to be implemented in the near-term (unless a new
development project emerged or another project like a utility replacement would be modifying the street).
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Because of the unpredictability of how projects could be funded (grants, SEPA mitigation contributions,
state funding, etc.) the full project costs were considered for the basis of calculating the impact fees. For
any project with dedicated funding from non-city sources, these costs were removed for the purposes of
calculating the TIF program project costs. This practice is consistent with the City’s current practice in which
the base TIF rate is recalibrated every year to reflect the actual capital expenditures from the prior five-
years, the current year capital expenditures, and the programmed six-year transportation improvements.
This annual update fully accounts for the actual local capital expenditures that are included in the TIF

program and the committed external funding, which helps to keep the TIF rate stable.

The resulting project list is shown in Appendix A and summarized below along with the 2018 total project

costs. Figures 3, 4, and 5 show the existing and proposed bicycle, and pedestrian projects, respectively.
e Multimodal Corridors and Complete Streets - $162 M

e Bicycle Capacity (Tier 1&2) - $4 M
e Pedestrian Capacity (Tier 1 & 2) - $52 M

11
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Figure 3. Existing Bicycle Facilities
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Figure 4. Proposed Bicycle Facilities
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Figure 5. Pedestrian Facilities
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Determining the growth in travel demand caused by new development is a key requirement for a TIF
program. In nearly every TIF program across Washington and the country, the total eligible costs of building
new transportation capacity is divided by the total growth in trips to determine a cost per trip. All
developments pay the same cost per trip, but larger developments that generate more trips pay a higher
total fee than smaller developments. In this way, the cost to provide the new transportation infrastructure
is fairly apportioned to new development. For Bellingham's program, Fehr & Peers developed a method to
calculate growth in PM peak hour person trips using data from the WCOG regional travel demand
forecasting model|, trip rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers, and household survey data from
the Puget Sound Regional Council and WCOG. In order to calculate PM peak hour person trips, a trip was
considered as travel between an origin and a destination. Each trip has two trip ends, one each at the origin
and destination. Trip ends represent the persons coming to and from a given land use. As described in the
introduction, this updated multimodal TIF is based on “person” trip ends rather than "vehicle” trip ends
because the project list includes multimodal improvements that add capacity for bicycles and pedestrians,
in addition to vehicles. In other words, it would be illogical to use vehicle trip ends as the basis for charging
for a sidewalk project. Since person trips can use any mode, they are the most logical basis (provide the

greatest nexus) for a multimodal project list.
The calculation of person trips required several steps summarized below:

1. Translate the land use data in the WCOG travel model into a format used for impact fees. The City of
Bellingham provides WCOG all of the land use growth data that goes into the travel model.

2. Estimating the trip ends associated with the land use growth using a ratio of the person trip rate to
vehicle trip rates from the Puget Sound Regional Council Household Travel Survey, WCOG Model
Development Report, and vehicle trip rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers.

3. Total PM peak hour person trips within the City were ultimately calculated by multiplying the PM peak
person trip rate by the total growth in dwelling units and non-residential square footage, depending
on the land use, consistent with the City land supply analysis, and the land use and transportation

elements of the Bellingham Comprehensive Plan.

The following three sections go into detail on each of the steps above.
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TRANSLATING WCOG MODEL LAND USES FOR IMPACT FEES

e  First, total household growth from the WCOG model was converted into single family and multi-
family units based on Bellingham housing statistics provided by the City; single family households
generate more trips than multi-family households, on average, since the average household size
for single-family homes is larger.

e Next, employees were converted by different land use sectors into square footage using standard
estimates of square feet per employee, listed below (these rates are based on Fehr & Peers
experience developing and applying dozens of travel demand forecasting models across the
state):

o 500 square feet per retail employee
o 250 square feet per office/government service employee
o 1,000 square feet per manufacturing/warehouse employee

o 350 square feet per all other employees

e To demonstrate an example of how the employee to square footage calculation is performed,
consider that the 2016 WCOG model estimated 22,198 office employees and the 2036 WCOG
model forecasted 30,401 office employees. Using the abovementioned 250 square feet per office
employee, the 2016 and 2036 office employees were converted into square feet of office space.
Below are the resulting calculations for each land use from the WCOG model:

TABLE 4. ESTIMATING GROWTH IN DWELLING UNITS AND SQUARE FOOTAGE

2036 WCOG Model Conversion | Totals in 2016 WCOG Model Conversion Totals in =Total
Totals to SF DU/SF Totals to SF DU/SF New
Growth In
DU/SF
Households | 49,451 | N/A 49,451 Households | 34,751 | N/A 34,751 =14,700
Education | 6,873 | x 350 2,405,565 | Education | 4,756 | x 350 1,664,609 | 2036 | =740,956
Office 30,401 | x 250 7,600,184 | Office 22,198 | x 250 5,549,472 | Total | —5050,712
Light 13,644 | x 1,000 13,644,340 | Industry 9,462 | x 1,000 9,462,264 | MNUS | -4 182,076
Industrial 2016
Retail 15,348 | x 500 7,673,788 | Retail 12,758 | x 500 6,378,840 | 1ol | =1294.948
DU = dwelling unit
SF = square feet

ESTIMATING PERSON TRIP ENDS

Person trip ends for each land use’s growth were estimated using a ratio of the person trip rate to vehicle
trip rates. The person trip rate was developed from the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) Household
Travel Survey and WCOG Model Development Report, and vehicle trip rates from the Institute of

Transportation Engineers. How each data source was used is outlined below.
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PM peak hour vehicle trip rates were taken from the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 9th and 10th
Editions (Institute of Transportation Engineers). The 10th Edition contains person trip rates for
some land uses (four of the six uses in the table above), but these data are not universal and the
sample sizes are small. Because of the small sample size and lack of data for some land uses,
along with some inconsistencies in the ratios between the person trips and vehicle trips for
several land uses, the 10th Edition person trip rates were not used for this study. The current
Bellingham TIF uses a blended mix of 9th and 10th Edition rates, which are also used for this
update. When the 11th Edition of the Trip Generation Manual is released, Bellingham should
closely review the person trip generation rates and see if they should be used for the basis for a
future multimodal TIF update. At this time, it is more defensible to use ITE vehicle trip generation
rates and then factor the vehicle rates by a well-documented ratio of person trips to vehicle trips.
PM peak hour vehicle trip rates were taken with a blend of the 9th and 10th Editions for the six
major use categories in the travel model:

o Single family dwelling unit

o Multi-family dwelling unit

o Retail

o Office (finance, insurance, real estate, other services)
o Educational employment/school enrollment

o Manufacturing/warehousing

To convert from ITE vehicle trip rates to person trip rates, Fehr & Peers started with a set of
vehicle-person trip conversion factors from the Multimodal TIF programs developed for the cities
of Redmond, Kirkland, and Kenmore. The conversion factors were derived by comparing the
vehicle and person trip rates from the 2014 Puget Sound Regional Household Travel Survey for
different trip types (e.g., commute trips have fewer person trips per vehicle compared to school
trips because most commute trips are single-occupant vehicle trips, and most school trips are
carpools and walk trips). With the ratio of person trips to vehicle trips identified, the ITE vehicle
trip rates were factored. The person-to-vehicle trip rates from the PSRC household travel survey
were also compared to the person-to-vehicle trip rates from the latest calibrated version of the
WCOG travel demand forecasting model and were found to be similar. The WCOG travel model
trip rates were not directly used because these rates are based on a 2008 household travel survey
and do not include as many trip types (e.g., work, school, etc.) as the PSRC survey data. The table
below summarizes vehicle-to-person trip ratio for each generalized land use category. These land
use categories were further used to develop the full impact fee rate table shown on page 27.
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TABLE 5. VEHICLE TRIP TO PERSON TRIP RATIO

Generalized Land Use Vehicle-to-
Category Person Trip
Ratio

Residential/Hotel 1.45
Office/Government/ 1.22
Higher Education
Primary Education 1.26
Industrial/Warehousing 1.08
Retail/Recreation/ 1.25
Restaurant

Next, the ITE vehicle trip generation rates were combined with the PSRC vehicle-to-person trip
ratios to develop generalized person trip generation rates for the main land use categories in the
WCOG model. Table 6 below shows the math:

TABLE 6. PERSON TRIP GENERATION RATES

Generalized Land Use ITE Vehicle Vehicle-to- Person Trip
Category Trip Person Trip Generation
Generation Ratio Rate
Rate*
Residential/Hotel 0.83 1.45 1.2
Office/Government/ 143 X 1.22 _ 1.75
Higher Education
Primary Education 1.13 1.26 143
Industrial/Warehousing 0.63 1.08 0.68
Retail/Recreation/ 3.61 1.25 452
Restaurant
* ITE rates are blended from individual ITE categories to represent a Citywide average. These
blended rates are not used in the rate schedule, but are used to estimate the total person trip
growth between 2016 and 2036. These ratios are based on City of Bellingham data for the
proportion of single-family to multi-family homes a review of the vehicle trip rates/ratios for other
uses from the WCOG model and other TIF programs in Western Washington.
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CALCULATING TOTAL PM PEAK HOUR PERSON TRIPS

Total PM Peak Hour Person trips within the City were ultimately calculated by multiplying the PM peak
person trip rate by the total growth in dwelling units or non-residential square footage, depending on the

land use. Table 7 summarizes the calculation.

TABLE 7. BELLINGHAM CITYWIDE GROWTH IN PERSON TRIPS 2016-2036

Total New Growth in Square Person Trip Conversion =Trip Rate  RKecl! Growth in

Feet or Dwelling Units Generation Rate to SF (in DU/SF) " INEY Trips

Households 14,700 1.2 N/A 1.2 Growth =17,596
Education 740,956 1.43 x 1,000 00143 in Square =1,058
Office 2,050,712 1.75 x 1,000 00175 Feet x =3,596
Industrial 4,182,076 0.68 x 1,000 00068 | Trip Rate =2,844
Retail 1,294,948 452 x 1,000 00452 | (inSP) =5,850
Total Growth in Trips 30,944

This total PM peak hour person trip growth will be used in the calculation of transportation impact fees

rate.

To meet GMA requirements, the TIF methodology must separate the share of project costs that address
existing deficiencies from the share of project costs that add multimodal capacity and serve new growth.
The resulting growth-related improvement costs are then further separated to identify the share of growth
related to land development in Bellingham versus growth from outside of the City. New development in
Bellingham cannot be charged a fee to pay for the capacity needs generated by development outside of
the City.

TRANSPORTATION DEFICIENCIES

Impact fees cannot be used to pay the costs of addressing safety, maintenance, or existing level of service
deficiencies. Based on Bellingham’s LOS policy and detailed transportation concurrency program, all
projects that would expand the capacity of intersections not meeting the City’s current LOS standard were
removed from the project list. Therefore, none of the intersection or roadway corridor projects on the impact
fee project list required any adjustments to account for existing LOS deficiencies. Based on an initial review
of the project list, several projects that predominantly addressed current safety issues were removed from

the final TIF project list.
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For non-motorized projects, Fehr & Peers worked with the City’'s GIS data and identified that as of 2017, a
substantial portion of the networks identified in the City’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plans is incomplete,
with 38% of the Bicycle Master Plan completed as of 2018 and 36% of the Pedestrian Master Plan network
complete. While conservative (e.g., resulting in a lower TIF rate), the level of system completeness for the
bicycle and pedestrian network will be used to identify the existing deficiency for the non-motorized

transportation networks.

The method proposed to account for pedestrian and bicycle deficiencies is very similar to what is commonly
used for park impact fees. In essence, the non-motorized fee is set at a level such that new development
pays to “keep pace” with the system that has been implemented to date. Since about a third of the total
Bicycle Master Plan and Pedestrian Master Plan networks have been built to date, new development must
pay for a third of the new projects and the City will have to pay to cover the costs of the balance of the
system. As the City catches up with the backlog of bicycle and pedestrian projects, the deficiency share will
decrease, and new development’s share of implementing the remaining system will increase. In this way,
once the Master Plan networks are complete, any new expansion to accommodate new growth will be

entirely eligible for TIF funding.
PERCENT OF GROWTH WITHIN BELLINGHAM

With deficiencies accounted for, all the remaining project costs are related to supporting new growth in
trips. However, not all the growth comes from Bellingham development — there is a portion of growth that
comes from surrounding jurisdictions. Bellingham does not have the authority to charge growth in
neighboring jurisdictions for their share of building new transportation infrastructure. To account for this
legal limitation, adjustments were made for trips that pass through Bellingham or only have one end of the
trip starting or ending in Bellingham. Note that this legal limitation presents a practical limit on continual
expansion of the vehicle system to address vehicle congestion. Since a substantial share of traffic on some
Bellingham roads is generated by growth outside of the City, existing taxpayers would have to pay the cost
to accommodate growth outside of the Bellingham, which is not a priority use of City taxpayer funding, nor
is it consistent with Bellingham's long-standing philosophy that it is not possible for a City to build its way

out of vehicle traffic congestion.

To calculate the share of trip growth associated with Bellingham and non-Bellingham development the
WCOG travel model was used. The travel model is the best tool for this analysis because of the complex
nature of how people travel and what facilities they use. For example, travelers on I-5 are more likely to
begin or end the trip outside of the City of Bellingham than those travelling on city streets, for example

through the intersection of James St and E Bakerview Rd. Therefore, Fehr & Peers analyzed traffic forecasts
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generated by the WCOG travel model in five different areas of the City where TIF projects are located to
find the portion of trips relating to outside growth in each area. Depending on the location, approximately
12%-22% of all vehicle trips in Bellingham are related to outside growth (this includes half of all trips that
begin or end outside of Bellingham). The WCOG model does not have a similar tool to estimate the share
of non-motorized trip growth associated with development outside of Bellingham. However, given the size
of Bellingham and the relatively short average trip lengths for pedestrian and bicycle trips, 83% of bicycle?
and 95% of pedestrian trip growth that use the TIF projects are assumed to be related to growth in

Bellingham.

Appendix A shows the resulting percentages of growth within Bellingham for each project.
COMMITTED EXTERNAL FUNDING

Some near-term projects that are on the City's Transportation Improvement Program include committed
funding from non-city sources. In total, the projects on the TIF list include more than $38 million in

committed external funding. Specific examples from the current TIP include the following:

e $2.65 million in federal funds and $2.75 million in state grant funding for the Mahogany Avenue
Multimodal Corridor

e $8.2 million in federal funding $1.1 million EDI for the Granary/Bloedel Avenue extension

e $1.5 million in state grant funds $300,000 SEPA mitigation for the Cordata Parkway/Stuart Road
Roundabout

e $10 million in WSDOT funding and $1.25 million in federal funding for the Orchard-Birchwood
Avenue extension

e $385,000 in federal grant funding for the James Street/Bakerview Road intersection

e $250,000 million TIB sidewalk grant for Otis-Maple-Samish Ped Flashing Crosswalk

e $778,000 federal Safe Route to School grant for Cordata Safe Route to School

e $1.8 million federal STBG grant and $1.312 million SEPA mitigation for West Horton Road, Phase 1

e $1 million federal STBG grant and $1 million SEPA mitigation for West Horton Road, Phase 2

e $150,000 SEPA mitigation for State/Laurel traffic signal

e $1.65 million federal STBG grant and $407,500 in a combination of local funds (SEPA mitigation,
WTA contribution) for Telegraph Road Multimodal Improvements

e Private development construction of James Street from Kellogg Road to Van Wyck Road.

e  When known, these committed external funds are considered and subtracted from the total
cost of the TIF project list. Additional external funding provides several major benefits to the
City and developers:

3 This proportion is the average share of the vehicle traffic that travels through the roadway TIF projects. Since bicycle
trips are shorter, on average, than vehicle trips and since there are a greater concentration of bicycle trips toward the
center of Bellingham, this growth share for bicycle trips is considered to be conservative. Realistically, the share of
bicycle trips on the bikeway projects is likely higher than 83%, but without a detailed bicycle origin-destination survey,
there is inadequate evidence to substantiate a higher number.
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Additional external funding allows local funding to be leveraged — if a project receives external
funding local funds, including TIF funding can be directed to other priority projects that do not
receive external funding

External funding allows capacity improving projects to be constructed faster, which
accommodates additional development and improves mobility for all

Over the long-run, external funding can help to keep TIF rates lower by reducing the total project
list cost that is needed to be paid for by impact fees - recall that because of existing deficiencies
and growth that occurs outside of Bellingham, TIF funding can never cover the cost of the entire
project list and the balance of the project costs must be covered by other local or non-local
funding

In general, Bellingham has been very successful in securing external funding, to the benefit of reducing the

impact fee obligations for developers. The City will continue to aggressively pursue external funding, but a

robust TIF program helps with grant matching and demonstrating local commitment to grant-funded

projects.

COST ALLOCATION RESULTS

Figure 6 summarizes how the total project costs are distilled down to the eligible costs that can be included

in the multimodal TIF. As shown on the figure:

Nousw

The total cost of the multimodal transportation projects on the TIF-eligible project list is $219
million.

Existing deficiencies for Tier 1 & 2 bicycle and pedestrian projects amounting to $36 million are
not TIF-eligible.

The subtotal net TIF-eligible project list amounts to $183 million, which is then split into:
‘Inside City growth’ amounting to $154 million and

‘Outside City growth’ amounting to $28 million, which is not TIF-eligible.

Non-TIF-eligible funding (grants and non-City funds) in the amount of $38 million are removed.
Non-TIF-eligible funds amounting to $64 million will be needed to cover existing deficiencies and
growth outside of the city. When considering items 6 and 7, Bellingham will need to cover at
least 47% of the total project costs with external funding to be able to build all the projects on
the list; any additional external funding will reduce item 8 (see below) and therefore to cost
passed on to developers®.

The net total of TIF-eligible project costs amounts to $116 million.

The details of this calculation as they are applied to each individual project is shown in Appendix
A. A description of each item in Figure 6 is presented below.

4 During the most recent Transportation Improvement Plan cycle, Bellingham was able to capture nearly 68% of TIF-
eligible project costs with external funding.
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Figure 6. Impact Fee Cost Allocation

Eligible Project List: Complete streets, vehicle capacity, sidewalks, bicycle facilities, and arterial
crossing projects identified by the Consultant and City Staff team as projects that add system
capacity which accommodates new growth. This box represents the total estimated capital cost of
these eligible projects, which are broken into two groups:

Existing Deficiencies: This is the share of project costs that address existing deficiencies in the
transportation system. New growth cannot be charged to fix existing deficiencies. In this case,
none of the projects on the list address poor vehicle level-of-service (those projects were not
included in the list); the existing deficiencies relate to how built-out the Pedestrian Master Plan
and Bicycle Master Plan networks are. New development is only required to fund the proportion
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of pedestrian and bicycle projects equal to what the City has built to date, which ensures that
developers pay at an equivalent rate as existing taxpayers.

Future Growth: The share of the project costs that are not addressing existing deficiencies and
can therefore be charged to new growth. This share of project costs is further divided into two
groups:

Outside City Growth: This box represents the share of project costs that benefit development
that occurs outside of the City of Bellingham. This includes trips passing through the City (which
are not included in the TIF at all) and trips that have one end inside of the City and one end
outside of the City (these trips are included at 50% of the TIF rate). The City does not have legal
authority to charge impact fees to developers outside of the City limit. Note also that Bellingham
developers are not assessed impact fees for capacity projects in other cities or the County.
Outside city growth must be funded through other sources and are not included in the TIF.
Inside City Growth: This box represents the share of project costs that benefit development that
occurs within the City and can be included in the TIF program.

Commiitted External Funding: As noted earlier in this document, Bellingham aggressively
pursues external funding to implement multimodal projects more quickly (leveraging funds like
TIF) and in a way that can reduce TIF costs overall. Examples include grants, SEPA mitigation
payments, and partner funds. The $38 million in this box represents the committed external
funding in the current budget and next six-year Transportation Improvement Plan. This number
will be reassessed annually and the TIF rate will be adjusted accordingly.

Other Funds Needed: This box summarizes the additional external funding that Bellingham
would need to raise over the 20-year span of the TIF program to implement the projects on the
list. This box is the sum of the Existing Deficiency and Outside City Growth boxes. When
combining boxes 6 and 7, Bellingham will need to cover at least 47% of the total project costs
(shown in box 1) with external funding. Any additional external funding will reduce the costs that
are included in the TIF. These external funding inputs are considered each year when the City
calculates the new TIF rate. For example, in 2018 external funding accounted for nearly 68% of the
total project costs, which has the effect of reducing the TIF cost for developers.

Eligible Impact Fee Costs: This box is the final culmination of the impact fee calculations and
represents the share of total project costs that can be included in the TIF program. In summary, it
is calculated according to the following formula:

TABLE 8. CALCULATION OF THE FEE PER TRIP

Eligible Project List Costs (1)

$218,956,000

Existing Deficiency (2)

- $36,100,000

Growth Attributable to
Bellingham (4 and 5)

X 78%-95%
(range based on project type
and location)

Committed External Funding (6)

- $38,100,000

New PM Peak Hour
Person Trip Ends

Cost per PM Peak
Hour Person Trip
End

Impact Fee Costs (8)

$ 116,438,260

\ 30,944

= $3,763

It is important to note that the $3,763 cost per PM Peak Hour Person Trip represents the maximum TIF
amount that can be charged based on legal and technical requirements. In other words, this impact fee
represents the upper end of the TIF. When taking all the above calculations into consideration, the

multimodal TIF program could contribute up to 53 percent of the total $219 million cost of the improvement
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projects. City matching funds, new grants, developer contributions, and other sources would provide the
remaining 47 percent of the total project costs. However, the TIF rate can be set at a lower rate for many

reasons:

e Larger Share of External Funding: As noted earlier, if Bellingham is more successful at securing
external funding, the TIF is reduced.

¢ Implementation of Fewer Projects: The project list is based on the Comprehensive Plan’s vision
for the transportation system over the next 20 years. Depending on growth pressures, changing
travel preferences, funding availability, and many other reasons, the City may choose to
implement fewer system expansion projects, which would lower the TIF rate.

e Balancing the Cost to Developers: While Bellingham seeks to have “growth pay for growth,”
there are economic realities that must be considered when setting the TIF rate including what
costs can reasonably be borne by developers. With this in mind, many cities elect to adopt a lower
rate than the legal maximum to ensure TIF rates are in-line with neighboring jurisdictions while
continuing to have developers pay a reasonable share of expanding the transportation system.

IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE

The impact fee schedule was developed by adjusting the "cost per trip end" information to reflect
differences in trip-making characteristics for a variety of land use types within the City of Bellingham. The
fee schedule is a table where fees are represented as dollars per unit for each land use category which
makes it easier for developers to calculate their impact fee rates. Table 9 shows the various components of
the fee schedule (vehicle trip generation rates, person trip rates, and new trip percentages). The proposed
impact fee schedule is structured to be similar to the current schedule to make the transition to the new

multimodal TIF relatively straightforward.

As described on page 16, trip generation rates for each land use type were derived by combining ITE vehicle
trip generation rates with vehicle-to-person trip ratios derived from Western Washington household travel

surveys and travel models.
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The ITE trip generation rates represent total persons entering and leaving a development. For certain land
uses (e.g., retail, convenience stores, etc.), a substantial amount of the motorized travel is already passing
by the property and merely turns into and out of the driveway. These pass-by (also known as diverted) trips
do not significantly impact the surrounding street system and therefore are subtracted out prior to
calculating the impact fee. The resulting trips are considered “new” trips and are therefore subject to the
impact fee calculation. The pass-by and diverted trip percentages are based on Bellingham's existing TIF

program but are generally consistent with the rates in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook (3™ Edition).>

The proposed impact fee rates are shown in Table 9. In the fee schedule, fees are shown as dollars per unit
of development for various land use categories. The impact fee program is flexible in that if a use does not
fit into one of the 173 ITE land use categories, an impact fee can be calculated based on the development's
projected PM peak hour person trip generation and multiplied by the cost per trip as shown on page 24. In
addition to land uses that are not listed in the impact fee schedule, detailed trip generation studies are also
generally used for mixed-use developments where some of the person trips would be expected to stay on-
site. ITE, the Transportation Research Board (TRB), and the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(US EPA) all have recommended methods to calculate the number of internal project trips associated with
mixed use development. Methods like the ITE calculate vehicle trips and the same ratio of vehicle-to-person

trips that can be calculated from the impact fee rate schedule.

> ‘New’ trip percentages are based on vehicle trips surveyed at land use sites. No comparable non-motorized data are
available.
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TABLE 9. IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE

Bellingham Multimodal TIF Program

PM Peak Vehicle-to- PMPeak  Passby, Net New Person Trips per Impact Fee Per Unit® @
Land Use Group ITE Code ITE Land Use Category Vehicle Pers‘on Person Diverted 7 )
Trip Rate’ Tn'p ,  TripRate  Link%’ Unit of Measure $3,763 per Person Trip
Ratio
210 Single family house 0.99 144 0% 1.44 $5,402 |per dwelling unit
Residential 220 1-2 Story Multi/Townhome/ADU 0.56 1.45 0.81 0% 0.81 $3,055 |per dwelling unit
221 3-10 Story Multi/Townhome/Condo 0.44 0.64 0% 0.64 $2,401 |per dwelling unit
222 3+ Story Multi/Townhome/Condo 0.38 0.55 0% 0.55 $2,073 |per dwelling unit
Mix Use Commy/Res 231 1st Floor Commercial; Mid-Rise Apts 0.36 145 0.52 0% 0.52 $1,964 |per dwelling unit
232 1st Floor Commercial; Mid-Rise Apts 0.31 0.45 0% 0.45 $1,691 |per dwelling unit
Hotel 310 Hotel 0.7 145 1.02 0% 1.02 $3,819 |per room
320 Motel 0.58 0.84 0% 0.84 $3,165 |per room
520 Public Elementary School 1.37 1.26 1.67 0% 1.67 $6,289 |per 1,000 sq ft
Public Education 540 Community/Technical College 1.86 1.22 2.27 0% 2.27 $8,539 |per 1,000 sq ft
550 University/College (WWU) 1.17 1.43 0% 143 $5,371 |per 1,000 sq ft
534 Private School K-8 0.26 0.32 0% 0.32 $1,194 |per Student
i i 536 Private School K-12 0.17 0.21 0% 0.21 $780 |per Student
Private Education 1.26
565 Day Care Center 0.79 0.96 90% 0.10 $363 |per Student
560 Church 0.49 0.60 0% 0.60 $2,249 |per 1,000 sq ft
110 Light Industrial 0.63 0.68 0% 0.68 $2,560 |per 1,000 sq ft
Industrial 140 Manufacturing 0.67 108 0.72 0% 0.72 $2,723 |per 1,000 sq ft
150 Warehouse 0.19 0.21 0% 0.21 $772 |per 1,000 sq ft
151 Mini-warehouse 0.17 0.18 0% 0.18 $691 |per 1,000 sq ft
710 General Office 1.15 1.40 0% 1.40 $5,279 [per 1,000 sq ft
Offices 715 1 Tenant Office 1.71 1.22 2.09 0% 2.09 $7,850 |per 1,000 sq ft
720 Medical/Dental Office 3.46 4.22 0% 4.22 $15,884 |per 1,000 sq ft
Recreation 492 Health/Fitness Club 345 125 4.31 0% 431 $16,228 |per 1,000 sq ft
495 Recreational Community 2.31 2.89 0% 2.89 $10,865 |per 1,000 sq ft
941 Automobile Sales 2.43 3.04 0% 3.04 $11,430 |per 1,000 sq ft
942 Automobile Parts Sales 2.26 2.83 43% 1.61 $6,059 |per 1,000 sq ft
Auto Retail/Services 843 Auto Care Center 3.11 1.25 3.89 0% 3.89 $14,628 |per 1,000 sq ft
944 Gas station 14.03 17.54 42% 10.17 $38,276 |per pump
945 Gas Station w/Convenience Market 22.36 27.95 56% 12.30 $46,276 |per pump
816 Hardware/Paint Store 2.68 3.35 26% 2.48 $9,328 |per 1,000 sq ft
820 Retail Shopping Store 3.81 4.76 34% 3.14 $11,828 |per 1,000 sq ft
850 Supermarket 9.24 11.55 36% 7.39 $27,816 |per 1,000 sq ft
851 Convenience market-24 hr 49.11 61.39 51% 30.08 $113,188 |per 1,000 sq ft
854 Discount Supermarket 8.38 10.48 21% 8.28 $31,139 |per 1,000 sq ft
Retail /Service 857 Discount Club 4.18 125 5.23 0% 5.23 $19,661 [per 1,000 sq ft
876 Apparel Store 4.12 5.15 0% 5.15 $19,379 |per 1,000 sq ft
880 Pharmacy/Drug Store 851 10.64 53% 5.00 $18,813 [per 1,000 sq ft
881 Pharmacy/Drug Store w/Drive-Up 10.29 12.86 49% 6.56 $24,684 |per 1,000 sq ft
890 Furniture Store 0.52 0.65 53% 0.31 $1,150 |per 1,000 sq ft
912 Bank with Drive-Up Teller 27.15 33.94 35% 22.06 $83,008 [per Window
918 Hair/Nail Salon 1.45 1.81 0% 1.81 $6,820 |per 1,000 sq ft
925 Drinking Place 11.36 14.20 75% 3.55 $13,358 |per 1,000 sq ft
930 Fast Casual Restaurant 14.13 17.66 0% 17.66 $66,463 |per 1,000 sq ft
o 931 Quality Restaurant 7.8 9.75 44% 5.46 $20,546 |per 1,000 sq ft
Restaurant/Drinking 1.25
932 High Turnover Restaurant 9.77 12.21 43% 6.96 $26,194 |per 1,000 sq ft
934 Fast food, w/Drive-Up 32.67 40.84 50% 20.42 $76,834 |per 1,000 sq ft
938 Drive-Up Coffee Stand 43.38 54.23 90% 5.42 $20,404 |per 1,000 sq ft

L ITE Trip Generation (9th and 10th Editions): 4-6 PM Peak Hour Vehicle Trip Generation Rates for the Adjacent Street Traffic (weekday 4-6PM); This worksheet represents only the most common uses
in Bellingham and is NOT all-inclusive

2The ratio of vehicle trips to person trips as extracted from the 2014 PSRC Household Travel Survey and validated against similar data in the 2004 WCOG Travel Model Development Report

3 Excludes pass-by trips: see "Trip Generation Handbook: An ITE Proposed Recommended Practice" (2014). For Restaurant: sit-down uses, percentage of new trips based on peer studies with higher
pass-by trip levels to be more consistent with trends expected in Bellingham.

4 PM Peak Person Trip Rate multiplied by the Passby, Diverted Link percentage

° dwelling = dwelling unit, sq ft = square feet, pump = vehicle servicing position/gas pump, room = available hotel /motel room, window = number of drive through teller windows/ATM drive through
positions
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NEXT STEPS

As highlighted in Table 9, the multimodal TIF for a single-family home would be $5,402, which is about 2.5
times higher than the 2018 adopted TIF of $1,997. While the new multimodal TIF rate is technically justified,

it may be politically impractical to increase the fee level to the full amount shown. It is again important to

point out that the multimodal TIF rate presented in this study is the maximum allowable rate that can be

charged to developers. To determine why the rate increased by nearly three-times, Fehr & Peers applied

the exact same methodology as was used to calculate the 2018 TIF base rate and then added the elements

of the new multimodal TIF. The main differences are highlighted below:

The 2018 TIF update (which was based on a 2006 study) had a lower "growth share” that was
applied to TIF projects. In reviewing the 2006 study, the growth share was calculated by
estimating the total capacity of the TIF projects used by new growth. This methodology is no
longer used for TIF updates because it is overly conservative and does not consider that new
development also uses capacity on the existing transportation network. This change accounts
for about one-third of the total increase in the TIF rate.

The new multimodal TIF includes a more expansive project list than is considered under the
current TIF. These include stand-alone bicycle and pedestrian projects, which are not part of the
current TIF program. Accommodating these pedestrian and bicycle projects accounts for about
nine percent of the total increase in the TIF rate.

As noted earlier, Bellingham has been very successful at securing outside funding to ensure the
implementation of new capacity projects. The current six-year TIP cycle includes $38 million in
external funding (mostly state and federal grants and funding obligations). Assuming a 20-year
capital program of $219 million; the current external funding commitment would cover about half
of the total project costs if the City were able to continue to be as successful as they are today.
For the purposes of establishing a maximum rate (since future external funding is by no means
guaranteed), this multimodal TIF update did not assume any new external funding. However, if
the City were able to continue to secure external funding at the current rate, the TIF rate would be
lower. By not assuming the continuation of additional external funding, this accounts for about
57 percent of the increase in the TIF rate.

The findings above present several opportunities for the City to phase in the new multimodal TIF rate. Our

recommendations are below.

1)

2)

Continue with the practice of calculating the TIF base rate using the 12-year rolling average of
actual and programmed City capital expenditures on capacity expanding projects. This will help to
ensure that committed external funding is accounted for in the TIF rate, which will have a large
influence on reducing the multimodal TIF rate from what was calculated in this report.

Consider calculating the multimodal TIF rate using the 12-year rolling average and also including
new stand-alone bicycle and pedestrian projects but slowly phase in the fully allowable TIF rate
over several years. This will help to increase the total funding available to implement multimodal
projects (by expanding the project list), but will limit the impact of the changed growth share
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methodology from the prior TIF study. This approach has been used by several cities (Bellevue is a
recent notable example) when updating their TIF programs.

By implementing the two recommendations above, Bellingham would be giving appropriate credit to
developers for the City’s work in securing external funding, increasing the total funding for multimodal
transportation improvements needed to serve new growth, while limiting the rate of TIF increases from

year-to-year as the new methodology and larger project list are absorbed into the program.

If the City continues to be successful at securing outside funding, the TIF for a single-family home would
stabilize at $3,735 (this assumes the full multimodal project list and the higher growth share). While higher
than the current fee, this would put Bellingham at about the statewide average (although higher than other
communities in Whatcom County). While increasing the cost for developers, this fee would help to ensure
that Bellingham continue to implement a strong multimodal transportation network, which is what helps to

set it apart from other communities in Whatcom County and Western Washington.
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APPENDIX A — PROJECT LIST AND COST ALLOCATION RESULTS

The table on the following pages describe all the projects with costs included in the multimodal TIF and
how the impact fee project costs (shown in Table 10) were divided into growth-related costs attributable
to the City. The first adjustment is for existing deficiencies (zero for vehicle capacity projects and between
36-28 percent for bicycle and pedestrian projects), as described in the report text. The next adjustment is
to calculate the 'Percent of Growth within Bellingham’, which contains the results of the analysis to separate
Bellingham and non-Bellingham growth. For motorized projects, the City's travel demand model was used
to identify the portion of trips associated with Bellingham and non-Bellingham traffic. A technique called
“select-link analysis” was used to isolate the vehicle trips in five different areas based on project location.
The growth percentages for pedestrian and bicycle improvement projects are also applied, as described in
the report text. The final column of the table shows the growth cost for each project that can be allocated

to impact fees.
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TABLE 10. DETAILED PROJECT LIST

% S Eligible for

TIF*

Projects Project Description Total Cost Deficiency  Bellingham
Growth

2016-2021 Transportation Element and 2019-2024 Transportation Improvement Program Projects

Mahogany Ave New Urban Arterial - Sidewalks, bike lanes, 2 travel lanes, left-  $8,500,000 0% 87% $3,100,000
turn lanes.

Granary-Bloedel Ave New Urban Arterial - Sidewalks, bike lanes, 2 travel lanes, left- $10,300,000 0% 82% $1,000,000
turn lanes.

Cordata/Stuart Convert Stop Control to Roundabout $2,100,000 0% 87% $300,000

Samish/Otis/Maple Construct ADA sidewalks, ramps, pedestrian-activated flashing ~ $663,000 0% 78% $413,000
crosswalk

West Horton Road, Phase 1 New Urban Arterial - Sidewalks, bike lanes, 2 travel lanes, left- $5,612,000 0% 78% $2,500,000
turn lanes.

Cordata-Horton-Stuart Road Diet removing 1 vehicle travel lane on Cordata Pkwy from  $400,000 0% 87% $347,556

Kellogg to Kline to install buffer protected bike lanes;
Rechannelization of West Horton and Stuart to 3-lane section
with bike lanes

Aldrich Road (Cordata Safe Route to  Complete gaps in bike lane and sidewalk - East side $2,000,000 0% 87% $1,221,073

School)

Orchard-Birchwood Extension New Urban Arterial - Sidewalk north side, bike lanes, 2 travel $12,114,000 0% 87% $864,000
lanes, signal at James/E. Orchard

State/Maple; State/Laurel; New traffic signals at major downtown intersections $750,000 0% 82% $600,000

Holly/High Street Traffic Signals

Northwest/Bakerview Intersection sidewalks, ADA ramps, bike lane extensions, and $575,000 0% 87% $499,612

access management W. Bakerview

31



Draft Transportation Impact Fee Rate Study — October 2018

Samish-Maple-Ellis Multimodal Remove 1 vehicle lane in each direction, install buffer- $1,400,000 0% 82% $1,143,959
Improvements protected bike lanes, pedestrian-activated flashing crosswalk at
Bill McDonald Pkwy/34th Street
Lincoln-Byron Multimodal Construct 2 HAWK signals on Lincoln Street; full traffic signal at  $2,400,000 0% 78% $1,732,277
Improvements Consolidation; sidewalks & bike lane enhancements on Lincoln
Street and Byron Avenue.
Telegraph Road 3-lane secton with bike lanes and sidewalks $5,800,000 0% 78% $3,742,500
James/Bakerview Convert Signal to Roundabout $3,805,000 0% 78% $2,589,972
2022-2027 Transportation Element Projects
Bakerview/Northwest Phase 2 Intersection improvements for vehicle collision $5,000,000 0% 87% $4,344,454
reduction could include access management and, if possible,
conversion of signal to roundabout
Connelly/I-5 SB on/off Construct a 4-way traffic signal $469,261 0% 82% $386,791
Northwest/Maplewood Construct a 4-way traffic signal $469,261 0% 82% $386,791
Meridian/Birchwood and Reconstruct Traffic Signals to Roundabouts $11,731,527 0% 87% $10,193,415
Meridian/Squalicum
James Street, Phase 1 Widen to Urban Arterial - Sidewalks, bike lane, 2 travel lanes, $7,000,000 0% 78% $5,473,010
left-turn lanes,
West Horton Rd, Phase 2 $12,260,000 0% 82% $10,000,000
2027-2037 Transportation Element Projects
James Street, Phase 2 Widen to Urban Arterial - Sidewalks, bike lane, 2 travel lanes, $6,672,892 0% 78% $5,217,258

left-turn lanes
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James Street, Phase 3 New Urban Arterial - Sidewalks, bike lanes, 2 travel lanes, left- $3,600,000 0% 86% $3,000,000
turn lanes.

W. Maplewood, Phase 2 Reconstruct to Urban Arterial standard - Sidewalks, bike lanes, $8,212,069 0% 87% $7,135,391
2 travel lanes.

Van Wyck New Urban Arterial - Sidewalks, bike lanes, 2 travel lanes, left- $10,558,374 0% 86% $9,058,749
turn lanes.

Tull New Urban Arterial - Sidewalks, bike lanes, 2 travel lanes, left- $4,106,034 0% 78% $3.210,338
turn lanes.

Deemer New Urban Arterial - Sidewalks, bike lanes, 2 travel lanes, left- $7,625,492 0% 86% $6,542,430
turn lanes.

East Bakerview Widen to Urban Arterial - Sidewalks, bike lanes, 2 travel lanes, $12,904,679 0% 78% $10,089,634
center left-turn lane

E. Horton Widen to Urban Arterial - Sidewalks, bike lane, 2 travel lanes, $4,340,665 0% 86% $3,724,152
left-turn lanes

Irongate New Urban Arterial - Sidewalks, bike lanes, 2 travel lanes, left- $4,927,241 0% 86% $4,227,416
turn lanes.

Larrabee Reconstruct to Urban Arterial standard - Sidewalks, bike lanes, $6,100,394 0% 87% $5,300,576

2 travel lanes.

Tier 1 -Bicycle Master Plan Projects

Lakeway Drive Bikeway Connection  2-way off-street multiuse pathway [Result of Tier 1 Lakeway $500,000 38% 78% $0
Drive Bikeway Study 2016-2017]

Illinois, Phase 2 Bike Lane $75,000 38% 83% $23,655

33




Draft Transportation Impact Fee Rate Study — October 2018

Chestnut Mixed $63,527 38% 83% $20,036
James Road Diet Study Needed $75,000 38% 83% $23,655
Chandler/McLeod Upgrade Existing Bike Lane $75,000 38% 83% $23,655
Lincoln Bicycle Boulevard $26,413 38% 83% $8,331

F Street Bike Lane (7' parking; 10" lanes) Requires Parking Removal $91,150 38% 83% $28,749
Holly/Elridge/Nequalicum Mixed - Requires Parking Removal and/or road widening $121,098 38% 83% $38,194
Fruitland/Orchard/Squalicum/Ellis Mixed $148,262 38% 83% $46,762
Meridian (S. of I-5) Bike Lanes - Requires lane narrowing $44,309 38% 83% $13,975

Tier 2 -Bicycle Master Plan Projects

Young/Halleck Bicycle Boulevard $138,391 38% 83% $43,648
North/Lincoln/RR Trail Mixed $221,774 38% 83% $69,948
Birchwood Bike Lane $53,288 38% 83% $16,807

34




Draft Transportation Impact Fee Rate Study — October 2018

Electric/Flynn/Lakeside/Euclid Mixed $413,832 38% 83% $130,523
Yew/Maryland/Michigan/lllinois/St  Bicycle Boulevard $42,035 38% 83% $13,258
Clair

North State Bicycle Boulevard $36,296 38% 83% $11,448
High Street Shared Lane Marking $20,513 38% 83% $6,470
Texas/Michigan/Kentucky/St Bicycle Boulevard $64,469 38% 83% $20,334
Clair/lowa/Rhododendron

Bennett Drive Bike Lane (Parking removal 1 side) $73,712 38% 83% $23,249
MclLeod Bicycle Boulevard $35,563 38% 83% $11,216
Cordata Mixed $137,629 38% 83% $43,408
Carolina Bicycle Boulevard $132,005 38% 83% $41,634
Cornwall Shared Lane Marking $14,598 38% 83% $4,604
Donovan Further Study Needed $75,000 38% 83% $23,655
Hollywood/Redwood/McAlpine Bicycle Boulevard $39,741 38% 83% $12,534
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Valencia Bicycle Boulevard $13,208 38% 83% $4,166
York/Ellis Mixed $56,406 38% 83% $17,790
Champion Uphill Bike Climbing Lane $5,346 38% 83% $1,686
Douglas/30th/Taylor Mixed $833,865 38% 83% $263,001
Maple Bicycle Boulevard $22,430 38% 83% $7,074
lowa/Moore Mixed $106,763 38% 83% $33,673
H Street Bicycle Boulevard $244,693 38% 83% $77,176
McKenzie/Connelly Cr Bicycle Boulevard $16,491 38% 83% $5,201
Trail/McKenzie

10th Mixed $7,733 38% 83% $2,439
Sterling/Trail Bicycle Boulevard $28,255 38% 83% $8,912
Girard Bike Lane $57,055 38% 83% $17,995
G Street Bicycle Boulevard $134,181 38% 83% $42,321
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North/Broadway/Logan/J/North Bicycle Boulevard $71,098 38% 83% $22,424

Tier 1 - Pedestrian Master Plan Projects

Fraser St $547,953 36% 95% $187,400
Meridian St $1,245,256 36% 95% $425,878
24th St $875,918 36% 95% $299,564
Donovan Ave $1,923,386 36% 95% $657,798
24th St Westside $155,405 36% 95% $53,148

Donovan Ave $878,945 36% 95% $300,599
24th St Eastside $857,754 36% 95% $293,352
S State St $608,500 36% 95% $208,107
Bill McDonald Pkwy Eastside $546,944 36% 95% $187,055
Verona St $614,555 36% 95% $210,178

37




Draft Transportation Impact Fee Rate Study — October 2018

Yew Street $1,927,423 36% 95% $659,179
Alderwood Ave $499,515 36% 95% $170,834
21st St $1,266,448 36% 95% $433,125
11th St $1,286,630 36% 95% $440,028
Alderwood Ave $1,612,577 36% 95% $551,501
Alderwood Ave $1,123,153 36% 95% $384,118
Electric Ave $1,651,932 36% 95% $564,961
Yew Street $1,008,113 36% 95% $344,775
21st St $763,905 36% 95% $261,256
21st St $848,671 36% 95% $290,246
32nd St $503,552 36% 95% $172,215
Finnegan Way $338,056 36% 95% $115,615
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Firwood Ave $1,889,076 36% 95% $646,064
Firwood Ave $1,921,368 36% 95% $657,108
Nevada St $1,683,215 36% 95% $575,660
Harris Ave $1,357,269 36% 95% $464,186
State Westside $750,000 36% 95% $113,500

Tier 2 - Pedestrian Master Plan Projects

24th St Westside $1,272,503 36% 95% $435,196
St Paul St $440,986 36% 95% $150,817
11th St $676,112 36% 95% $231,230
Mill Ave $877,936 36% 95% $300,254
Mill Ave $846,653 36% 95% $289,555
S State St $1,931,459 36% 95% $660,559
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30th St $834,544 36% 95% $285,414
Bellis Fair Pkwy $378,421 36% 95% $129,420
C Street $684,185 36% 95% $233,991
Taylor Ave $302,737 36% 95% $103,536
Taylor Ave $336,038 36% 95% $114,925
24th St Westside $522,500 36% 95% $178,695
Taylor Ave $306,773 36% 95% $104,916
Cottonwood Ave $892,064 36% 95% $305,086
E Pine St $594,373 36% 95% $203,275
E Pine St $581,254 36% 95% $198,789
Meridian St $801,243 36% 95% $274,025
St Paul St $427,868 36% 95% $146,331
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Chuckanut Dr N $2,238,232 36% 95% $765,475
Harris Ave $892,064 36% 95% $305,086
N State St $246,226 36% 95% $84,209
Taylor Ave $670,057 36% 95% $229,159
Yew St $1,318,922 36% 95% $451,071
Lincoln St $849,681 36% 95% $290,591
Lincoln St Westside $645,838 36% 95% $220,877
N 34th St $1,615,604 36% 95% $552,537
E Kellogg Rd $2,067,691 36% 95% $707,150
E Kellogg Rd $305,764 36% 95% $104,571
Total $218,956,261 $116,438,260

* Note: The S Eligible for TIF column represents the amount of project costs that could be included in the TIF program, which is based on the total project cost,
less committed external funding, while also considering the project deficiencies and proportion growth using the facility that comes from new development in
Bellingham. Per the methodology summarized in Figure 6, the TIF eligible funding on the aggregate was calculated by applying committed external funding to the
total project costs, reduced by the deficiencies and percent of Bellingham growth. This results in the $116M project cost identified above.
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APPENDIX B - RESEARCH ON URBAN VILLAGE TRIP REDUCTIONS

Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, California Air Pollution Control Officers

Association

This document from the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) represents the
latest and most extensive research on the effectiveness of transportation demand management and
commute trip reduction measures in the United States. Travel reduction programs are of major
importance in California given the state’s strict greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions requirements. In
California, traditional vehicle level of service analysis has been replaced with a vehicle-miles traveled and
GHG analysis to determine compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
Development projects that are not compliant with the GHG regulations (typically because the project
generates more vehicle-miles of travel than is allowed within a given region) must prove they are
reducing their vehicle trip generation by enacting programs or incorporating design features that have
been shown to be effective. The CAPCOA research is the standard by which jurisdictions certify the
effectiveness of proposed trip reduction methods and the CAPCOA document is frequently cited in
CEQA Environmental Impact Reports. The CAPCOA research is applicable to Bellingham because
CAPCOA only accepts trip reduction measures and programs that have been proven through peer-
reviewed research across a broad range of urban/suburban environments across the state, including
communities larger and smaller than Bellingham. CAPCOA is a non-profit organization that was formed
by the state’s 35 air quality management districts, who have regulatory authority over all air pollution

sources in the state, including GHG emissions.
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2020 Transportation Impact Fee Comparison: 74 Cities + 5 Counties in Western Washington

Data compiled November 2019 from public web sites, telephone calls, and email inquiries by
Chris Comeau, AICP-CTP, Transportation Planner, Bellingham Public Works ccomeau@cob.org or (360) 778-7946

2019 2019-20 Urban Center 2019 2019-20 Urban Center
City Population Base Rate Incentive City Population Base Rate Incentive

Mill Creek 20,590 $3,900

Anacortes’ 17,610 $2,731 Milton 7,930 $4,190

Arlington 19,740 $3,355 Monroe 19,250 $3,524

Auburn? 81,720 $4,895 Yes Mount Vernon 35,740 $5,100

Bainbridge Island 24,520 $1,687 Mount Lake Terrace 21,590 $3,985

Battleground® 21,520 $3,024 Mukilteo 21,350 $1,875

Bellewue 145,300 $5,293 Newcastle 12,450 $6,475

Bellingham* 90,110 $2,025 Yes North Bend?° 6,965 $11,630

Blaine® 5,425 $1,558 Oak Harbor?' 22,970 $589

Bonney Lake 21,060 $3,995 Olympia® 52,770 $3,213 Yes

Bothell 46,750 $7,406 Orting 8,380 $2,149

Buckley 4,885 $6,074 Port Orchard 14,390 $3,822

Burien® 52,000 $948 Poulsbo?® 11,180 $5,397

Burlington 9,140 $2,665 Puyallup 41,570 $4,500

Camas’ 24,090 $5,974 Redmond?®* 65,860 $7,357

Carnation 2,220 $7,141 Renton 104,700 $7,820

Covington 20,280 $4,461 Ridgefield®® 8,895 $3,683

Des Moines 31,580 $5,573 Sammamish?® 64,410 $14,064

Duvall 7,840 $8,756 SeaTac 29,180 $3,508

Edgewood 11,390 $4,413 Sedro Wooley?’ 11,690 $2,407 Yes

Edmonds 42,170 $6,249 Sequim 7,695 $2,491 Yes

Enumclaw 12,200 $3,239 Shelton 10,220 $3,736

Everett 111,800 $2,400 Shoreline 56,370 $7,224

Federal Way8 97,840 $3,999 Snohomish 10,200 $1,603

Ferndale® 14,300 $3,163 Yes Stanwood 7,020 $3,523

Fife'° 10,140 $6,413 Sultan 5,180 $4,350

Gig Harbor 10,770 $5,020 Sumner® 10,120 $2,632

Granite Falls 3,900 $2,500 Tukwila®® 20,930 $1,244

Issaquah” 37,590 $8,882 Tumwater 24,060 $3,705

Kenmore'? 23,320 $9,600 University Place 33,060 $3,199

Kent'3 129,800 $4,518 Yes Vancouver® 185,300 $2,153

Kirkland™ 89,940 $3,815 Washougal 16,500 $3,398

La Center'® 3,405 $7,561 Woodinville®' 12,410 $4,211

Lacey 51,270 $2,013 Yelm 9,135 $1,497

Lake Stevens 33,080 $3,257 County Population |Base Rate

Lynden'” 14,470 $2,111 Clark County®? 488,500 $3,333

Lynnwood® 39,600 $7,944 Yes Kitsap County 270,100 $700

Maple Valley'® 26,180 $3,986 Pierce County>® 888,300 $4,479

Marysville 67,820 $6,300 Snohomish County 818,700 $2,453

Mercer Island 24,470 $4,287 Thurston County™* 285,800 $2,959

Notes: All data above and below obtained from public web sites, telephone calls, and emails

1.

Anacortes has a very old TIF system, w hich is being updated, and new TIF rates of $3,000 anticipated in 2018.

. Auburn adopted rates August 1, 2013.

. Battle Ground uses an ADT-based TIF system; SFD = 9.57 trips x $316

. Bellingham TIF = Person trips; alutomatic 22% to 30% Urban Village TIF reduction w ith voluntary TDM measures up to 50% UV TIF reduction.

. The City of Blaine future pm peak hour vehicle trip rate is currently being evaluated.

Burien limited improvement project costs to keep rates low . TIF w as adopted in 2009.

. Camas uses a 2-zone TIF system; North = $8,653; South = $3,294; Average = $5,974.

. Federal Way charges 3% non-refundable admin. fee + base rate + 3-yr WSDOT construction cost index. SF fee = City 2014 rate schedule summary

2
3
4
5
6.
7
8
9

. Ferndale uses 3-zone TIF system. $3,059 cityw ide; $3,826 for 443-acre "Main Street" Planned Action; $2,604 dow ntow n Ferndale.

10.

Fife uses a VMT-based TIF system adjusted from [TE ADT rates.

11.

Issaquah created development incentive in w hich the first 10,000 SF of commercial TIF paid from other public funding sources (per WA State law ).

12.

Kenmore TIF rates based on person trips similar to Bellingham and Kirkland.

13.

Kent TIF rates are based on 30% of maximum TIF rate $13,614 from Rate Study (May 2010) and dow ntow n Kent rate memorandum.

14.

Kirkland TIF rates are based on person trips; similar to Kenmore and Bellingham

15.

La Center allow s TIF to be deferred to occupancy by requiring lien on property.

16.

Lake Stevens uses a 3-zone TIF system; average - $3,257

17.

Lynden TIF allow s up to 50% reduction in industrial areas w here there is a significant chance that grants can be obtained.

18.

Lynnw ood has tw o TIF zones and reduces TIF by 15% (per ITE) in portion of City Center.

19.

Maple Valley fee per 2013 rate schedule (R-13-909 Jan 28, 2013)

20.

North Bend is similar to Sammamish in that most development is residential w ith little to no pass-by, diverted link trips.

21.

Oak Harbor uses a very old TIF system.

22.

Olympia TIF allow s up to 20% reduction in dow ntow n for accepted TDM performance measures.

23.

Poulsbo uses an ADT-based TIF system; SFD = 9.57 trips x $564

24.

Redmond uses "Person Trips/Mobility Units" for Concurrency and TIF

25.

Ridgefield uses an ADT-based TIF system

26.

Sammamish has highest TIF ($14,707) in all of Washington due to primarily residential development w ith little to no pass-by, diverted link trips.

27.

Sedro-Woolley uses a 2-zone TIF system; $2,407 Non-CBD; $1,341 in CBD

28.

Sumner uses a 3-zone TIF system; District 1 $1,814; District 2 $2,891; District 3 $3,191; Average = $2,632

29.

Tukw ila = 4-zone TIF system: Average =$1,244

30

. Vancouver uses 3-zone ADT-based TIF system; Columbia $163; Pacific $290; Cascade $223; Average = $225 x 9.57 = $2,153 / SFD

31.

Woodinville uses an ADT-based TIF system SFD = 9.57 x $440

32.

Clark County has a four zone TIF system, similar to City of Vancouver, based on ADT; Average $3,333

33.

Pierce County uses a 4-zone TIF system; Average $4,479

34.

Thurston County uses a 6-zone TIF system; Average = $2,959
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City of

Belhngham

WASHINGTON

COB Home » Services > Community Planning » Transportation Planning
Multimodal Transportation Impact Fees (TIF)

State law (RCW 82.02) allows cities to assess multimodal TIFs for new development to collect a
proportional share of the cost of City investment in multimodal transportation system improvements.
Bellingham has been assessing TIFs for new development since 1994 (BMC 19.06). The multimodal TIF
base rate changes each year based on the amount of funding invested in construction of the citywide
multimodal transportation system during the previous six years and the funding programmed for
investment in the current Six-Year TIP. Transportation planners calculate multimodal TIFs based on
project-specific transportation impacts.

Comparison Chart: 2019-2020 TIF Base Rates in Western WA (PDF)

2018 Multimodal TIF Rate Study by Fehr & Peers

Proposed 2019-2025 TIF Rates - Slides from Nov. 19, 2018 City Council Public Hearing
Adopted Bellingham TIF Rates 2019-2025

Urban Village TIF Reduction Program

In 2010, Public Works transportation planners created the Urban Village TIF Reduction Program to provide
regulatory incentives for more sustainable development. The Bellingham City Council adopted the Urban
Village TIF Reduction Program in February 2011 to further promote comprehensive plan goals for mixed
use urban infill, multimodal transportation, and financial incentives for new development in designated
Urban Villages.

e Urban Village Transportation Impact Fees Frequently Asked Questions (PDF)

® (ase Study: The Urban Village TIF Reduction Program in Bellingham, WA. Practicing Planner; Volume
11, Number 3 Autumn 2013 (PDF)

e Urban Village TIF Reduction Individual Project and Cumulative Savings (March 1, 2011 to October
31, 2018)

More Information

Please contact City Transportation Planner Chris Comeau for more information at
ccomeau@cob.org or (360) 778-7946.

Other transportation links

® Transportation Commission
® Washington State Department of Transportation
® United States Department of Transportation

https://www.cob.org/services/planning/transportation/Pages/transportation-impact-fees.aspx Page 1 of 2
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® National Transportation Safety Board

contacts

Planning & Community Development

https://www.cob.org/services/planning/transportation/Pages/transportation-impact-fees.aspx Page 2 of 2
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Six-Year
(2021-2026)
Transportation
Improvement
Program (TIP)

Seth Fleetwood, Mayor

Eric Johnston, Public Works Director

City Council Members
Gene Knutson - 2nd Ward, Council President
Hannah Stone - 1st Ward, Council President Pro Tempore
Pinky Vargas - 4th Ward, Mayor Pro Tempore
Dan Hammill - 3rd Ward
Michael Lilliquist — 6th Ward
Lisa Anderson - 5th Ward
Hollie Huthman - At Large Ward

Public Review Process
Draft posted on City Web site for Public Review: May 4, 2020
Transportation Commission Review: May 12, 2020
City Council Public Hearing: May 18, 2020
City Council Work Session to adopt: June 8, 2020
Submittal to Washington State: June 30, 2020

Adopted June 8, 2020

Prepared by Chris Comeau, AICP-CTP
Transportation Planner
Public Works Engineering
ccomeau@cob.orqg
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Transportation Planning Documents

The 2021-2026 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)

is informed by the transportation planning documents listed
below, which are available on the City of Bellingham
web site by clicking on the links

2020 Transportation Report on Annual Mobility (TRAM)

2016 Multimodal Transportation Chapter, Bellingham Comprehensive Plan

2014 Bicycle Master Plan

2012 Pedestrian Master Plan

Whatcom Transportation Authority (WTA) Strategic Transit Plan

Please contact the City Transportation Planner if you have questions
about the TIP or any other transportation planning information.

Chris Comeau, AICP-CTP, Transportation Planner ............... ccomeau@cob.org
Bellingham Public Works Engineering (360) 778-7946



https://www.cob.org/services/planning/transportation/Pages/Transportation-Reports-on-Annual-Mobility.aspx
https://www.cob.org/Documents/planning/comprehensive-plan/2016-multimodal-transportation.pdf
https://www.cob.org/services/planning/transportation/pages/bike-master-planning.aspx
https://www.cob.org/services/planning/transportation/pages/pedestrian-master-planning.aspx
http://www.ridewta.com/business/reports/strategic-plan
mailto:ccomeau@cob.org

State Law Requirements for
Six-Year Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP)

RCW 35.77.010
Perpetual advanced six-year plans for coordinated transportation program
expenditures -- Nonmotorized transportation -- Railroad right-of-way.

(1) The legislative body of each city and town, pursuant to one or more
public hearings thereon, shall prepare and adopt a comprehensive
transportation program for the ensuing six calendar years. If the city or town
has adopted a comprehensive plan pursuant to chapter 35.63 or 35A.63 RCW,
the inherent authority of a first-class city derived from its charter, or chapter
36.70A RCW, the program shall be consistent with this comprehensive plan.
The program shall include any new or enhanced bicycle or pedestrian facilities
identified pursuant to RCW 36.70A.070(6) or other applicable changes that
promote nonmotorized transit.

The program shall be filed with the secretary of transportation not more than
thirty days after its adoption. Annually thereafter the legislative body of each
city and town shall review the work accomplished under the program and
determine current city transportation needs. Based on these findings each such
legislative body shall prepare and after public hearings thereon adopt a revised
and extended comprehensive transportation program before July 1st of each
year, and each one-year extension and revision shall be filed with the secretary
of transportation not more than thirty days after its adoption. The purpose of
this section is to assure that each city and town shall perpetually have available
advanced plans looking to the future for not less than six years as a guide in
carrying out a coordinated transportation program. The program may at any
time be revised by a majority of the legislative body of a city or town, but only
after a public hearing.

The six-year plan for each city or town shall specifically set forth those
projects and programs of regional significance for inclusion in the
transportation improvement program within that region.

(2) Each six-year transportation program forwarded to the secretary in
compliance with subsection (1) of this section shall contain information as to
how a city or town will expend its moneys, including funds made available
pursuant to chapter 47.30 RCW, for nonmotorized transportation purposes.

(3) Each six-year transportation program forwarded to the secretary in
compliance with subsection (1) of this section shall contain information as to
how a city or town shall act to preserve railroad right-of-way in the event the
railroad ceases to operate in the city's or town's jurisdiction.


http://www.mrsc.org/mc/rcw/RCW%20%2035%20%20TITLE/RCW%20%2035%20.%2063%20%20CHAPTER/RCW%20%2035%20.%2063%20%20chapter.htm
http://www.mrsc.org/mc/rcw/RCW%20%2035A%20TITLE/RCW%20%2035A.%2063%20%20CHAPTER/RCW%20%2035A.%2063%20%20Chapter.htm
http://www.mrsc.org/mc/rcw/RCW%20%2036%20%20TITLE/RCW%20%2036%20.%2070A%20CHAPTER/RCW%20%2036%20.%2070A%20chapter.htm
http://www.mrsc.org/mc/rcw/RCW%20%2036%20%20TITLE/RCW%20%2036%20.%2070A%20CHAPTER/RCW%20%2036%20.%2070A.070.htm
http://www.mrsc.org/mc/rcw/RCW%20%2047%20%20TITLE/RCW%20%2047%20.%2030%20%20CHAPTER/RCW%20%2047%20.%2030%20%20chapter.htm

Funding Source Definitions

NOTE: All funding sources listed below are affected by frequent changes in economic conditions,

funding levels, and eligibility and funding criteria.

Local Funding Sources

Bellingham Street Fund: Public Works Street Fund comprised of motor vehicle gas tax and a
portion of the total sales tax collected by the City of Bellingham.

Bellingham Real Estate Excise Tax (REET): Comprised of 1/2 of 1% of the total real estate
revenue for a given year. REET funding is divided into first quarter (*4) and second quarter (4)
and can be used for limited types of transportation projects.

Transportation Benefit District (TBD) — Transportation Fund (T-Fund) : Comprised of 0.2
cents of the total 8.7 cents per dollar annual sales tax receipts collected within City limits to
fund street resurfacing, non-motorized transportation, and implementation of Climate Action Plan
and coordination with WTA Transit Plan. The Bellingham TBD is governed by the City Council
acting as the TBD Board of Directors and is effective January 1, 2011 to December 31, 2020.

Bellingham Multimodal Transportation Impact Fees (TIF): The proportional share contribution
from private developments for annual transportation investments citywide per BMC 19.06.

Washington State Funding Sources

State: Includes State-funded educational institutions such as Western Washington University
(WWU), Whatcom Community College (WCC), and Bellingham Technical College (BTC).

Transportation Improvement Board (TIB): State grant funding for urban arterials and sidewalks.
(Complete Streets grants eliminated in March
2020 State transportation budget by voter approval of 1-976 $30 car tabs).

WSDOT: State administered grant funding programs, such as WSDOT Pedestrian & Bicycle
Safety grants (Ped-Bike) or State-funded Safe Routes to School (SR2S) grants.

WSDOT Connecting Washington (CW): Washington state gas tax 15-year funding package.

Federal Funding Sources

Federal: Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Federal Transit Administration (FTA), or U.S.
Department of Transportation (USDOT) administered grant funding programs, including federal
funds administered by WSDOT, such as Safe Routes to School (SR2S) and Highway Safety
Improvement Program (HSIP) funding.

Highway Bridge Program (HBP): Provides federal funds for structural repair or replacement
administered by Washington State Bridge Replacement Advisory Committee (BRAC).

Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG): Administered by WSDOT and WCOG; provides
federal funds to construct, maintain, and expand eligible regionally important arterial streets.

Transportation Alternatives Program (TA): Provides federal funds to construct and enhance
facilities for non-motorized transportation modes.

Private and Other Partnerships

Transportation Impact Fees (TIF), Whatcom County, Economic Development Investment (EDI),
Whatcom Transportation Authority (WTA), private business investment, private mitigation, etc.



Multimodal Street Projects in Construction 2020-2021
(Fully Funded and Not Included in 2021-2026 TIP)

FUNDING Previous FUNDED
No. PROJECT DESCRIPTION SOURCE Budget 2020 2021
Annual Street Resurfacing Street
T-Fund Resurface
1.a. Bill McDonald Pkwy (25th to N. Samish) Resurface
1 1.b. Britton Road (Northshore to City limit) Resurface
1.c. James Street (Woodstock to Barkley) Resurface
1.d. Harrison Street (40th St to Hawk Way) Resurface
Subtotal
Downtown Pedestrian Safety and Street 357
2 Traffic Signal Improvements T-Fund Non-Motorized 250
Holly/High; State/Maple; State/Laurel Private Mitigation 143| Complete
Subtotal 750
West Horton Road Multimodal Street 1,700
Corridor Improvements - Phase 1 T-Fund Non-Motorized 800
3 Pacific Rim Drive to Aldrich Road Private Mitigation 1,312| Construct
Federal STP/Map21 1,800
Subtotal 5,612
Northwest Avenue / Bakerview Road Street 75
4 Intersection Safety Improvements T-Fund Non-Motorized 500| Construct
Subtotal 575
Samish-Maple-Ellis Street 50
5 Multimodal Safety Improvements T-Fund Non-Motorized 350| Construct
(Interstate 5 to Lakeway Drive) _
Road Diet for Buffered Bike Lanes Subtotal 1,407
Bicycle & Pedestrian Improvements Street 75
6 Various locations citywide (See nextpage) |T-Fund Non-Motorized 500| Construct
Subtotal 575
Orchard Drive Extension Street 864
7 (Birchwood/Squalicum to James Street) Federal STP-R 1,250 Construct
Multimodal Grade-Separated Crossing
Underneath Interstate 5 Subtotal 0 500







Pedestrian and Bicycle Projects in Construction 2020
(Not Included in 2021-2026 TIP)

Tier 2012 Pedestrian Master Plan and 2014 Bicycle Master Plan Projects Funding
Priority (Or related improvements not identified in these plans = n/a) Source
2020 Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements in Construction
2.2) Tier 1 Bill McDonald/35th Street Pedestrian & Bicycle Crossing Improvements WSDOT
o - Flashing Crosswalk, ADA ramps, marked crosswalks, median refuge. grant
Samish-Maple-Ellis Buffer Separated Bicycle Lane from |-5/Samish to Lakeway Drive WSDOT
2.b.) Tier 2 |- Remove two vehicle lanes, install buffer-separated bicycle lanes on both sides, green dashed rant
markings across driveways and intersections. 9
Ellis Street Buffer Separated Bicycle Lane from Forest Street to Lakeway Drive
2.c.) Tier2 |- Remove one vehicle lane, install buffer-separated uphill bicycle climbing lane NW side, green TBD
bike box at Magnolia/Ellis/Potter. Timed with Samish-Maple-Ellis
Magnolia Street Buffer Separated Bicycle Lane from Commercial Street to Ellis Street
2.d.) Tier 2 |- Rechannelize vehicle lanes, install buffer-separated uphill bicycle climbing lane SW side, green TBD
bike box at Magnolia/Ellis/Potter. Timed with Samish-Maple-Ellis
Whatcom Street Bike Blvd - Shared lane markings (585 LF) from Ellis Street bike lane to Grant
2.e.) Tier2 |Street Bike Blvd; connects to Chestnut Street buffer-separated bike lane and Grant/Lakeway TBD
HAWK signal. Timed with Samish-Maple-Ellis
Edwards Street Bike Blvd - Shared lane markings (800 LF) from Maple Street buffer- separated
2.f) Tier3 |bike lane to Humboldt Street Bike Blvd; connects to Grant/Lakeway HAWK signal. Timed with TBD
Samish-Maple-Ellis
2.9) Tier 3 Victor Street Bike Blvd - Shared lane markings (7,080 LF) from Cornwall Park and Vallette TBD
9 Street bike blvd to Eldridge Avenue & Carl Lobe Park; Flashing crosswalk at Meridian/Victor.
2h) Tier 3 James Street Buffer Separated Bicycle Lane around west Sunset Square shopping center
o - Resurface/rechannelize vehicle lanes, install buffer-separated bicycle lanes on both sides.
2i) Tier3 Orleans Street Bike Markings - Shared lane markings (2,000 LF) from W. Indiana to Woodstock TBD
h Way to complement James Street buffered bike lanes around Sunset Square shopping center
. Orleans Street/Railroad Trail Crossing Improvements - RRFB signal at Railroad Trail
2.j)n/a . TBD
crossing on Orleans Street
2, Tier 1 14th/Old Fairhaven Parkway Pedestrian & Bicycle Crossing Improvements TBD
o - Flashing Crosswalk (RRFB), ADA ramps, marked crosswalks.
21) Tier 3 40th Street/Elwood Avenue Sidewalk Improvements - Complete the eastern edge of 40th TBD
. Street with curb, gutter, and sidewalks from Fielding to the 40th/Elwood intersection.
2.m.) Tier 3 |Grant/Kentucky Crossing Improvements - Curb extensions, ADA ramps, and 4-way stop TBD
5 Fruitland-Orchard Bike Blvd - Shared lane markings (3,380 LF) from Division/Hammer trail
T'i';'r)1 along Fruitland and East Orchard Drives to James/Orchard traffic signal, bike lanes on both TBD
James and Orchard, Sunset Pond Park, and Squalicum Creek Trail
2.0) Tier 2 North Street Bike Blvd & James/North Crossing Improvements - Shared lane markings TBD
o Cornwall Ave bike lanes to Lincoln Street and Railroad Trail; RRFB signal at James/North
2.p.) Tier 3 |Northwest/W. Bakerview Sidewalks and Bike Lanes - ADA upgrade to sidewalks, curb ramps, TBD
& Tier 3 crosswalks, and bike lanes thru intersection to Aldrich Road
2.q.) Tier 3 |Orchard-Birchwood Sidewalk and Bike Lanes - Sidewalk north side; bike lanes both sides Federal &
& Tier 3 from James Street beneath Interstate 5 to Birchwood Avenue State grants




Map not yet available



Transportation Improvement Projects 2021-2026 (Funding Page 1)

Cost Estimates (000's) 2020 Dollars

FUNDING Previous FUNDED PROJECT
No. PROJECT DESCRIPTION SOURCE Budget 2021 2022 2023 TOTALS
Annual Street Pavement Resurfacing"**  [Street 1,055 670 2,500{ 2,100] 2,640| 2,680 2,700 14,345
1 |Preserving investment in public streets T-Fund Resurface 2,315 1,392 2,400( 2400] 2400| 2,435| 2,500 15,842
1) Pre-COVID-19 direction from Finance: See 2020 construction list, project #1 Assumes: TBD Renewal; 15% Loss 21-22
Increase annual sales tax 1.5 - 2.0% Subtotal 3,370| 2,062] 4,900 4500] 5040 5115 5200 30,187
Nonmotorized Transportation® T-Fund Non-Motorized 1,300 1,280| 2,400| 2,400] 2,400| 2435 2500 14,715
2 |Sidewalk and Bikeway Improvements See project sheet #2 for 2021 project list Assumes: TBD Renewal; 15% Loss 21-22
2) Current TBD expires 12/31/2020 Subtotal 1,300 1,280 2,400( 2,400] 2,400 2,435| 2,500 14,715
Climate Action Plan & WTA Transit Plan® |T-Fund Climate-Transit 0 500 500 500 500 500 500 3,000
3 |Supporting Climate Plan & WTA Plan See project sheet #3 for 2021 project list Assumes: TBD Renewal; 15% Loss 21-22
3) Presumes TBD renewal in Nov 2020 Subtotal 0 500 500 500 500 500 500 3,000
Ellis Street Bridge Reconstruction Street 100
4 |(Eliis - N. State Intersection) T-Fund Resurface 585
Federal BRAC 2,995( Build
Subtotal 3,680 3,680
F Street/BNSF Railroad Crossing 1st 1/4 REET 40 250
5 |Safety Improvements Federal HSIP 690| Build
(Holly Street to Roeder Ave) Subtotal 730 250 980
Telegraph Road Multimodal Street 800 800
Safety Improvements T-Fund Non-Motorized 1,000 300
(2/3-mile Deemer Road to James Street) T-Fund Resurface 1,000 200
6 [Center turn lane, traffic signals at Deemer Private Mitigation 150 100
and James, bike lanes, sidewalks, storm WTA 107| Build
water, flashing crosswalks at bus stops, Federal STBG 1,650
requires right-of-way acquisition Subtotal 3,057 3,050 6,107
7 |Pedestrian Master Plan Update T-Fund Non-Motorized 100 Adopt
Subtotal 100 100
8 |Bicycle Master Plan Update T-Fund Non-Motorized 100 Adopt
Subtotal 100 100
Meador Avenue / Whatcom Creek Street 350
9 |Bridge Reconstruction T-Fund Resurface 404
Federal Hwy Bridge 3,768| Build
Subtotal 4,522 4,522
James Street / Whatcom Creek Street 350
10 |Bridge Reconstruction T-Fund Resurface 404
Federal Hwy Bridge 3,768| Build
Subtotal 4,522 4,522
Parkview ES Safe Route to School T-Fund Non-Motorized 350
11 |Sidewalks, ADA ramps, crosswalks, Bham School District
parking removal, bike lanes WSDOT Federal SRTS 1,400| Build Pending SRTS Grant
(Sunset Drive to Meridian Street) Subtotal 1,750 1,750
W. lllinois Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety |T-Fund Non-Motorized 320
12 |Sidewalk, parking, bike lane, intersection H 1,225| Build Pending Ped-Bike Grant
(Meridian Street to Lynn Street) Subtotal 1,545 | | 1,545




Transportation Improvement Projects 2021-2026 (Funding Page 2)

Cost Estimates (000's) 2020 Dollars

FUNDING Previous FUNDED PROJECT
No. [PROJECT DESCRIPTION SOURCE Budget 2021 2022 2023 TOTALS
13 |Bellingham Railroad Quiet Zones 1st 1/4 REET 210 0 250 250 250 250 250
Subtotal 210 0 250 250 250 250 250 1,460
James/Bakerview Intersection Street 120 500
14 |Safety Improvements Federal STP 385 Build
Federal STBG 2,000
(Expandable multimodal roundabout) Federal HSIP 900] Pending WSDOT Grant
Subtotal 505 3,400 3,905
James Street Pedestrian and Bicycle T-Fund Non-Motorized 160
15 | Safety Improvements; Segment 3 _ 740] Pending WSDOT Grant
Segment 3 = Telegraph to Bakerview Subtotal 900 | | 900
Meridian Street Roundabouts Street Study) 160 Grants being sought
16 [(Squalicum & Birchwood), Phases 1 & 2 |Federal STBG
Phase 1 = Squalicum; Phase 2 = Birchwood [Unknown 12,000
Subtotal 160 12,000 12,160
James Street Pedestrian and Bicycle Street (Study) 110 Grants being sought
Safety Improvements; Segments 1, 2, & 4 |T-Fund Non-Motorized
17 |Segment 1 = Orchard to McLeod Pvt Mitigation
Segment 2 = McLeod to Telegraph Unknown 14,000
Segment 4 = Bakerview to Gooding Subtotal 110 14,000 14,110
North James Street Pvt Mitigation 600 Private Construction
18 |Multimodal Arterial Connection Unknown 3,000
(Gooding to Van Wyck; Long Term) Subtotal 600 3,000 3,600
West Horton Road Multimodal Federal Map 21 1,000 City/County Partnership
Corrdor Extension, Phase 2 County Road Fund 260
19 |[City-County Partnership] Pvt Mitigation 1,000
(Aldrich to Northwest; Long-Term) Unknown 12,000
Subtotal 1,260 1,000 12,000 14,260

2021-2026 TIP PROJECT FUNDING SOURCE SUMMARIES

Cost Estimates (000's) 2020 Dollars

Previous FUNDED
FUNDING SOURCES Budget 2021 2022 2023 TOTALS
STREET FUNDS 2,345 2,170 2,500 2,600] 2,640| 2,680( 2,700 17,635
TRANSPORTATION FUND - Resurfacing 3,900| 2,400 2,400 2,400] 2,400| 2,435 2,500 18,435
TRANSPORTATION FUND - Nonmotorized 2,300 2,450 2,400 2,400] 2,400| 2,435 2,500 16,885
TRANSPORTATION FUND - Climate Action & WTA Transit 0 500 500 500 500 500 500 3,000
1st & 2nd QUARTER REET FUNDS 210 250 250 250 250 250 250 1,710
FEDERAL FUNDS (STP, SR2S, HSIP, etc) 5,070| 9,186 0 0] 2,000 0 0 16,256
PRIVATE MITIGATION FUNDS (SEPA-TIA; MTIF; Other) 750 100 100 100 0 0 0 1,050
OTHER (Parks, Port, County, EDI, WTA, BSD, etc) 260 0 0 0 0 0 260
UNKNOWN FUNDS 0| 2,625 0| 1,640 0[ 12,000 29,000 45,265
TOTAL 2021-2026 TIP FUNDS 14,835| 19,681 8,150| 9,890] 10,190| 20,300( 37,450 120,496




Map not yet available



Project #1: Annual Street
Pavement Resurfacing Program

PROJECT NARRATIVE: Annual maintenance of existing public streets and bicycle lanes to protect the
City’s investment in these facilities and to ensure an adequate quality driving and riding surface at an
optimized life-cycle cost. Presuming a 20-year life cycle, approximately 5% of the City’s arterial streets
may require resurfacing each year, but that goal has not been achieved due to funding shortfalls. If
Bellingham voters approve the extension of the former Transportation Benefit District (TBD) sales tax as
a 10-year “Transportation Fund,” then revenue to supplement the City Street Fund will be used for street
resurfacing through the year 2030.

MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION BENEFITS: Automobiles represent the dominant mode choice of
travelers on the multimodal transportation network and adding bicycle lanes, sidewalks, curb extensions,
and crosswalks (where possible) when arterial pavement resurfacing occurs, also helps to expand and
enhance the citywide pedestrian, bicycle, and WTA transit networks and increases safety for all users.

Cost Estimates (000's) 2020 Dollars

FUNDING Previous FUNDED PROJECT
No. PROJECT DESCRIPTION SOURCE Budget 2021 2022 2023 TOTALS

Annual Street Pavement Resurfacing"*’  |Street 1055 670] 2500 2,100] 2640 2,680| 2700 14,345
1 |Preserving investment in public streets T-Fund Resurface 2,315 1,392 2,400( 2,400] 2,400| 2,435 2,500 15,842

1) Pre-COVID-19 direction from Finance: See 2020 construction list, project #1 Assumes: TBD Renewal; 15% Loss 21-22

Increase annual sales tax 1.5 - 2.0% Subtotal | 3a70] 2062 4900] 4500] 5040] 5115 5200 30,187
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES COLLECTED Annual Street Maintenance — Not Eligible
RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION NECESSARY No

PROJECT STATUS: Annual program, 2019 - 2024; Goal 5% of arterial street network per year




Project #2: Non-Motorized
Transportation Improvements

PROJECT NARRATIVE: Non-motorized improvements are primarily prioritized through the Pedestrian
Master Plan, the Bicycle Master Plan, and the ADA Transition Plan, but also through grant funding
opportunities, transportation capital improvement needs, locations where development is happening,
and opportunities for funding partnerships, such as those of WTA for public transit or the Bellingham
School District for Safe Route to School projects. Non-motorized funding is provided by revenue from
the Transportation Fund sales tax through December 31, 2030.

MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION BENEFITS: Additional sidewalk connections, crosswalks, ADA
upgrades, and various bicycle facilities will help to complete and enhance the citywide Pedestrian and
Bicycle non-motorized transportation network and the WTA transit network throughout Bellingham.

Cost Estimates (000's) 2020 Dollars
FUNDING Previous FUNDED PROJECT
No. PROJECT DESCRIPTION SOURCE Budget 2021 2022 2023 TOTALS
Nonmotorized Transportation®’ T-Fund Non-Motorized 1,300| 1,280 2,400| 2,400] 2,400( 2,435 2,500 14,715
2 |Sidewalk and Bikeway Improvements See project sheet #2 for 2021 project list Assumes: TBD Renewal; 15% Loss 21-22
2) Current TBD expires 12/31/2020 Subtotal | 1,300| 1,280 2,400| 2,400| 2,400| 2,435| 2,500 14,715
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES COLLECTED Yes, citywide Complete Networks
RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION NECESSARY Undetermined

PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE PROJECT LIST PROGRAMMED FOR 2021 — NEXT PAGE




®

Pedestrian and Bicycle Projects Programmed for 2021 & 2022 |
N

(Project #2 in 2021-2026 TIP)

Tier 2012 Pedestrian Master Plan and 2014 Bicycle Master Plan Projects Cost
Priority (Or related improvements not identified in these plans = n/a) Estimate
2021 Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements TBD Funds

Notes: Planning level cost estimates; Assumes TBD renewal Nov. 2020 & 15% reduction in TBD funds (COVID-19)

Meridian-Girard Bike Lanes - Marked bike lanes (2,110 LF) from W. lllinois to Victor Street and

2.a.)Tier3 |[(2,760 LF) Broadway Avenue to Young Street; Pending Council decision to remove parking on $50,000
one side of Meridian Street and on one side of Girard Street (WSDOT grant candidate)
2b) Tier 1 Old Fairhaven Parkway/24th Street Pedestrian & Bicycle Crossing Improvements $30.000
o - Flashing Crosswalk (RRFB), ADA ramps, marked crosswalk. (TIB grant candidate) ’
2.c) Tier 1 11th Street/Finnegan Way Intersection Safety Improvements (TIB grant candidate) $900,000
o - Intersection reconstruction, flashing Crosswalk (RRFB), ADA ramps, marked crosswalk. ’
. 11th Street Sidewalk (Westside 11th Street to 200' north of 12th Street)
2d)Tier® 1 335 | F Sidewalk, ADA ramps. $275,000
. 11th Street Sidewalk (Westside 90 feet south of Gambier Ave to Mill Avenue)
Ze)Tier® 1 670 LF Sidewalk, ADA ramps. $545,000
2.f) . .
Falrhaven 12th StregtIMlll Avgnue Traﬁlc Slgnal . $400.000
UV G - Full traffic signal with audible crossing warnings and ADA crosswalks ’
rowth
Subtotal| $2,200,000
2022 Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements TBD Funds

Notes: Planning level cost estimates; Assumes TBD renewal Nov. 2020 & 15% reduction in TBD funds (COVID-19)

West lllinois Street Multimodal Safety Improvements - ADA upgrade to sidewalks, curb

2.9.) Tier 1
Tigr)3 ert & ramps, crosswalks, and bike lanes from Sunset Drive to Lynn Street - See TIP Projects 11 &12 - $670,000
$670,000 = local funds toward possible WSDOT Safe Route to School grant and Pedestrian & Bike Safety grant
. Alderwood Avenue Sidewalk (Southside W. Maplewood to Shuksan MS north driveway)
Zh)Tier® 14 113 LF Sidewalk, ADA ramps. $900,000
Cottonwood Avenue Sidewalk (Southside Pinewood to W. Maplewood
2.i) Tier 2 ( P ) $700,000

- 885 LF Sidewalk, ADA ramps.

Subtotal

$2,270,000




Map not yet available



Project #3: Climate Action Plan & WTA Transit Plan

PROJECT NARRATIVE: The purpose and intent of project #3 will be programming capital
improvements for transportation projects that implement transportation measures in the Climate Action
Plan, as well as capital improvements to support WTA's transit system serving Bellingham. Examples
of possible eligible projects may include accessible pathways to transit stops, transit bus queue jumps at
traffic signals, electric-powered WTA buses, electric bus charging facilities at WTA stations, electric
vehicle charging stations throughout the City, group purchase of e-bikes & e-cars, and other capital
improvements that implement Bellingham’s Climate Action Plan and WTA’s Long-Range Transit Plan.

MULTIMODAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL TRANSPORTATION BENEFITS: Vehicles are the dominant
mode choice of travelers on the multimodal transportation network and funding electric vehicle charging
stations add convenience to help reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Funding capital improvements
that support access to and capacity expansion for a reliable and convenient WTA transit system in
Bellingham, both helps to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from transportation as well as promoting
local transportation mode shift away from single-occupancy vehicles to transit.

Cost Estimates (000's) 2020 Dollars

FUNDING Previous FUNDED PROJECT
No. PROJECT DESCRIPTION SOURCE Budget 2021 2022 2023 TOTALS
Climate Action Plan & WTA Transit Plan’  T-Fund Climate-Transit 0| 500 500| 500 500{ 500{ 500 3,000
3 [Supporting Climate Plan & WTA Plan See project sheet #3 for 2021 projectlist | Assumes: TBD Renewal; 15% Loss 21-22
3) Presumes TBD renewal in Nov 2020 Subtotal | 0| 500 500| 500| 500‘ 500| 500 3,000




Climate Action and Transit Projects Programmed for 2021 & 2022

(Project #3 in 2021-2026 TIP)

Each year, Public Works Engineering and Natural Resources staff will collaborate with WTA staff
to recommend Transportation Fund sales tax programming for capital improvements to implement the

Bellingham Climate Protection Action Plan and the WTA Long-Range Transit Plan.

Bellingham City Council has final approval of funding through annual adoption of the Six-Year TIP.

Plan 2018 Climate Protection Action Plan & 2021 WTA Long-Range Transit Plan Cost
Reference Projects (Or related improvements not identified in these plans = n/a) Estimate
2021 Projects Supporting Climate Action and WTA Transit Plans TBD Funds

Notes: Planning level cost estimates; Assumes TBD renewal Nov. 2020 & 15% reduction in TBD funds (COVID-19)

3.a.) Climate |Citywide Electric Vehicle (EV) Charging Station Improvements $500,000

Action Plan |- Approximately 10 locations funded with TBD with possibility of many more with Commerce grant. ’

3.b.) WTA 2020-2021 WTA Long-Range Transit Plan in process. In-Kind

TransitPlan |- City transportation planning staff is directly involved in planning with WTA staff. n-Kin

3.c)WTA 2020-2021 Lincoln-Lakeway Multimodal Transportation Study in process. In-Kind

TransitPlan |- City transportation planning staff is directly involved in planning with WTA, WSDOT, & WCOG. n-kin
Subtotal| $500,000

2022 Projects Supporting Climate Action and WTA Transit Plans TBD Funds

Notes: Planning level cost estimates; Assumes TBD renewal Nov. 2020 & 15% reduction in TBD funds (COVID-19)

3.d.) Climate

Transportation Improvements Supporting Climate Protection Action Plan

Action Plan |- Capital improvements recommended by PW Staff, Approved by City Council in 2021 Unknown
3.e) WTA Transportation Improvements Supporting WTA Long-Range Transit Plan Unk

Transit Plan |- Capital Improvements recommended by WTA & PW Staff, Approved by City Council in 2021 nKnown
3.f) Other Yet to be Determined Unknown

Subtotal

$0




Project #4: Ellis Street Bridge Reconstruction
(Ellis Street/N. State Street Intersection)

PROJECT NARRATIVE The existing bridge was constructed in 1940 and has experienced major
substructure deterioration. Major repairs were made in the year 2000 when new pilings were driven in,

but the overall deterioration has continued. Temporary shoring allows the bridge to remain open, but

reconstruction of the bridge is necessary in the near future. Federal BRAC grant funding has been

secured for construction. Local funding is programmed for preliminary engineering, design, and local
matching fund requirements for the BRAC grant. Construction scheduled for 2020.

MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION BENEFITS: Sidewalks, bikeways, transit, auto, freight.

PROJECT STATUS: Funded with Federal BRAC. Design 2019. Construction 2021.

Cost Estimates (000's) 2020 Dollars

FUNDING Previous FUNDED PROJECT
No. PROJECT DESCRIPTION SOURCE Budget 2021 2022 2023 TOTALS
Ellis Street Bridge Reconstruction Street 100
4 |(Eliis - N. State Intersection) T-Fund Resurface 585
Federal BRAC 2,995( Build
Subtotal 3,680 3,680

TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES COLLECTED

RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION NECESSARY

Yes, for local funds

No

Map not yet available



Project #5: F Street/BNSF Railroad Crossing

Safety Improvements
(Holly Street to Roeder Avenue)

PROJECT NARRATIVE: The F Street/BNSF rail crossing is located on the 160-foot-long section of F
Street between Holly Street and Roeder Avenue, which is a designated freight truck route serving all of
the heavy industrial and commercial uses on the Bellingham Waterfront. This section of F Street
crosses three (3) BNSF railroad tracks and is between the BNSF switching yard and the mainline tracks
through the 200-acre Bellingham Waterfront redevelopment site. From 2010 - 2016, there were 30
vehicle collisions on this segment of F Street, eleven (37%) of which were injury-related. The City will
construct upgrades to the F Street crossing with safety improvements that will include four quadrant
gates, pedestrian and bicycle improvements, and vehicle travel lane channelization and restriction.

MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION BENEFITS: Bicycle and ADA-compliant surface crossing of
railroad tracks and reduction of pedestrian, bicycle, vehicle, and train conflicts.

PROJECT STATUS: Funded WSDOT-administered HSIP grant. Design 2019-2020. Construct 2021.

Cost Estimates (000's) 2020 Dollars

FUNDING Previous FUNDED PROJECT
No. PROJECT DESCRIPTION SOURCE Budget 2021 2022 2023 TOTALS

F Street/BNSF Railroad Crossing 1st 1/4 REET 40 250
5 [Safety Improvements Federal HSIP 690| Build

(Holly Street to Roeder Ave) Subtotal 730 250 980
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES COLLECTED No
RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION NECESSARY Possible

Map not yet available



Project #6: Telegraph Road

Multimodal Safety Improvements
(James Street to Deemer Road)

PROJECT NARRATIVE: Telegraph Road has seen an increase in vehicle traffic, as well as pedestrian,
bicycle, and transit demand, as a result of annexations, growth, and development. The King Mountain
Neighborhood is zoned for more high-density housing units and many development projects are in plan
review and permitting stages. WTA provides high-frequency Gold GO Line Route 331 service to James
Street-Telegraph Road-Deemer Road, but there are few sidewalks and crossings to bus stops.

MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION BENEFITS: Tier 3 sidewalks, Tier 3 bicycle lanes, pedestrian
crossing, center turn lane, access management, safety, LED street lights, traffic signals, and transit

shelters for WTA Gold GO Line (Route 331).

PROJECT STATUS: Funded. Federal grant, local funds, private TIF & mitigation, WTA funding. Design,
Engineering, ROW acquisition, permitting 2019-2020. Construction scheduled 2021-2022.

Telegraph Road Multimodal

Safety Improvements

(2/3-mile Deemer Road to James Street)
6 |Center turn lane, traffic signals at Deemer
and James, bike lanes, sidewalks, storm

water, flashing crosswalks at bus stops,

requires right-of-way acquisition

Street 800 800

T-Fund Non-Motorized 1,000 300

T-Fund Resurface 1,000 200

Private Mitigation 150 100

WTA 107| Build

Federal STBG 1,650

Subtotal 3,057| 3,050 6,107

TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES COLLECTED

RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION NECESSARY

Yes, for local funds

Yes

Map not yet available




Project #7: Pedestrian Master Plan Update
(In Advance of Comp Plan Update; Pending Dedicated Funding)

PROJECT NARRATIVE: The Bellingham Pedestrian Master Plan (PMP) was created by citizens, staff,
and consultants in 2011-2012 and approved by the City Council in August 2012. The PMP includes
approximately 350 individual sidewalk and crossing improvement projects, as well as goals, policies,
program recommendations, and design guidance. Since 2012, the City has constructed and funded 75
of the 2012 PMP projects. The PMP was adopted by reference into the Multimodal Transportation
Chapter of the Bellingham Comprehensive Plan in November 2016. Bellingham Urban Growth Areas
were not included in the 2012 PMP and several annexations have occurred since that time. If the TBD
is renewed by voters in 2020, then it would make sense to invest in an update to the 2012 PMP in
advance of the GMA-required 2023-2024 Comprehensive Plan update cycle.

MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION BENEFITS: Sidewalks and pedestrian crossing improvements.

PROJECT STATUS: Plan update needed in 2021-2022 if there is a dedicated funding source

7 |Pedestrian Master Plan Update T-Fund Non-Motorized 100| Adopt

Subtotal 100 100
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES COLLECTED Yes, for local funds
RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION NECESSARY Varies by location

Map not yet available



Project #8: Bicycle Master Plan Update
(In Advance of Comp Plan Update; Pending Dedicated Funding)

PROJECT NARRATIVE: The Bellingham Bicycle Master Plan (BMP) was created by citizens, staff, and
consultants in 2013-2014 and approved by the City Council in October 2014. The BMP includes
approximately 186 individual bicycle facility improvements and 26 bicycle crossing improvements, as
well as goals, policies, program recommendations, and design guidance. Since 2014, the City has
constructed and funded 111 (52%) of the 2014 BMP projects. The BMP was adopted by reference into
the Multimodal Transportation Chapter of the Bellingham Comprehensive Plan in November 2016.
Bellingham Urban Growth Areas were included in the 2014 BMP. If the TBD is renewed by voters in
2020, then it would make sense to invest in an update to the 2014 BMP in advance of the GMA-required
2023-2024 Comprehensive Plan update cycle.

MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION BENEFITS: Bicycle facilities and bicycle crossing improvements.

PROJECT STATUS: Plan update needed in 2021-2022 if there is a dedicated funding source

8 |Bicycle Master Plan Update T-Fund Non-Motorized 100| Adopt

Subtotal 100 100
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES COLLECTED Yes, for local funds
RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION NECESSARY Varies by location

Map not yet available




Project #9: Meador Avenue

Bridge Reconstruction
(Between State St and James St)

PROJECT NARRATIVE: The existing bridge has experienced major substructure deterioration and
reconstruction of the bridge is necessary in the near future. Federal BRAC grant funding is being
sought for construction. Local funding is programmed for preliminary engineering, design, and local
matching fund requirements for the BRAC grant. If grant funding is secured, then construction could be
scheduled for 2022.

MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION BENEFITS: Sidewalks, bikeways, transit, auto, freight.

PROJECT STATUS: Design 2020. Construction 2022, pending Federal BRAC grant funds.

Meador Avenue / Whatcom Creek Street 350
9 [Bridge Reconstruction T-Fund Resurface 404
Federal Hwy Bridge 3,768| Build
Subtotal 4,522 4,522
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES COLLECTED Yes, for local funds
RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION NECESSARY Unknown

Map not yet available




Project #10: James Street Bridge

Reconstruction

(Between Ohio St and Meador Ave)

PROJECT NARRATIVE: The existing bridge has experienced major substructure deterioration and
reconstruction of the bridge is necessary in the near future. Federal BRAC grant funding is being sought
for construction. Local funding is programmed for preliminary engineering, design, and local matching
fund requirements for the BRAC grant. If grant funding is secured, then construction could be scheduled

for 2022.

MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION BENEFITS: Sidewalks, bikeways, transit, auto, freight.

PROJECT STATUS: Design 2020. Construction 2022, pending Federal BRAC grant funds.

10

James Street/ Whatcom Creek

Bridge Reconstruction

Street 350

T-Fund Resurface 404

Federal Hwy Bridge 3,768| Build

Subtotal 4,522 4,522

TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES COLLECTED

RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION NECESSARY

Yes, for local funds

Unknown

Map not yet available




Project #11: Parkview ES
Safe Route to School Improvements

PROJECT NARRATIVE: Construct Tier 3 sidewalks and Tier 3 pedestrian crossing improvements on

Cornwall Avenue, Coolidge Street, and W. lllinois Street and removal of parking on the north side of W.
lllinois from Sunset to Meridian to install Tier 1 bike lanes on both sides of the corridor. The Bellingham
School District is in the process of reconstructing Parkview Elementary School and is partnering with the
City of Bellingham to apply to WSDOT for Safe Route to School grant funding. This project compliments

project #12 on the western half of the W. lllinois corridor.

MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION BENEFITS: Access, safety, connectivity for pedestrians,
bicyclists, vehicles, and freight trucks.

PROJECT STATUS: If WSDOT grant is awarded July 2021, then construction anticipated 2022.

Parkview ES Safe Route to School
11 [Sidewalks, ADA ramps, crosswalks,

parking removal, bike lanes

(Sunset Drive to Meridian Street)

T-Fund Non-Motorized 350

Bham School District

WSDOT Federal SRTS 1,400 Build Pending SRTS Grant

Subtotal 1,750 | | 1,750

TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES COLLECTED

RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION NECESSARY

Yes, for local public funds
No

Map not yet available




Project #12: W. lllinois Pedestrian & Bicycle

Safety Improvements
(Meridian Street to Lynn Street)

PROJECT NARRATIVE: W. lllinois Street is a major east-west connection serving west-central
Bellingham between Sunset (SR 542), Cornwall, Meridian (SR 539) and Northwest Avenue. W. lllinois
provides access to Cornwall Park, Parkview Elementary School, a regional grocery store, Fountain
District Urban Village, and residential homes in the Cornwall Park and Columbia Neighborhoods.
Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plans call for sidewalks and bike lanes on W. lllinois Street, but
installation of bike lanes will require on-street parking to be removed on at least one side of the street.
Intersection geometry and operations must be studied for improvements. This project complements
project #11 Parkview ES Safe Routes to School.

MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION BENEFITS: Tier 1 bicycle lanes, Tier 3 sidewalks, intersection
improvements. WTA Routes 4, 15, and 232 (Green GO Line high-frequency route) serve W. lllinois.

PROJECT STATUS: If WSDOT Ped & Bicycle Safety grant awarded July 2021; then construction 2022

W. lllinois Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety | T-Fund Non-Motorized 320 | |
12 |Sidewalk, parking, bike lane, intersection 1,225| Build Pending Ped-Bike Grant

(Meridian Street to Lynn Street) Subtotal 1,545 | | 1,545
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES COLLECTED Yes, for local funds
RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION NECESSARY Not yet known

Map not yet available




Project #13: BNSF Railroad Quiet Zones

PROJECT NARRATIVE: The City of Bellingham will examine the possibility of making significant safety
improvements for the at-grade street crossings of the Burlington Northern Sante Fe (BNSF) railroad
tracks throughout the City. If safety improvements can be made that meet BNSF and federal guidelines,
then a “Railroad Quiet Zone” may be established that would allow train engineers not to blow train horns
unless there was an emergency. Several different types of at-grade crossing improvements can be
used, depending on the circumstances and needs of the specific site. Preliminary cost estimates are
approximately $500,000 to $750,000 per at-grade crossing, depending on the improvements made.

MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION BENEFITS: ADA-compliant surface crossing of railroad tracks and

reduction of vehicle/rail conflicts.

PROJECT STATUS: REET funding identified as most-appropriate for these improvements.

13 |Bellingham Railroad Quiet Zones 1st 1/4 REET 210 0 250| 250] 250 250| 250
Subtotal 210 0 250] 250] 250| 250| 250 1,460

TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES COLLECTED No

RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION NECESSARY Possible

Map not yet available




Project #14: James/Bakerview
Intersection Safety Improvements

PROJECT NARRATIVE: East Bakerview Road is a major arterial and trucking route between the
Irongate industrial area, SR 539, and I-5. James Street is the only north-south secondary arterial
between Sunset Drive and Kellogg Road. Increased traffic and lack of north-south left-turn lanes
contribute to an increase in speeding and collisions at the James/Bakerview intersection. Constructing
an expandable multimodal roundabout will slow speeding vehicles, reduce collisions, and improve safety
for all users, while also providing long-term transportation capacity as the King Mountain area develops.

MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION BENEFITS: Tier 3 sidewalks, crosswalk with pedestrian refuges,
Tier 3 bicycle lanes, collision reduction, increased safety & efficiency of freight and goods movement,
Greenways parks and trails planned adjacent to roundabout, WTA transit route 48 and future WTA
transit routes as ridership demand increases.

PROJECT STATUS: 100% engineering and design completed; Federal grant funds being sought;
construction 2023 pending full funding.

James/Bakerview Intersection Street 120 500
14 |Safety Improvements Federal STP 385 Build
Federal STBG 2,000
(Expandable multimodal roundabout) Federal HSIP 900] Pending WSDOT Grant
Subtotal 505 3,400 | | 3,905
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES COLLECTED Yes, for local funds
RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION NECESSARY Yes

Map not yet available




Project #15: James Street Pedestrian & Bicycle

Safety Improvements; Segment 3
(West side James Street from Telegraph Rd to E. Bakerview Rd)

PROJECT NARRATIVE: James Street is the only north- south transportation corridor serving north-
central Bellingham between Meridian (SR 539) and Hannegan, which is already zoned for 3,000 or more
housing units. James Street provides access to Squalicum Creek Trail and Sunset Pond Park between
Sunset Square Shopping Center, Telegraph Road, and East Bakerview Road. Pedestrian and Bicycle
Master Plans call for sidewalks and bike lanes and WTA high-frequency Gold GO Line Route 331
service requires sidewalks and crossings to bus stops. Segment 3 is the most financially feasible
section to construct and if grant funding can be secured, could be completed in 2023 to complement the
Telegraph Road improvements and the James/Bakerview roundabout.

MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION BENEFITS: Tier 3 sidewalks, Tier 3 bicycle lanes, turn lanes,
increased access, safety, sight distance, and efficiency. WTA Gold GO Line high-frequency transit route
331 and future WTA transit routes as King Mountain Neighborhood continues to develop.

PROJECT STATUS: Feasibility Study Completed 2019. Unfunded. WSDOT grant funds applied for.

James Street Pedestrian and Bicycle T-Fund Non-Motorized 160 | |

15 |Safety Improvements; Segment 3 740] Pending WSDQOT Grant

Segment 3 = Telegraph to Bakerview Subtotal 900 | | 900
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES COLLECTED Yes, for local funds
RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION NECESSARY No

Map not yet available




Project #16: Meridian Street Roundabouts

(Meridian/Squalicum & Meridian/Birchwood)

PROJECT NARRATIVE: These two closely spaced intersections are a critical freight route and
multimodal transportation link between the industrial Bellingham Waterfront and U.S.-Canadian border
crossings connected by Interstate 5 and Guide-Meridian (SR 539). When the Orchard-Birchwood
extension is completed in 2021, vehicle traffic volume, as well as pedestrian and bicycle demand, will
increase and these intersections will become increasingly congested. Pedestrian and Bicycle Master
Plans call for sidewalks and Parks plans call for a multiuse trail on the former railroad bed. WTA has
indicated that Meridian is a candidate for future high-frequency GO Line service.

MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION BENEFITS: Tier 2 sidewalks, Tier 3 bicycle lanes, turn lanes,
increased access, safety, sight distance, and efficiency. WTA Routes 4 and 15 currently provide transit
service, with future consideration for high-frequency transit on Meridian Street (SR 539).

PROJECT STATUS: Feasibility study completed 2019. Unfunded. State and federal grants, as well as
public-private funding partnerships will be sought.

Meridian Street Roundabouts Street Study) 160 Grants being sought
16 [(Squalicum & Birchwood), Phases 1 & 2 |Federal STBG
Phase 1 = Squalicum; Phase 2 = Birchwood |Unknown 12,000
Subtotal 160 12,000 12,160
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES COLLECTED Yes, for local funds
RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION NECESSARY Yes: Intersection corners and railroad ROW

Map not yet available




Project #17: James Street Pedestrian & Bicycle

Safety Improvements; Segments 1, 2, & 4
(West side James Street from E. Orchard to Gooding Rd)

PROJECT NARRATIVE: James Street is the only north- south transportation corridor serving the King
Mountain Neighborhood, which is zoned for 3,000 or more housing units. James Street provides access
to Squalicum Creek Trail and Sunset Pond Park between Sunset Square Shopping Center, Telegraph
Rd, and East Bakerview Rd. Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plans call for sidewalks and bike lanes and
WTA high-frequency Gold GO Line Route 331 service requires sidewalks and crossings to bus stops.
Significant costs include, removal of a vertical curve sight distance issue on the hill between Orchard
and McLeod and reconstruction of culverts beneath James Street between Orchard Dr and Telegraph
Rd and Bakerview Rd and Kellogg Rd will require reconstruction for fish passage improvements.

MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION BENEFITS: Tier 3 sidewalks, Tier 3 bicycle lanes, turn lanes,
increased access, safety, sight distance, and efficiency. WTA Gold GO Line high-frequency transit route
331 and future WTA transit routes as King Mountain Neighborhood continues to develop.

PROJECT STATUS: Feasibility Study Completed 2019. Unfunded. Grant funds will be sought.

James Street Pedestrian and Bicycle Street (Study) 110 Grants being sought

Safety Improvements; Segments 1, 2, & 4 |T-Fund Non-Motorized
17 |Segment 1 = Orchard to McLeod Pwvt Mitigation

Segment 2 = McLeod to Telegraph Unknown 14,000

Segment 4 = Bakerview to Gooding Subtotal 110 14,000 14,110
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES COLLECTED Yes, for local funds
RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION NECESSARY Possibly; yet-to-be-determined

Map not yet available




Project #18: North James Street

Multimodal Arterial Connection
(Gooding Avenue to Van Wyck Road)

PROJECT NARRATIVE: The Transportation Element of the Bellingham Comprehensive Plan identifies
the North James Street extension to Van Wyck Road as a secondary arterial. James Street is the only
north- south transportation corridor serving the King Mountain Neighborhood, which is zoned for over
3,000 new housing units. In addition to supporting the development planned for the King Mountain
Neighborhood, this northern extension of James Street will provide another north-south corridor parallel
to Meridian (SR 539), which will provide multimodal access and connectivity in King Mountain.

MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION BENEFITS: Tier 3 sidewalks, Tier 3 bike lanes, center turn lanes
at intersections, regional multimodal transportation connectivity, and possible future WTA transit route.

PROJECT STATUS: Private developer is currently constructing road improvements with subdivision

North James Street
1

©

Multimodal Arterial Connection

(Gooding to Van Wyck; Long Term)

Pvt Mitigation 600 Private Construction
Unknown 3,000
Subtotal 600 3,000 3,600

TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES COLLECTED
RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION NECESSARY?

No, private construction receives TIF credit

Yes, private development to dedicate

Map not yet available




Project #19: West Horton Road

Multimodal Corridor Extension, Phase 2
(Aldrich Road to Northwest Avenue)

PROJECT NARRATIVE: City — County partnership to extend an east-west regional transportation
connection in northern Bellingham. Phase 2 extends West Horton for one-half mile west as an arterial
street with sidewalks and bicycle lanes on both sides from Aldrich Road to Northwest Avenue.
Environmental impacts require land acquisition, off-site mitigation, and minimizing the road footprint.

MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION BENEFITS: Increased access, safety, and connectivity for
pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders, and vehicles. Tier 1 sidewalks, Tier 1 bike lanes, possible future
WTA transit route as W. Horton Road, annexations, and MF & SF developments are completed.

PROJECT STATUS: Feasibility, wetlands, & survey: 2017-2019; PE/Design 2019-2020; ROW
acquisition & mitigation planning 2020-2024; additional funding to be sought, when appropriate. ROW
acquisition and construction is responsibility of Whatcom County until alignment is annexed to City.

West Horton Road Multimodal Federal Map 21 1,000 City/County Partnership
Corrdor Extension, Phase 2 County Road Fund 260
19 |[City-County Partnership] Pvt Mitigation 1,000
(Aldrich to Northwest; Long-Term) Unknown 12,000
Subtotal 1,260 1,000 12,000 14,260
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES COLLECTED Not until annexed to City
RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION NECESSARY Yes

Map not yet available
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