
 

AGENDA - REVISED 

City Council Special Meeting 

6:30 PM - Monday, November 4, 2019 

City Hall Council Chambers, Sammamish, WA  
Page  Estimated 

Time 
 
 CALL TO ORDER 6:30 pm 
 
 PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 
 ROLL CALL  
 
 APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
 
 PUBLIC COMMENT 

Note: This is an opportunity for the public to address the Council. 
Three-minutes limit per person or five-minutes if representing the 
official position of a recognized community organization. If you would 
like to show a video or PowerPoint, it must be submitted or emailed 
by 5 pm, the end of the business day, to the City Clerk, Melonie 
Anderson at manderson@sammamish.us. Please be aware that 
Council meetings are videotaped and available to the public. 

6:35 pm 

 
 CONSENT CALENDAR 7:05 pm 
 
 1. Payroll: For the Period Ending October 15, 2019 For a Pay 

Date of October 18, 2019 in the Amount of $469,085.92 
 

 
 2. * Payroll: For the Period Ending October 30, 2019 For a Pay 

Date of November 05, 2019 in the Amount of $468,780.16 
 

 
5 - 12 3. Approval: Claims For Period Ending November 4, 2019 In The 

Amount Of $2,611,842.64 For Check No. 55392 Through 
55570 

View Agenda Item 

 

 
13 - 20 4. Ordinance: Imposing A Sales And Use Tax For Affordable And 

Supportive Housing; Amending Chapter 3.15 Of The 
Sammamish Municipal Code Relating To Sales And Use Tax; 
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Providing For Severability; And Establishing An Effective Date. 

View Agenda Item  
21 - 26 5. Resolution: Adopting The Sammamish Employee Recognition 

And Pride In Service Policy 

View Agenda Item 

 

 
27 - 34 6. Approval: Supplemental Amendment to Provide Further 

Stormwater GIS Support/Herrera Environmental Consultants 

View Agenda Item 

 

 
35 - 62 7. Approval: Professional Services Contract - Ebright Creek Fish 

Passage Project/Osborn Consulting, Inc. 

View Agenda Item 

 

 
63 - 101 8. Approval: Contract - Printer/Copier Print Services/QBSI - 

Xerox 

View Agenda Item 

 

 
102 - 106 9. Approval: Final Project Acceptance -2018 Pavement Program - 

Patching 

View Agenda Item 

 

 
107 - 110 10. Approval: Minutes for the Month October 15, 2019 Joint 

Meeting with the Planning Commission 

View Agenda Item 

 

 
 PRESENTATIONS / PROCLAMATIONS  
 
 PUBLIC HEARINGS 7:10 pm 
 
111 - 182 11. Public Hearing and Deliberation: Site-Specific Land Use Map 

Amendment for Parcel 1241100042 

View Agenda Item 

 

 
183 - 275 12. Public Hearing: Resolution - Related To Adoption Of The 

Urban Forest Management Plan And Incorporation By 
Reference Into The Sammamish Comprehensive Plan 

View Agenda Item 

 

 
276 - 285 13. Public Hearing: Amendments to the Environment and 

Conservation Element of the Comprehensive Plan. 

View Agenda Item 

 

 
286 - 379 14. Public Hearings: Ordinances to adopt by reference the 2019 

Six-Year Capital Facilities Plans for Issaquah, Snoqualmie 
Valley, and Lake Washington School Districts. 

 

1. Ordinance: Relating To School Impact Fees; 
Adopting The Issaquah School District No. 411 
2019-2024 Six-Year Capital Facilities Plan, And 
Establishing An Effective Date 
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2. Ordinance: Relating To School Impact Fees; 
Adopting The Snoqualmie Valley School District 
No. 410 2019-2024 Six-Year Capital Facilities Plan, 
And Establishing An Effective Date. 

  

3. Ordinance: Relating To School Impact Fees; 
Adopting The Lake Washington School District No. 
414 2019-2024 Six-Year Capital Facilities Plan, And 
Establishing An Effective Date. 

  

View Agenda Items 
 
 UNFINISHED BUSINESS 8:30 pm 
 
380 - 381 15. Discussion: YMCA Operations at the Sammamish Community 

and Aquatic Center 

View Agenda Item 

 

 
 NEW BUSINESS 9:00 pm 
 
382 - 414 16. Discussion: Interlocal Agreement For Lake Sammamish 

Watershed Investigations and Kokanee Salmon Recovery 
Actions 

View Agenda Item 

 

 
415 - 416 17. Discussion: Sound Cities Association (SCA) Regional 

Committee Appointments 

View Agenda Item 

 

 
 COUNCIL REPORTS/ CITY MANAGER REPORT  
 
417 - 419 18. Report: Mayor Christie Malchow 

View Agenda Item 

 

 
 EXECUTIVE SESSION 

 

Review the performance of a public employee pursuant to RCW 
42.30.110(1)(g) 

 

 
 ADJOURNMENT 10:00 pm 
 
 LONG TERM CALENDAR  
 
420 - 421  View Agenda Calendar  
 
  

 *  Added Payroll for 11/05/2019 
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 * Added one additional comment to the Question and Comment matrix 

  

  

City Council meetings are wheelchair accessible. American Sign 
Language (ASL) interpretation is available upon request. Please phone 
(425) 295-0500 at least 48 hours in advance. Assisted Listening 
Devices are also available upon request. 
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Agenda Bill 

 City Council Special Meeting 

November 04, 2019  

 

SUBJECT: 
 

Ordinance imposing a sales and use tax for affordable and supportive 
housing; amending Chapter 3.15 of the Sammamish Municipal Code 
relating to sales and use tax; providing for severability; and establishing 
an effective date. 
 

DATE SUBMITTED: 
 

October 23, 2019 
 

DEPARTMENT: 
 

Finance 
 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 
 ☑  Action     ☐  Direction     ☐  Informational      

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

Approve the ordinance. 
 

EXHIBITS: 
 

1. Exhibit 1 - Ordinance - City Attorney reviewed 

2. Exhibit 2 - Sammamish Municipal Code Revision 

3. Exhibit 3 - AHC Recommendation Letter 
 

BUDGET:  
Total dollar amount $48,000 ☐ Approved in budget 

Fund(s) General Fund ☐ 

☑ 

Budget reallocation required 

No budgetary impact 
 

 

WORK PLAN FOCUS AREAS:  

☐  Transportation ☐  Community Safety 

☐  Communication & Engagement ☑  Community Livability 

☐  High Performing Government ☐  Culture & Recreation 

☐  Environmental Health & Protection ☑  Financial Sustainability 
 

 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 

Shall the City Council approve an ordinance imposing a sales tax of 0.0073 percent for affordable 
housing? 

 

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY: 

The Washington State Legislature approved Substitute House Bill 1406 in 2019 which authorizes the 
City to impose a local sales tax of 0.0073 percent to be used for affordable housing.  This tax will be 
credited against state sales tax collected within the City and will not increase the overall sales tax rate 
in Sammamish.  The Department of Revenue requires 30 days' notice to begin directing this tax from 

CONSENT CALENDAR #4.

Page 13 of 421



the State to the City.  The tax would take effect for the City on the first of the month following the 30-
day waiting period. 

  

To levy and collect the tax, the Revised Code of Washington ("RCW") requires the City to pass a 
resolution of intent to impose the tax by January 27, 2020 and an ordinance to impose the tax by July 
27, 2020.  The City Council passed the resolution of intent on September 17, 2019.  This ordinance, if 
approved by the Council, will impose the affordable housing tax and allow the Council to determine 
the process for distributing the tax at a later date. 

  

This sales tax revenue may be used for the acquisition, construction or rehabilitation of affordable 
housing or facilities providing supportive housing, for the operations and maintenance costs of 
affordable housing or supportive housing, or for providing rental assistance to tenants.  The City may 
pool its affordable housing tax revenue with other cities, counties, or housing authorities through 
participation in an interlocal agreement. 

 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

The affordable housing tax revenue is estimated at $48,000 per year for 20 years. 

 

OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: 

Do not approve the ordinance, thereby foregoing the affordable housing sales tax revenue. 
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1

CITY OF SAMMAMISH
WASHINGTON

ORDINANCE NO. O2019-XXX

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH, 
WASHINGTON, IMPOSING A SALES AND USE TAX FOR 
AFFORDABLE AND SUPPORTIVE HOUSING; 
AMENDING CHAPTER 3.15 OF THE SAMMAMISH 
MUNICIPAL CODE RELATING TO SALES AND USE 
TAX; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; AND 
ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, in the 2019 Regular session, the Washington State Legislature approved, 
and the Governor signed, Substitute House Bill 1406 (Chapter 338, Laws of 2019) (“SHB 
1406”); and

WHEREAS, on September 17, 2019, the City Council adopted Resolution No. R2019-
847, declaring its intent to adopt an ordinance authorizing the tax allowed by SHB 1406; and

WHEREAS, SHB 1406 authorizes the governing body of a city or county to impose a 
local sales and use tax for the acquisition, construction or rehabilitation of affordable housing or 
facilities providing supportive housing, for the operations and maintenance costs of affordable or 
supportive housing; or, if eligible, for providing rental assistance to tenants; and

WHEREAS, the tax will be credited against state sales taxes collected within the City 
and, therefore, will not result in higher sales and use taxes within the City and will represent an 
additional source of funding to address housing needs in the City; and

WHEREAS, in order for a city or county to impose the tax, within twelve months of the 
effective date of SHB 1406, or July 27, 2020, the governing body must adopt legislation to 
authorize the maximum capacity of the tax; and

WHEREAS, the City has determined it is in the best interest of the City and its residents 
to begin implementation of the tax and then later determine the process for distribution of the 
funds collected by a resolution of the Sammamish City Council to meet the requirements of SHB 
1406; and

WHEREAS, this ordinance constitutes the legislation required by SHB 1406; and

WHEREAS, the City Council now desires to impose the local sales and use tax 
authorized by SHB 1406 as set forth herein;

NOW, THEREFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH, 
WASHINGTON DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:
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2

Section 1.  A new Article III, Sales and Use Tax for Affordable Housing, is hereby added 
to the Sammamish Municipal Code Chapter 3.15 as set forth in Attachment A, attached hereto, 
and by this reference incorporated herein.

Section 2.  Severability.  Should any section, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase of 
this Ordinance, or its application to any person or circumstance, be declared unconstitutional or 
otherwise invalid for any reason, or should any portion of this Ordinance be pre-empted by state 
or federal law or regulation, such decision or pre-emption shall not affect the validity of the 
remaining portions of this Ordinance or its application to other persons or circumstances.

Section 3.  Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect five (5) days 
after publication of the Ordinance as required by law.

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH, WASHINGTON, 
ON THIS 4th DAY OF NOVEMBER 2019.

____________________________________
Christie Malchow, Mayor

Attest/Authenticated:

_________________________________
Melonie Anderson, City Clerk

Approved as to Form

_________________________________
Michael R. Kenyon, City Attorney

Filed with the City Clerk: October 23, 2019
Date Adopted: November 4, 2019
Date of Publication:
Effective Date:
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Attachment A

CHAPTER 3.15
SALES AND USE TAX

Sections:

Article I.  Sales and Use Tax

3.15.010 Imposition of a sales and use tax as authorized by RCW 82.14.030(1).
3.15.020 Administration – Collection.
3.15.030 Inspection of records – Agreement with Department of Revenue.
3.15.040 Violation – Penalty.

Article II.  Additional Sales and Use Tax

3.15.050 Imposition of an additional sales and use tax as authorized by RCW 82.14.030(2).
3.15.060 Administration – Collection.
3.15.070 Inspection of records – Agreement with Department of Revenue.
3.15.080 Subject to Referendum.
3.15.090 Violation – Penalty.

__________________________________________________________________________________

Article III.  Sales and Use Tax for Affordable Housing

3.15.100 Imposition of a sales and use tax for affordable housing.
3.15.110 Administration and Collection.
3.15.120 Purpose of Tax.
3.15.130 Inspection of records – Agreement with the Department of Revenue.
3.15.140 Violation – Penalty.

Article III.  Sales and Use Tax for Affordable Housing

3.15.100 Imposition of a sales and use tax for affordable housing.

(1) Imposition.  There is imposed a sales and use tax as authorized by Washington State Legislature 
Chapter 338, Laws of 2019 and codified in RCW 82.14.540, upon every taxable event which occurs 
within the City limits, as defined in RCW 82.14.020, as the same exists or may hereafter by amended.  
The tax shall be imposed upon and collected from those persons from whom the state sales and/or use 
tax is collected pursuant to Chapter 82.08 RCW and Chapter 82.12 RCW, as the same now exists or may 
hereafter be amended.

(2) Tax Rate.  The rate of tax imposed by subsection (1) of this section shall be 0.0073 percent of the 
selling price or value of the article used, as the case may be.  The tax imposed under RCW 82.14.540(2) 
must be deducted from the amount of tax otherwise required to be collected or paid to the Department 
of Revenue under Chapter 82.08 RCW and Chapter 82.12 RCW.

CONSENT CALENDAR #4.
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(3) Tax Amount.  The Washington State Department of Revenue will calculate the maximum amount of 
annual tax distributions for the City of Sammamish based on the taxable retail sales in the City in the 
State’s fiscal year ending June 30, 2019. The tax imposed under SMC 3.15.100(1) will cease to be 
distributed to the City for the remainder of any State fiscal year in which the amount of tax exceeds the 
maximum amount of tax distributions for the City as calculated by the Department of Revenue.  
Distributions to the City that have ceased during a State fiscal year shall resume at the beginning of the 
next State fiscal year.

(4) Expiration Date.  The tax imposed under this section will expire 20 years after the date on which the 
tax is first imposed.

3.15.110 Administration and Collection.

(1) The administration and collection of the tax imposed by this chapter shall be in accordance with the 
provisions of RCW 82.14.050, as the same now exists or may hereafter be amended.

(2) The City must report annually to the Washington State Department of Commerce on the collection 
and use of the revenue.  The Department of Commerce must adopt rules prescribing content of such 
reports.  By December 1, 2019, and annually thereafter, and in compliance with RCW 43.01.036, the 
Department of Commerce must submit a report annually to the appropriate legislative committees with 
regard to such uses.

3.15.120 Purpose of Tax.

Moneys collected or bonds issued under this section may only be used, as required by RCW 82.14.540 
(6), for the following purposes:

(1) Acquiring, rehabilitating, or constructing affordable housing, which may include new units of 
affordable housing within an existing structure or facilities providing supportive housing services 
under RCW 71.24.385; or

(2) Funding the operations and maintenance costs of new units of affordable or supportive housing; 
or

(3) Providing rental assistance to tenants.

3.15.130 Inspection of records – Agreement with the Department of Revenue.

The City consents to the inspection of such records as are necessary to qualify the City for inspection of 
records of the Department of Revenue, pursuant to RCW 82.32.330, as the same now exists or may 
hereafter be amended.  The City Manager is authorized to enter into an agreement with the 
Department of Revenue for the administration of the tax.

3.15.140 Violation – Penalty.

It is unlawful for any seller to fail or refuse to collect taxes with intent to violate the provisions of this 
chapter, or to gain some advantage or benefit, whether direct or indirect, or for any buyer to refuse to 
pay any tax due under the provisions of this chapter.  Any person violating any provision of this chapter 
shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof punished pursuant to state law or City 
ordinance.
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Affordable Housing Committee recommendations for 

Implementation of House Bill 1406 in King County 
 

 

The newly-established Affordable Housing Committee (or Committee) was created to support greater 

coordination among cities, sub-regional housing collaborations, and King County in their collective efforts to meet 

the affordable housing crisis in our region. The creation of the Committee was a key recommendation of the 

Regional Affordable Housing Task Force, which estimated that King County needed 156,000 additional 

affordable homes in 2018, and a total of 244,000 new or subsidized affordable homes by 2040 to ensure low-

income households have a safe and affordable place to call home. 

 

The Regional Affordable Housing Task Force’s Five-Year Action Plan calls for the Committee to identify new 

resources to build or preserve 44,000 units of affordable housing in the next five years and track progress 

towards that goal. More homes need to be built or preserved that are affordable to those earning at or below 

30% area median income (AMI) than any other income range. The Action Plan also acknowledges a need to 

support community-led preservation strategies that enable communities of color and low-income residents to 

remain in their communities and benefit from growth and redevelopment. 

 

Earlier this year, the Washington State Legislature adopted House Bill 1406, which creates a funding tool for 

cities and counties to accelerate investments in affordable and supportive housing through local retention of a 

portion of the state sales and use taxes already paid by taxpayers. The Committee believes that this is the most 

significant new funding tool available to local jurisdictions in King County to increase the number of affordable 

homes available to those who need them. 

 

Recommendations 

 

The annual amount to individual cities may not seem large, but if looked at cumulatively, House Bill 1406 creates 

a significant new revenue source for affordable housing. Over the next 20 years, the sales tax credit will generate 

$230-$240 million countywide. Given the relatively small amount of money the tax will generate for individual 

jurisdictions annually, the Affordable Housing Committee recommends pooling funds for rapid investment to 

maximize the impact of this revenue source and prioritizing serving those residents with the greatest need. 

Specifically, the Committee recommends local jurisdictions consider the following policies: 

 

Pool funds with existing sub-regional collaborations or new partners and deploy funds as 

quickly as possible to maximize the impact of this revenue tool. 

• Cities and the County are encouraged to pool resources and consider other tools such as bonding against 

future revenue to more quickly address the region’s housing crisis. 

o For most jurisdictions, acting alone means waiting multiple years for House Bill 1406 funds to 

accumulate to a level sufficient to provide a meaningful contribution to a capital project or 

preservation effort. Pooling allows jurisdictions to more quickly address the region’s housing 

crisis, leverage this resource with other investments, and deploy funds within the first two years. 

This approach lets jurisdictions collaboratively address regional or sub-regional pipelines of 

capital or preservation projects. 

o Bonding allows jurisdictions to address the urgent need for affordable housing by making future 

revenues available up front for capital investments.  

• Cities that are members of A Regional Coalition for Housing (ARCH) or South King Housing and 

Homelessness Partners (SKHHP) should take advantage of existing Interlocal Agreements (ILAs) to pool 

their resources to create fund sources large enough to have an impact in the realm of capital funding. 

• Due to the need to increase the amount of funds available for affordable housing, jurisdictions should use 

this new resource as an additive source of funding to their existing allocations for housing. 

• Seattle and King County should closely coordinate with ARCH and SKHHP on investment of funds. 
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To learn more about the Affordable Housing Committee, please visit: www.kingcounty.gov/AHC. 

 

• Cities not part of a regional collaboration should consider exploring a partnership with a regional 

collaboration, King County, or the King County Housing Authority. 

 

Prioritize construction and preservation of affordable homes for households earning at or 

below 30% area median income (AMI) to the greatest extent possible. 

• Because the need for new affordable homes is greatest for households earning at or below 30% AMI and 

the capital for development and ongoing operating needs are more scarce for this housing type, King 

County should offer incentives to encourage jurisdictions to contribute local resources like House Bill 1406 

proceeds toward the construction or preservation of housing serving those earning at or below 30% AMI. 

• If other limitations prevent cities and the County from deploying the funds for affordable housing or 

supportive housing efforts that serve those earning at or below 30% AMI, prioritize those households at or 

below 50% AMI. 

 

Advance preservation efforts and equitable development in partnership with communities of 

color, immigrant and refugees, and low-income communities at risk of displacement in 

gentrifying areas. 

• Cities and the County should prioritize preserving existing affordable housing if the project is shown to 

prevent displacement of households earning at or below 50% AMI. 

• Cities and the County should look to successful models like the City of Seattle’s Equitable Development 

Initiative (EDI) when designing implementation strategies for new capital projects. New development may 

increase displacement risk if not developed in collaboration with existing community residents. The EDI 

model seeks to mitigate this impact by supporting community-driven projects that address displacement 

and lack of access to opportunity for historically marginalized communities in Seattle.  

For more information, please visit: https://www.seattle.gov/opcd/ongoing-initiatives/equitable-

development-initiative. 

 

Approved September 20, 2019 by the Affordable Housing Committee of the King County Growth Management 

Planning Council. 

 

Committee Membership: 

Claudia Balducci, King County Councilmember, Committee Chair 

Nicole Vallestero Keenan-Lai, Puget Sound Sage, Committee Vice Chair 

Emily Alvarado, on behalf of Seattle Mayor, Jenny Durkan 

David Baker, Kenmore Mayor 

Debbie Bertlin, Mercer Island Mayor 

Don Billen, Sound Transit 

Susan Boyd, Bellwether Housing 

Jane Broom, Microsoft Philanthropies 

Kelly Coughlin, SnoValley Chamber of Commerce 

Claude DaCorsi, Auburn Councilmember 

Larry Gossett, King County Councilmember 

Chelsea Hicks, Northwest Justice Project 

Jeanne Kohl-Welles, King County Councilmember  

Stephen Norman, King County Housing Authority 

Mike O'Brien, Seattle Councilmember 

Nancy Tosta, Burien Councilmember 

Brett Waller, Washington Multi-Family Housing Association 

Bryce Yadon, Futurewise 
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Agenda Bill 

 City Council Special Meeting 

November 04, 2019  

 

SUBJECT: 
 

Resolution: Employee Recognition Policy 
 

DATE SUBMITTED: 
 

October 10, 2019 
 

DEPARTMENT: 
 

City Manager's Office 
 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 
 ☑  Action     ☐  Direction     ☐  Informational      

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

Approve the Resolution (Exhibit 1) 
 

EXHIBITS: 
 

1. Exhibit 1 - Resolution 
 

BUDGET:  
Total dollar amount  ☑ Approved in budget 

Fund(s)  ☐ 

☐ 

Budget reallocation required 

No budgetary impact 
 

 

WORK PLAN FOCUS AREAS:  

☐  Transportation ☐  Community Safety 

☐  Communication & Engagement ☐  Community Livability 

☐  High Performing Government ☐  Culture & Recreation 

☐  Environmental Health & Protection ☐  Financial Sustainability 
 

 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 

Should the Council approve the Employee Recognition Policy?  

 

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY: 

The City believes that recognition of employee longevity, contributions, and service to the organization 
motivates employees and builds morale and camaraderie.  Therefore, the City encourages the 
recognition of longevity, noteworthy behavior, performance and achievement through the use of 
rewards that are timely, flexible and meaningful.  This policy (Exhibit 1) allows for employee 
recognition and service awards to eligible employees according to the guidelines set forth in the policy. 

  

Staff and Legal ensured the draft policy was consistent with those of peer jurisdictions and the relevant 
State laws (RCW 41.60.150) dealing with employee recognition awards.   
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FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

Effective November 5, 2019, the maximum individual merit/gift award shall be up to Five hundred 
Dollars ($500) or two (2) days off with pay. Thereafter, the amount of the merit/gift award may be 
adjusted to reflect inflationary factors and shall be provided for in the biennial budget ordinance. In 
addition to an award or time off with pay, recipients will receive certificates of appreciation and other 
non-monetary mementos and honors as appropriate.  
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- 1 - 

 

CITY OF SAMMAMISH 
WASHINGTON 

RESOLUTION NO. R2019-_______ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

  A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH, 

WASHINGTON, ADOPTING THE SAMMAMISH 

EMPLOYEE RECOGNITION AND PRIDE IN SERVICE 

POLICY 

 

 WHEREAS, the City of Sammamish (“City”) believes that recognition of employee 

retention, contributions, and service to the organization motivates employees and builds morale 

and camaraderie; and  

 

 WHEREAS, the City desires to adopt a policy and procedures allowing for employee 

recognition and service awards to eligible employees; 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH, 

WASHINGTON, DOES RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 

 

 Section 1.  Sammamish Employee Recognition and Pride in Service Policy Adopted. 

 

 The Sammamish Employee Recognition and Pride in Service Policy is hereby adopted in its 

entirety. 

 

 PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AT A REGULAR MEETING THEREOF ON THE 

_____ DAY OF _______, 2019. 

 

 

       CITY OF SAMMAMISH 

 

 

       ______________________________ 

       Mayor Christie Malchow 

 

 

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED: 

 

 

______________________________ 

Melonie Anderson, City Clerk 

 

 

Approved as to form: 

 

 

______________________________ 

Michael R. Kenyon, City Attorney 
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- 2 - 

 

 

Filed with the City Clerk: 

Passed by the City Council: 

Resolution No.: 

Date Posted: 
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City of Sammamish Policies  1 
 

City of Sammamish 
Policies  
 

 

1. SCOPE 
This policy applies to all employees and elected officials of the City of Sammamish.  

2. PURPOSE 
The City of Sammamish (“City”) believes that recognition of employee longevity, contributions, and 

service to the organization motivates employees and builds morale and camaraderie.  Therefore, the 

City encourages the recognition of longevity, noteworthy behavior, performance and achievement 

through the use of rewards that are timely, flexible and meaningful.  The following policy and 

procedures allow for employee recognition and service awards to eligible employees according to 

the guidelines set forth herein. 

3. DEFINITIONS 

3.1  “Employee Appreciation Event” 
An event at which a group of City employees are recognized for their ongoing efforts and 

service to the organization. 

4. POLICY 

4.1  Employee Recognition  
For purposes of this Policy, employee recognition means any award, token of appreciation, 

prize, meal, entertainment or event that is intended specifically to promote good will, foster a 

sense of pride in affiliation with the City, promote safety, productivity, reliability, efficiency, 

dedication, commitment to the community and/or cost savings for the City. Each individual or 

group award recipient will receive a cash award or time off with pay.  

 

Effective November 5, 2019, the maximum individual merit/gift award shall be five hundred 

dollars ($500), or two (2) days off with pay. Thereafter, the amount of the merit/gift award may 

be adjusted to reflect inflationary factors and shall be provided for in the biennial budget 

Subject: Employee Recognition and Service Award Policy 

Department: Human Resources Department 

Policy Number: 

Approved By: 
 

Effective Date: 
11/05/2019  

Supersedes: 
N/A 
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City of Sammamish Policies  2 
 

ordinance. In addition to an award or time off with pay, recipients may receive certificates of 

appreciation and other nonmonetary mementos and honors as appropriate. 

4.2  Pride in Service Awards 
All regular full-time and regular part-time employees are eligible to receive a Pride in Service 

award upon completion of 1, 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, and 30 years of service with the City of 

Sammamish.  Human Resources is responsible for identifying when employees should be 

honored, notifying the employees, ordering the awards, and helping management to arrange 

for appropriate announcements and publications of awards, both internally and externally. 
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Agenda Bill 

 City Council Special Meeting 

November 04, 2019  

 

SUBJECT: 
 

Supplemental Amendment to Provide Further Stormwater GIS Support 
 

DATE SUBMITTED: 
 

October 29, 2019 
 

DEPARTMENT: 
 

Public Works 
 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 
 ☑  Action     ☐  Direction     ☐  Informational      

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

Approve Supplemental Amendment to the existing Professional Services 
Agreement for GIS Support in an amount not to exceed $70,694. 
 

EXHIBITS: 
 

1. Exhibit 1 - Supplemental Agreement for Mapping of Stormwater 
Features and Attributes in GIS 
 

BUDGET:  
Total dollar amount $70,694 ☑ Approved in budget 

Fund(s) 408-000-531-32-41-02 ☐ 

☐ 

Budget reallocation required 

No budgetary impact 
 

 

WORK PLAN FOCUS AREAS:  

☐  Transportation ☐  Community Safety 

☐  Communication & Engagement ☐  Community Livability 

☐  High Performing Government ☐  Culture & Recreation 

☑  Environmental Health & Protection ☐  Financial Sustainability 
 

 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 

Shall the City of Sammamish supplement the existing professional services agreement with Herrera 
Environmental Consultants, Inc. to provide mapping of LID (Low Impact Development) and other 
stormwater features in GIS and storm facility infrastructure field verification in an amount not to 
exceed $70,694?  

 

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY: 

As part of the City's NPDES (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System) Phase II Permit 
requirements, the City is required to inspect publicly and privately owned stormwater facilities.  The 
City also continues to provide updated stormwater data files for integration into the City's asset 
management system, Cityworks. As such, all assets must have a unique identifier and be labeled on 
facility sketch documents for inspection. 
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This supplemental agreement will provide the following tasks (see Exhibit 1): 

  

1. Additional GIS mapping of storm infrastructure from AsBuilt plan sets, as well as further GIS 
database integration and support. 

2. Map LID BMP (Low Impact Development Best Management Practices) features in GIS, and associated 
facility sketches for inspection. 

3. Finish storm facility field verification on questionable infrastructure components. 

4. Project Management/Contract Administration. 

  

Phase I of the project, which is the existing Professional Services Agreement for "Mapping of 
Stormwater Features and Attributes in GIS" in the amount of $186,858, was approved during the 
February 27, 2018 Regular City Council Meeting. 

  

Phase II of the project, which was Supplemental Amendment #1 "Provide Stormwater Facility Sketches 
and Mapping of Drainage Easements in GIS" in the amount of $41,937, with a management reserve of 
$8,000, was approved during the October 16, 2018 Regular City Council Meeting. 

  

Phase III of the project involves this current Supplemental Amendment, which will finish out the 
backlog of stormwater infrastructure GIS mapping tasks, and allow the City to transition to a 
maintenance level in managing it's stormwater GIS assets. 

 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

The City's cost for the Supplemental Amendment will be a sum not to exceed $70,694. The 2019-2020 
Surface Water Management Fund includes $70,900 for Engineering Services (408-000-531-32-41-02). 

 

OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: 

The City could choose to hire interns to complete the project, which could potentially yield a smaller 
upfront cost due to the large difference in labor rates.  However, training, QA/QC, schedule impacts, 
and a higher level of project management would require re-prioritization of existing staff resources. 
Plus, the Consultant is already highly versed and familiar with our stormwater infrastructure and 
overall system due to the previous work they've already completed for us. 

 

RELATED CITY GOALS, POLICIES, AND MASTER PLANS: 

Storm and Surface Water Management Comprehensive Plan 

Action G.8.1.A Develop Stormwater Asset Management Program 
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SUPPLEMENTAL AGREEMENT 

 

 

 

The City of Sammamish desires to amend the agreement with Herrera Environmental 

Consultants, Inc. for the Mapping of Stormwater Features and Attributes in GIS Project.  All 

provisions in the basic agreement remain in effect except as modified by this agreement. 

 

The changes to this Agreement are described as follows: 

 

Tasks A3-1 – A3-4 of the attached Scope of Work provides for additional GIS mapping of 

stormwater features, as well as on-site field verification of questionable storm infrastructure 

components. 

 

 

Original Contract 

Amount: 

 

$186,858.00 

Current Contract 

Amount 

 

$236,795.00 

Net Change This 

Amendment 

 

$70,694.00 

Estimated Contract 

Total After Change 

 

$307,489.00 

 

 

 

________________________          ________ 

(Consultant)                                      Date 

 

Approved: 

 

 

________________________          ________ 

City of Sammamish                           Date 

 

 

Amendment Number: 

3 

Date: 

10/24/2019 

Project:  

Mapping of Stormwater Features and 

Attributes in GIS 

City Project number:  

N/A 

Consultant: 

Herrera Environmental Consultants, Inc. 

Contract Number:  

C2018-136 

10/25/19
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SCOPE OF WORK 

 

October 12, 2019 Page 1 of 4 

STORMWATER GIS SUPPORT 
On August 20, 2019, the City of Sammamish (City) authorized Herrera Environmental 
Consultants (Herrera) to prepare a scope of work and cost estimate to provide the following 
stormwater GIS support: 

• Create and update stormwater infrastructure from as-built drawings 

• Prepare LID BMP facility sketches for 600 sites 

• Field verify storm facility components that cannot be confirmed via desktop 
analysis 

This scope of work includes a discussion of the activities, assumptions, deliverables, and a 
schedule associated with this amendment. 

TASK A3-1 – PLAN INTERPRETATION & GEODATABASE 
SUPPORT 

Herrera will digitize stormwater infrastructure for 4 new as-built record drawings. In addition, 
Herrera will verify and update stormwater infrastructure mapping as needed from 24 drawings 
that were previously digitized from construction drawings and now have as-builts. This updated 
mapping will be incorporated into the City’s master stormwater geodatabase. 
 
In addition, Herrera will provide up to 24 hours of senior GIS support for integrating all 
infrastructure  mapping  into the City’s existing stormwater geodatabase. 

Assumptions 

• 2 drawings will be of moderate effort (6 hours) and 2 drawings will be of high effort (12 
hours). This excludes senior QA/QC review time. 

• A detailed QA/QC review will be completed by a senior stormwater engineer (1 hour per 
moderate effort drawing and 2 hours per high effort). 

• Reviewing and updating each new as-built drawing will take approximately ¼ of the 
total time spent digitizing infrastructure from the construction drawings in previous 
tasks. CAD data provided by the City will be used to support this review to the extent 
possible. 
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SCOPE OF WORK 

 

October 12, 2019 Page 2 of 4 

• Herrera will incorporate all new and modified mapping into the City’s master stormwater 
geodatabase. 

Deliverables 

• New and modified stormwater features incorporated into the City’s master stormwater 
geodatabase. 

TASK A3-2 – LID FACILITY SKETCHES  
The City has approximately 600 LID BMP information sheets and associated PDF sketches that 
show the locations of LID infrastructure that are not currently mapped in a GIS format. Herrera 
will map all LID infrastructure from these sketches and will incorporate this data into the City’s 
master stormwater geodatabase. In addition, Herrera will produce LID Facility Sketches for each 
site using the facility sketch template developed to map stormwater facilities under previous 
tasks in this contract.  

Herrera will generate the LID BMP sketches using the following process: 

1) Locate and zoom to the appropriate extent for each site, 
2) Digitize the extent of all LID features associated the site, including all provided attribute 

information. 
3) Enter header information for each sheet using the same format as the stormwater facility 

sketches. 
4) Confirm that all mapping shown on the facility sketch is included in the City’s stormwater 

infrastructure. 
5) Export the sheet to PDF. 

To help the City automate the process of updating the LID BMP sketches in the future, Herrera 
will set up a data-driven map template for this process. 

Assumptions 

• Each LID facility sketch will take approximately 5-10 minutes to update, depending on 
complexity. 

• Herrera will digitize any new stormwater infrastructure shown on the LID BMP sketches 
that is not included in the City’s master stormwater geodatabase. 

Deliverables 

• Updated LID BMP facility sheets in PDF format for approximately 600 facilities. 
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SCOPE OF WORK 

 

October 12, 2019 Page 3 of 4 

• Updated Stormwater infrastructure geodatabase feature classes containing all new 
mapping. 

• Data-driven ArcMap project (v10.4.1) and brief instructions for use and maintenance (2-3 
pages). 

 

TASK A3-3 – STORM FACILITY FIELD VERIFICATION  
During the previous update effort, Herrera flagged approximately 70 storm facility sketches as 
requiring field visits to verify infrastructure components prior to finalizing the sketch. Site visits 
were completed for 25 residential facilities in a previous amendment, leaving 45-50 additional 
facilities to review. 

In this task, Herrera will conduct brief site visits (<1 hr) to the remaining 50 residential facilities 
to verify ambiguous or missing stormwater infrastructure. This information will then be used to 
update the associated stormwater facility sketches. 

Herrera will also provide up to 40 hours ( 2 10-hour field days with a team of 2) of field 
verification support of stormwater infrastructure along key arterials where mapped GIS data is 
either insufficient or conflicting.  

Assumptions 

• Herrera will conduct 10, 8-hour field days (including travel time) with 1 person per day. 

• Only residential facilities will be visited during these field visits. Each site visit will take 
approximately 1 hour (or less) and missing stormwater components will be captured with 
GPS (submeter accuracy).  A minimum of 5 facilities will be visited during each field day. 

• The City will confirm and provide site access as needed.  

• The City will identify priority arterials for field verification where mapped GIS data is 
either insufficient or conflicting. For safety purposes, arterial field visits will be conducted 
in teams of 2.  

Deliverables 

• Updated Storm Facility Sketch sheets in PDF format for 45 verified sites. 

• Updated Stormwater infrastructure geodatabase feature classes containing all new 
mapping. 
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SCOPE OF WORK 

 

October 12, 2019 Page 4 of 4 

• Field notes and an Excel file summarizing findings at each site. 

 

TASK A3-4 – PROJECT MANAGEMENT/ 
CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION 

Herrera’s project manager (Jennifer Schmidt) will be responsible for ongoing administration of 
the project, including preparing invoices and progress reports, as well as coordination of work 
efforts with the City’s project manager (Brock McNairy). Herrera’s project manager and the City 
will have bi-weekly check-in calls (15 minutes) on overall project progress, as well as phone and 
e-mail contact on an as needed basis. 

The schedule for this amendment is November 2019 to February 2020. Budgeting assumes 4 
months of calls, progress report, and invoices. 

Deliverables 

• Monthly  progress report and invoice. 
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HERRERA ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS 
Cost Estimate for Amendment 3: Stormwater GIS Support 

Herrera Project No. 17-06731-000

Amendment 3: Stormwater GIS Support (Standard Budget Template)
Number of Tasks :  4

COST SUMMARY
Labor $16,811 $19,827 $28,010 $2,708 $67,356
Escalation factor on labor 3% (by task) 3% $504 $595 $840 $81 $2,021
Travel and per diem $0 $0 $418 $0 $418
Other direct costs (ODCs) $0 $0 $900 $0 $900

GRAND TOTAL $17,316 $20,422 $30,168 $2,789 $70,694
COST ITEMIZATION
Labor

Personnel Rate/Hour Hours Cost Hours Cost Hours Cost Hours Cost Hours Cost
Schmidt, Jennifer GIS Analyst V $173.70 36 $6,253 20 $3,474 20 $3,474 12 $2,084 88 $15,286
Busiek, Brian Engineer IV $208.91 6 $1,253 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 6 $1,253
Wingrove, Katie Engineer II $125.46 64 $8,029 40 $5,018 90 $11,291 0 $0 194 $24,339
Geigel, Joseph GIS Analyst II $106.26 12 $1,275 40 $4,250 0 $0 0 $0 52 $5,526
Mullen, Meghan Engineer I $115.68 0 $0 0 $0 90 $10,411 0 $0 90 $10,411
Matsumoto-Hervol, Makie GIS Analyst I $88.55 0 $0 80 $7,084 32 $2,834 0 $0 112 $9,918
Maloof, Charlie Accounting Administrator II $103.89 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 6 $623 6 $623

SUBTOTAL LABOR (Burdened Labor) 118 $16,811 180 $19,827 232 $28,010 18 $2,708 548 $67,356

TRAVEL AND PER DIEM COSTS Unit Cost Units Cost Units Cost Units Cost Units Cost Units Cost
Auto Use Mile $0.58 0 $0.00 0 $0.00 720 $417.60 0 $0.00 720 $418

SUBTOTAL TRAVEL AND PER DIEM $0 $0 $418 $0 $418

OTHER DIRECT COSTS (ODCs) Unit Cost Units Cost Units Cost Units Cost Units Cost Units Cost
Field Equipment and Supplies
GPS unit (Trimble) Day $90 0 $0.00 0 $0.00 4 $360.00 0 $0.00 4 $360
iPad Field Tablet Kit + Bad Elf GPS Pro Day $45 0 $0.00 0 $0.00 12 $540.00 0 $0.00 12 $540

SUBTOTAL ODCs $0 $0 $900 $0 $900

Note: Unless otherwise specified, Herrera updates labor rates annually on January 1.

November 1st - 
February 29thSchedule (November 1st - February 29th) November 1st - 

December 31st
November 1st - 

January 31st
November 1st - 
February 29th

TOTAL

(2019 rates)

Task A3-4
Project Management / 

Contract Administration

Task A3-1
Plan Interpretation & 

Geodatabase Support

Task A3-2
LID Facility Sketches

Task A3-3
Storm Facility Field 

Verification

17-06731-000_Sammamish_Amendment3_Budget_HEC_20191012.xlsx 1 of 1 10/15/2019  9:58 AM
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Agenda Bill 

 City Council Special Meeting 

November 04, 2019  

 

SUBJECT: 
 

Professional Services Contract: Ebright Creek Fish Passage Project – 
Osborn Consulting, Inc. 
 

DATE SUBMITTED: 
 

September 26, 2019 
 

DEPARTMENT: 
 

Public Works 
 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 
 ☑  Action     ☐  Direction     ☐  Informational      

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

Authorize the City Manager to execute a Contract Agreement with 
Osborn Consulting, Inc. to provide consultant services in support of the 
Ebright Creek Fish Passage Project in the amount of $448,212, and 
administer a 15% management reserve totaling $65,000.  
 

EXHIBITS: 
 

1. Exhibit 1: Ebright Creek - Consultant Agreement 

2. Exhibit 2: Ebright Creek - Vicinity Map 
 

BUDGET:  
Total dollar amount $513,212 ☑ Approved in budget 

Fund(s) Surface Water Capital Fund (438) ☐ 

☐ 

Budget reallocation required 

No budgetary impact 
 

 

WORK PLAN FOCUS AREAS:  

☐  Transportation ☐  Community Safety 

☐  Communication & Engagement ☐  Community Livability 

☐  High Performing Government ☐  Culture & Recreation 

☑  Environmental Health & Protection ☐  Financial Sustainability 
 

 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 

Shall City Council authorize the City Manager to execute a contract with Osborn Consulting, Inc. to 
provide professional consultant services in support of the Ebright Creek Fish Passage Project?  

 

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY: 

Professional consultant services are needed to support the City of Sammamish in the design and 
permitting of the Ebright Creek Fish Passage Project (Project).  The Project will remove the partial fish 
passage barrier under East Lake Sammamish Parkway SE and allow access to spawning habitat for 
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nearly one mile upstream of Lake Sammamish.  Public Works solicited interest from the consulting 
community in August 2019 and is recommending hiring Osborn Consulting. 

  

Background: 

Currently, two partial fish-passage barriers at and near East Lake Sammamish Parkway restrict 
migrating fish from access to nearly one river mile of high-quality riparian habitat in Ebright Creek. This 
Project seeks to remove the partial barrier under East Lake Sammamish Parkway. The second partial 
fish-passage barrier is scheduled for replacement by King County as part of the East Lake Sammamish 
Regional Trail Project. A third barrier on private property was previously removed by the property 
owner. 

  

On June 21, 2016, the City Council adopted the 2017-2022 Six-Year Stormwater Capital Improvement 
Project Plan which prioritized the design and construction of the Ebright Creek Fish Passage Project.  
The adopted 2017 Stormwater Rate Study (Ordinance No. O2017-452, approved November 7, 2017) 
adjusted the Project’s timeline to construct the project in 2021, and included funds in the 2019-2020 
budget to begin design.  

  

Professional services will include an alternatives analysis, public outreach, surveying, geotechnical 
investigation, permitting, andpreliminary hydraulicandhydrologic modeling, final design, and
construction bidding support. Project construction is anticipated for Summer 2021 to allow fish 
passage and habitat access for late run Lake Sammamish Kokanee salmon, which spawn from late 
October to January.   

  

For more information, please see the project website:
https://www.sammamish.us/ebrightcreekfishpassage 

 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

The cost of this work is an expense the 438 (Storm Capital) fund can support and is also included in the 
proposed 2019-2021 budget amounting to $350,000. The City was successful in receiving a design 
grant from the Brian Abbott Fish Barrier Removal Board totaling $414,600. The City will also apply in 
2020 for construction funding with the same organization. 

 

OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: 

Do not authorize the City Manager to execute a contract with Osborn Consulting, Inc. This is not 
recommended, as City staff cannot complete the Project without professional services support. 

 

RELATED CITY GOALS, POLICIES, AND MASTER PLANS: 

City Comprehensive Plan: 

Environment and Conservation 

• Goal EC.1 Serve as a leader in environmental stewardship of the natural environment for 
current and future generations. 

• Goal EC.4 Protect and promote a diversity of plant, pollinator, and animal species habitat in 
Sammamish.  

City of Sammamish Storm and Surface Water Management Comprehensive Plan (2016) 
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•  Goal 4 (G.4) - Promote the recovery of Lake Sammamish kokanee and other threatened or 
endangered salmonids 

o Objective G.4.2 Conduct habitat improvement projects that support salmon recovery. 
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 801 228th Avenue SE  •  Sammamish, WA 98075  •  Phone: 425-295-0500  •  Fax: 425-295-0600  •  Web: www.sammamish.us 

 

Agreement for Services                                                                                                                         Revised 6/20/2019 

 

CONTRACT NUMBER 

 

 

AGREEMENT FOR SERVICES 

                                              Yes        No 

Insurance Required                  ☒          ☐ If Yes – See Paragraph 6 

 
This Agreement is made and entered, by and between the City of Sammamish, Washington, a Washington 
municipal corporation, hereinafter referred to as the “City," and 
 
Consultant Name:   Osborn Consulting, Inc.             hereinafter referred to as the “Consultant."  
 
Project Description: Ebright Creek Fish Passage Project 
 

Commencing: 11/4/2019 
 
Terminating: 12/31/2021 
 
WHEREAS, the City desires to have certain services performed for its citizens; and 
WHEREAS, the City has selected the Consultant to perform such services pursuant to certain terms and conditions;  

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual benefits and conditions set forth below, the parties hereto agree 
as follows: 
 
1. Scope of Services to be Performed by Consultant.  The Consultant shall perform those services described 

in Exhibit “A” of this agreement. Consultant shall perform all services diligently and completely and in accordance 
with professional standards of conduct and performance and shall comply with all federal, state and local laws 
and regulations applicable to the performance of such services. 

 
2. Contract Documents. The Agreement consists of the following documents, which are all incorporated by 

reference: 
a) This Agreement and all exhibits attached thereto; 
b) The Request for Proposal, Request for Qualifications, Invitation to Bid, or other City-issued request 

for project submittals 
c) The submitted project quote, bid or proposal 

d) All documents required under this Agreement, including but not limited to documentation evidencing 
insurance, if applicable 

e) W-9 Request for Taxpayer Identification # 
f) Scope of Work 

      The intent of these documents is to include all labor, materials, appliances and services of every kind     
 necessary for the proper execution of the Work, and the terms and conditions of payment therefore.  The 

 documents are to be considered as one, and whatever is called for by any one of the documents shall be as 
 binding as if called for by all.  

 
3. Payment. The City shall pay the Consultant for the Work rendered according to the following procedures and 

subject to the following requirements.  
 

 
The City shall pay the Consultant: 

Fill in applicable method of payment 
          YES             NO 

According to the rates set forth in “Exhibit A” 
 

       ☐ ☒ 

A sum not to exceed: 
(incl W.S.S.T., if applicable) 

 
$448,212 

 
Other (ex. Hourly): 

 

 
$ 
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3.1 The Consultant shall submit invoices to the City of Sammamish Accounts Payable Department, 
ap@sammamish.us for the work performed.  The City agrees to pay the Consultant for the actual work 
completed to the satisfaction of the City and in conformance with this Contract.  The City shall pay the 
Consultant for services satisfactorily rendered within ten days after City Council approval of each such 
payment. 
 

3.2 The Consultant shall complete and return the attached Form W-9, “Request for Taxpayer Identification 
Number” prior to or along with the first invoice submittal.  In order for you to receive payment from the City 
of Sammamish, they must have either a Tax Identification Number or a Social Security Number.  The 
Internal Revenue Service Code requires a Form 1099 for payments to every person or organization other 
than a corporation for services performed in the course of trade or business.  Further, the law requires the 
City to withhold 20% on reportable amounts paid to unincorporated persons who have not supplied us with 
their correct Tax Identification Number or Social Security Number. 

 
3.3 If during the course of the Contract, the work rendered does not meet the requirements set forth in 
the Contract, the Consultant shall correct or modify the required work to comply with the requirements of 
the Contract.  The City shall have the right to withhold payment for such work until it meets the 
requirements of the Contract.  No payment shall be made for any work performed by the Consultant 
except for the work identified and set forth in this Contract. 
 

4.   Termination 
 

   4.1 This City reserves the right to terminate or suspend this Agreement at any time, with or without cause, 
   upon seven days prior written notice.  In the event of termination or suspension, all finished or unfinished 
   documents, data, studies, worksheets, models, reports or other materials prepared by the Consultant  
   pursuant to this Agreement shall promptly be submitted to the City 

 
   4.2 In the event this Agreement is terminated or suspended, the Consultant shall be entitled to payment 
   for all services performed and reimbursable expenses incurred to the date of termination 

 
4.3 This Agreement may be cancelled immediately if the Consultant's insurance coverage is canceled for 

 any reason, or if the Consultant is unable to perform the services called for by this Agreement. 
 

    4.4 The Consultant reserves the right to terminate this Agreement with not less than fourteen days written 

 notice, or in the event that outstanding invoices are not paid within sixty days. 
 

  4.5 This provision shall not prevent the City from seeking any legal remedies it may otherwise have for the 

 violation or nonperformance of any provisions of this Agreement. 
 

5. Indemnification/Hold Harmless.   
 

5.1 Consultant shall defend, indemnify and hold the City, its officers, officials, employees and volunteers 
harmless from any and all claims, injuries, damages, losses or suits including attorney fees, to the extent  
arising out of or resulting from any willful misconduct or negligent or wrongful  acts, errors or omissions of 

the Consultant in performance of this Agreement, except for injuries and damages caused by the negligence 
of the City.   

 
 5.2 Should a court of competent jurisdiction determine that this Agreement is subject to RCW 4.24.115, 
 then, in the event of liability for damages arising out of bodily injury to persons or damages to property 
 caused by or resulting from the concurrent negligence of the Consultant and the City, its officers, officials, 

 employees, and volunteers, the Consultant's liability, including the duty and cost to defend, hereunder shall 
 be only to the extent of the Consultant's negligence.   
 

 5.3 It is further specifically and expressly understood that the indemnification provided herein 
constitutes the Consultant's waiver of immunity under Industrial Insurance, Title 51 RCW, solely for the 
purposes of this indemnification.  This waiver has been mutually negotiated by the parties.  The provisions 
of this section shall survive the expiration or termination of this Agreement. 
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Agreement for Services                                                                                                                         Revised 6/20/2019 

 

 

       
 
 
 

 
 

6. Insurance. (If applicable) The Consultant shall procure and maintain insurance as required in this section, without 
interruption from commencement of the Consultant’s work through the term of the Contract and for thirty (30) days 
after physical completion date, unless otherwise indicated herein.  Any payment of deductible or self-insured 
retention shall be the sole responsibility of the Consultant.   

 
6.1 No Limitation. Nothing contained in these insurance requirements is to be construed as limiting the extent 
of the Contractor’s responsibility for payment of damages resulting from its operations under this Contract. 

 
 6.2 Minimum Scope of Insurance. Consultant required insurance shall be of the types and coverage as 
stated below: 
 

a) Automobile Liability insurance covering all owned, non-owned, hired and leased vehicles.  Coverage 
shall be at least as broad as Insurance Services Office (ISO) form CA 00 01. 
 

b) Commercial General Liability insurance shall be at least as broad as ISO occurrence form CG 00 01 and 
shall cover liability arising from premises, operations, independent contractors, products-complete 
operations, stop gap liability, personal injury and advertising injury. The Public Entity shall be named 
as an additional insured under the Contractor’s Commercial General Liability insurance policy with 
respect to the work performed for the Public Entity using ISO Additional Insured endorsement CG 20 
10 10 01. 

 
c) Workers’ Compensation coverage as required by the Industrial Insurance laws of the State of 

Washington. 
 

d) Professional Liability insurance appropriate to the Consultant’s profession. 
  

6.3 Minimum Amounts of Insurance. Consultant shall maintain the following insurance limits: 

a) Automobile Liability insurance with limits no less than $1,000,000 combined single limit per accident 
for bodily injury and property damage; 
 

b) Commercial General Liability insurance written on an occurrence basis with limits no less than 
$1,000,000 combined single limit per occurrence and $2,000,000 aggregate for personal injury, bodily 
injury and property damage.   
 

c) Worker’s Compensation insurance at the limits established by the State of Washington. 
 

d) Professional Liability insurance (if any) shall be written with limits no less than $1,000,000 per claim 
and $1,000,000 policy aggregate limit. 

 
6.4 Public Entity Full Availability of Consultant Limits. If the Consultant maintains higher insurance limits 

than the minimums shown above, the Public Entity shall be insured for the full available limits of Commercial 
General and Excess or Umbrella liability maintained by the Consultant, irrespective of whether such limits 
maintained by the Consultant are greater than those required by this contract or whether any certificate of 
insurance furnished to the Public Entity evidences limits of liability lower than those maintained by the 
Consultant. 

 
6.5 Other Insurance Provision. The Contractor’s Automobile Liability and Commercial General Liability    

insurance   policies are to contain or be endorsed to contain that they shall be primary insurance as respect the 
Public Entity.  Any insurance, self-insurance, or self-insured pool coverage maintained by the Public Entity shall 
be excess of the Contractor’s insurance and shall not contribute with it. 
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6.6 Acceptability of Insurers. Insurance is to be placed with insurers with a current A.M. Best rating of not 
less   than A: VII. 
 

6.7 Verification of Coverage. Consultant shall furnish the Public Entity with original certificates and a copy 
of the amendatory endorsements, including but not necessarily limited to the additional insured 
endorsements, evidencing the insurance requirements of the Consultant before commencement of the work.  
Upon request by the Public Entity, the Consultant shall furnish certified copies of all required insurance 
policies, including endorsements, required in the contract and evidence of all subcontractors’ coverage. 

 
    6.8 Notice of Cancellation. The Consultant shall provide the Public Entity and all Additional Insureds for    

 this work with written notice of any policy cancellation within two business days of their receipt of such 
 notice. 

 
    6.9 Failure to Maintain Insurance. Failure on the part of the Consultant to maintain the insurance as 
  required shall constitute a material breach of contract, upon which the Public Entity may, after giving five 
  (5) business days’ notice to the Consultant to correct the breach, immediately terminate the contract or, at 
  its discretion, procure or renew such insurance and pay any and all premiums in connection therewith, with 

  any sums so expended to be repaid to the Public Entity on demand, or at the sole discretion of the Public 
  Entity, offset against funds due the Consultant from the Public Entity. 

 
7. Independent Contractor.  The Consultant and the City agree that the Consultant is an independent        
contractor with respect to the services provided pursuant to this Agreement.  The Consultant will solely be 
responsible for its acts and for the acts of its agents, employees, sub consultants, or representatives during the 

performance of this Agreement.  Nothing in this Agreement shall be considered to create the relationship of 
employer and employee between the parties hereto.  

 
8. Non-Discrimination.  The Consultant shall not discriminate against any employee, applicant for employment, 
or any person seeking the services of the Consultant under this Agreement, on the basis of race, color, religion, 
creed, sex, age, national origin, marital status, or presence of any sensory, mental, or physical handicap. 
 

9. Non-Endorsement:  As a result of the selection of a consultant to supply services to the City, the Consultant 
agrees to make no reference to the City in any literature, promotional material, brochures, sales presentation or 
the like without the express written consent of the City. 
 
10. Non-Collusion:  By signature below, the Consultant acknowledges that the person, firm, association, co-
partnership or corporation herein named, has not either directly or indirectly entered into any agreement, 
participated in any collusion, or otherwise taken any action in restraint of free competitive bidding in the preparation 

or submission of a proposal to the City for consideration in the award of a contract on the specifications contained 
in this Contract. 

 
       11. Wages and Other Costs.  The City assumes no responsibility for the payment of any compensation, wages, 

benefits or taxes owed by the Consultant by reason of this Agreement.  The Consultant shall indemnify and hold the 
City, its officers, agents, and employees harmless against all liability and costs resulting from the Consultant’s failure 

to pay any compensation, wages, benefits or taxes. 
 
       12.  Waiver.  Waiver by the City of any breach of any term or condition of this Agreement shall not be construed 

as a waiver of any other breach. 
 
13.  Assignment and Subcontract.  The Consultant shall not assign or subcontract any portion of the services 
contemplated by this Agreement without the prior written consent of the City. 

 
14.  Conflict of Interest.  The City insists on the highest level of professional ethics from its consultants.  
Consultant warrants that it has performed a due diligence conflicts check, and that there are no professional conflicts 
with the City.  Consultant warrants that none of its officers, agents or employees is now working on a project for 
any entity engaged in litigation with the City.  Consultant will not disclose any information obtained through the 
course of their work for the City to any third party, without written consent of the City.  It is the Consultant's duty 
and obligation to constantly update its due diligence with respect to conflicts, and not the City's obligation to inquire 

as to potential conflicts. This provision shall survive termination of this Agreement.  
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       15.  Confidentiality.  All information regarding the City obtained by the Consultant in performance of this 

Agreement shall be considered confidential.  Breach of confidentiality by the Consultant shall be grounds for 
immediate termination unless such disclosure is required by law or court order. 

 
 16.  Non-appropriation of Funds.  If sufficient funds are not appropriated or allocated for payment under this 

Agreement for any future fiscal period, the City will so notify the Consultant and shall not be obligated to make 
payments for services or amounts incurred after the end of the current fiscal period.  This Agreement will terminate 

upon the completion of all remaining services for which funds are allocated. No penalty or expense shall accrue to 
the City in the event that the terms of the provision are effectuated. 
 

 
17. Entire Agreement.  This Agreement contains the entire agreement between the parties, and no other 
agreements, oral or otherwise, regarding the subject matter of this Agreement shall be deemed to exist or bind 
either of the parties.  Either party may request changes to the Agreement. Changes which are mutually agreed 

upon shall be incorporated by written amendments to this Agreement. 
 
18.  Record Keeping and Reporting.  
 

18.1 The Consultant at such times and in such forms as the City may require, shall furnish to the City such 
statements, records, reports, data, and information as the City may request pertaining to matters covered 
by this Agreement. All of the reports, information, data, and other related materials, prepared or 

assembled by the Consultant under this Agreement and any information relating to personal, medical and 
financial data (if applicable) will be treated as confidential only as allowed by Washington State laws 
regarding disclosure of public information, Chapter 42.56, RCW 

 
18.2 The Consultant shall at any time during normal business hours and as often as the City may deem  
 necessary, make available for examination all of its records and data with respect to all matters     

 covered, directly or indirectly, by this Agreement and shall permit the City or its designated authorized 
 representative to audit and inspect other data relating to all matters covered by this  Agreement. The 
 City shall receive a copy of all audit reports made by the agency or firm as to the Consultant’s 
 activities. The City may, at its discretion, conduct an audit, at its expense, using its own or outside 
 auditors, of the Consultant’s activities which relate, directly or indirectly, to the Agreement.  
 
18.3 On payment to the Consultant by the City of all compensation due under this contract, all finished or 

 unfinished documents and material prepared by the Consultant with funds paid by the City under this 
 Contract shall become the property of the City and shall be forwarded to the City.  Any records, reports, 
 information, data or other documents or materials given to or prepared or assembled by the Consultant 
 under this Contract shall not be made available to any individual or organization by the Consultant 
 without prior written approval of the City or by court order. 

 
18.4 Consultant will provide all original operation and maintenance manuals, along with all warranties, from 

    the manufacturer for any equipment or items installed or supplied to the City as part of this contracted 
    project. 
 
18.5 The Consultant shall maintain accounts and records, including personnel, property, financial, and  
    programmatic records, which sufficiently and properly reflect all direct and indirect costs of any nature 
    expended and services performed pursuant to this Agreement.  The Consultant shall also maintain such 

    other records as may be deemed necessary by the City to ensure proper accounting of all funds  
    contributed by the City to the performance of this Agreement. 

 
18.6 The foregoing records shall be maintained for a period of seven years after termination of this Agreement 
    unless permission to destroy them is granted by the Office of the Archivist in accordance with RCW Chapter 
    40.14 and by the City. 

 

19.  Ownership of Documents On payment to the Consultant by the City of all compensation due under this    
Contract, all finished or unfinished documents and material prepared by the Consultant with funds paid by the City 
under this Contract shall become the property of the City and shall be forwarded to the City. Any records, reports, 
information, data or other documents or materials given to or prepared or assembled by the Consultant under this 
Contract will be kept confidential and shall not be made available to any individual or organization by the Consultant 
without prior written approval of the City or by court order. 
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20.   Notices.  Notices to the City of Sammamish shall be sent to the following address: 
   City of Sammamish 

   801 228th Avenue SE 
 Sammamish, WA 98075 
 Phone number: (425) 295-0500 
 
      Project Manager: 
 
      Email: 

 
 

Notices to the Consultant shall be sent to the following address: 
 
 
 
Company Name: Osborn Consulting, Inc. 

Contact Name: Laura Ruppert 

Street Address: 1800 112th Ave NE STE 220-E, Bellevue, WA 98004 

Phone Number: 425-451-4009 x102 

Email: laura@osbornconsulting.com 
 

 
 
21.  Applicable Law; Venue; Attorneys’ Fees.  This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance 

with the laws of the State of Washington.  In the event any suit, arbitration, or other proceeding is instituted 
to enforce any term of this Agreement, the parties specifically understand and agree that venue shall be 
exclusively in King County, Washington.  The prevailing party in any such action shall be entitled to its 

attorneys’ fees and costs of suit, which shall be fixed by the judge hearing the case and such fee, shall be 
included in the judgment.   

 
The Consultant will be required to obtain a City of Sammamish business license prior to performing any services 
and maintain the business license in good standing throughout the term of its agreement with the City.  A city 
business license application can be found at: http://www.bls.dor.wa.gov/cities/sammamish.aspx.” 

 

22.  Severability.  Any provision or part of this Agreement held to be void or unenforceable under any law or 
regulation shall be deemed stricken and all remaining provisions shall continue to be valid and binding upon 
the City and the Consultant, who agree that the Agreement shall be reformed to replace such stricken provision 
or part with a valid and enforceable provision that comes as close as reasonably possible to expressing the 
intent of the stricken provision. 
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801 228th Avenue SE  •  Sammamish, WA 98075   
  Phone: 425-295-0500  •  Fax: 425-295-0600   

                 www.sammamish.us 

 

EXHIBIT A 
      Scope of Work 
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Ebright Creek Fish Passage Project 
Scope of Services 
 

Page 1 of 12 
 

The Ebright Creek Fish Passage project will replace the existing concrete culverts under East 
Lake Sammamish Parkway SE (ELSP) so that it is fish passable, emulates the expected 
background range of streambed processes during low through high flows, and will qualify for 
permit approval from applicable agencies. 
 
Key features of the project include: 

• Permit acquisition, environmental review, and mitigation. 
• Critical area survey. 
• Culvert and roadway design. 
• Plans, specifications, and engineering development. 
• Constructability review. 
• Utility coordination. 
• Support easement acquisition. 
• Support coordination with King County regarding replacement of the downstream 

culvert. 
• Stakeholder coordination and general public outreach. 

 
TASK 1: PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
The objective of this task is to ensure effective and efficient communication between the 
Consultant and the City project team members, submittal and payment of invoices in a timely 
manner, proactively anticipating and resolving problems, and ensuring quality products that 
meet the project’s goals and objectives. 
 

1.1. The Consultant will participate in bi-weekly project check in meetings or conference 
calls with the City’s Project Manager for the active design portion of the project. 

1.2. Produce a monthly invoice showing the previous month’s billing by hours and tasks, 
percentage of project completion to date by task, a project status report by task, and an 
updated master project schedule using Microsoft Project. 

1.3. Attend a Project Kick-Off meeting. 
1.4. Project coordination and subconsultant management. 
1.5. Implement a Quality Assurance/Quality Control program of major deliverables prior to 

submitting to the City. 

 
Assumptions 

• Consultant will develop Project Kick-Off meeting agenda and materials, provide hard 
copies of all materials, and a meeting summary including a record of all decisions. 

• Preparation and follow-up work from Open Houses will be under a separate task. 
• The Consultant Project Manager will participate in each bi-weekly project meeting via 

telephone conference. 
• Project duration is 15-months. 

 
Deliverables 

1. Monthly invoices, project status report, updated master schedule. 
2. Kickoff Meeting Agenda and materials for all attendees. 
3. Notes summarizing the Kickoff Meeting. 
4. Email summary of bi-weekly meetings with City Project Manager.  
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TASK 2: PUBLIC OUTREACH 
The objective of this task is to communicate with the public and stakeholders about this project, 
obtain their feedback and incorporate their comments as appropriate. 

 
2.1. The Consultant will develop informational posters and other material for one (1) Open 

House, attend the Open House, and provide a brief summary of the event. The 
Consultant will assist with developing content for use in advertising the meeting through 
social media and other avenues as needed. The City will post the content. 

2.2. The Consultant will participate in one (1) stakeholder meeting with the Project’s 
downstream adjacent property owner: King County Parks.   

2.3. Additional targeted outreach to City identified stakeholders will be provided as 
requested by the City. Up to 43 hours have been dedicated to this work. Funding for this 
work requires authorization of Management Reserve Funds.  

Assumptions 
• City staff will provide logistical support for the Open House and stakeholder meetings by 

reserving the room and advertising the events. 
• There will be one (1) Open House, lasting up to three (3) hours. Up to two (2) Consultant 

staff will participate in the Open House. 
• The Open House is assumed to occur later in the project schedule (approximately 90% 

design). 
• Materials for public meetings will be based on design deliverables. Renderings by a 

landscape architect or designer are not anticipated. 
• City staff will make public postings/advertisings via preferred tools and methods, e.g. 

Connect Sammamish (https://connect.sammamish.us/). 
• City staff will provide all stakeholder coordination with the Project’s upstream adjacent 

property owner: Mr. Pereyra. 
• Outreach to permitting agencies and local Tribes is assumed to occur in the Permitting 

and or Cultural Resources tasks respectively. 

 
Deliverables 

1. Content for social media and City website notices for open house events. 
2. For the Open House, up to 2 displays and roll-out project map, Power Point 

presentation, and handouts. 
3. Open House summary memo. 
4. For each stakeholder meeting, agenda, roll-out project map, and handouts. 
5. Stakeholder meeting summary memo. 

 
TASK 3: SURVEY AND EASEMENTS 
The objective of this task is to obtain the necessary topographic survey of the project area to aid 
in the design process. The Consultant will prepare a base map of the project area, ensure 
appropriate potholing for City-owned and/or other public / private utilities (Sammamish Plateau 
Water, PSE, etc.) is performed, survey the pothole locations and prepare necessary legal 
descriptions. 
 

3.1. Perform survey for project base map. 
3.2. Add utility pothole locations to base map. 
3.3. Provide legal descriptions for project easements, draft and final. 
3.4. Provide graphical exhibits for easements. 
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3.5. Provide two (2) benchmarks and offset for calculating elevations with King County base 
map. 

 
 
Utility Locates 
Storm drain structures will be opened to determine pipe type, size, depth and connection invert 
elevations. Sanitary sewer will be plotted based on the surveyed location of manholes together 
with system maps to determine pipe size and connection invert elevations. The Consultant shall 
coordinate with a private utility locate vendor to arrange to have the locations of existing utilities 
surface marked, and will request utility as-builts for the areas where improvements are planned. 
The Consultant shall survey the locations of the painted utility locates and incorporate the lines 
into the base mapping. The Consultant shall survey overhead utility lines providing lowest 
telecom and lowest power line elevations.  
 
 
Assumptions 

• Control survey in NAD ‘83Horizontal Datum, with all elevations derived from and 
checked with NAVD’88 Vertical Datum per the City’s Control Network. 

• The Consultant will call for locates, obtain a right-of-way use permit if required, and 
provide traffic control as needed. 

• Potholing shall be provided (by the utility owners) to determine utility locations in East 
Lake Sammamish Parkway SE in the proximity of the project. Potholing needs will be 
identified and coordinated under Task 7. Survey will make a separate trip to the site to 
pick up pothole locations and update the base map accordingly. 

• Cultural Resource pits and Geotechnical borings will all be picked up and added to the 
base map. 

• The City will obtain the necessary right-of-entry, temporary and permanent easements, 
and/or other permissions from King County and private property owners. 

• The Consultant will provide the legal description and map of the easements. Easements 
are anticipated to be needed from two property owners: King County Parks and Walter 
Pereyra. 

• King County will provide to the City in CAD format base mapping for King County Trail 
vicinity. 

• Survey will include points within the King County base map area in order to make sure 
the two surveys are lined up. 

• Fee estimate assumes one field day will be adequate to set benchmarks and to resolve 
any discrepancies between the project survey and the King County survey. 

• Measure-downs to existing utilities at structures will be surveyed where available. 
• This task does not include construction survey. 
• Base map will be developed in AutoCAD 2016. 

 
Deliverables 

1. Two (2) permanent control/benchmarks away from potential project construction area 
shall be installed. 

2. Project base map (CAD and pdf). 
3. Updated CAD file showing the pothole horizontal and vertical information of each 

pothole. 
4. Easement legal description(s) – draft and final. 
5. Graphical exhibit to accompany easement description(s) – draft and final. 
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TASK 4: PERMITTING AND GRANT ASSISTANCE 
The objectives of this task are: 

• Prepare the environmental studies needed to accompany permit applications, namely, a 
wetland/stream delineation, bankfull width measurements, Critical Areas documentation 
needed for state and federal permitting, and a Biological Evaluation (BE) needed to fulfill 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) requirements and submitted with the Corps permit 
application. Note that a Cultural Resource Assessment is performed under Task 6, 
below. 

• Identify and assist with acquiring all the permits and associated environmental review 
required for this project. 

• Assist the City as requested in preparing construction grant application materials. 
 

4.1 The Consultant will prepare a Wetland and Stream Delineation Report. Report will 
include the appropriate level of detail to address state and federal critical areas 
requirements. 

4.2 The Consultant will prepare a Stream Bankfull Width Memorandum. 
4.3 The Consultant will prepare an Endangered Species Act – Biological Evaluation. 
4.4 The consultant will provide a list of permits and related environmental review required to 

finalize design and construct the project. 
4.5 The Consultant will prepare environmental permit applications for the following permits 

and provide responses for comments received: 

• WDFW Hydraulic Project Approval 

• US Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 

• National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 review 

• Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation 

• Washington Department of Ecology Section 401 Water Quality Certification and 
Coastal Zone Management Determination 

4.6 The Consultant will reformat engineering drawings for JARPA Submittal. 
4.7 The Consultant will meet with permitting agencies and Tribes to facilitate project 

permitting review. 
4.8 The Consultant will provide grant application assistance to the City for obtaining 

construction funding. 

 
Assumptions 

• Project will qualify for the Streamlined Fish Habitat Enhancement Process (FHEP) in 
accordance with RCW 77.55.181. 

• Site visits will be made to collect information needed for the preparation of these reports. 
• Bankfull width measurements will be taken and recorded up to 200 feet upstream and 

downstream of the existing pair of culverts. 
• The Consultant will be the City’s main point of contact with the permitting agencies 

except for those permits issued by the City of Sammamish. 
• This task does not include special engineering studies such as geotechnical exploration 

and analysis. Geotechnical explorations are included in Task 5. 
• This task includes up to two field meetings with the Consultant biologist and engineer 

with reviewers from jurisdictional permitting authorities. 
• Permit critical path and scheduling will be included in the project schedule developed in 

Task 1. 
• SEPA checklist will not be required. 
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• Clear and grade permit will not be required. 
• JARPA will be required. 
• Nationwide Army Corps Permit will be required. 
• Plan sheets from the 30% submittal will be reformatted for JARPA submittal. 
• Up to 34 hours of coordination time is allowed to track permits following submittal and 

respond to agency comments. 
• Up to 43 hours have been budgeted for assisting the City with construction grant 

application materials; however, is not anticipated to be enough to complete an 
application to 80%. An additional 43 hours are available through the Management 
Reserve Fund and requires City authorization prior to use.  

• Consultant will track due dates for the Brian Abbott Fish Barrier Removal Board (FBRB) 
grant. 

• Consultant will take design-grant application materials and use them as a launching off 
point for developing an FBRB construction grant request. 

• Consultant will provide assistance to complete grant applications. 
• Draft grant materials for the preliminary and final grant applications will be provided to 

the City PM two weeks prior to each application due date. 
 

Deliverables 
1. Wetland and Stream Delineation Report (one draft and one final document). 
2. Stream Bankfull Width Memorandum (One draft and one final document). 
3. Endangered Species Act – Biological Evaluation (one draft and one final document). 
4. Critical Areas Memorandum (one draft and one final document). 
5. List of all permits and related environmental review required to finalize design and 

construct this project. 
6. Draft and final application package for each permit and environmental review. 
7. JARPA Application including reformatted drawings (one draft and one final). 
8. Minutes for each field meeting with permitting authorities and Tribes. 
9. A draft and final FBRB construction grant application. 

 
TASK 5: GEOTECHNICAL EXPLORATION AND ANALYSIS 
The objective of this task is to conduct all necessary geotechnical explorations and analysis toto 
support background studies needed for permit applications and plan creation. The Consultant 
will perform a site reconnaissance, conduct a geotechnical engineering investigation, produce a 
Geotechnical Report, and assist with geotechnical aspects of project plans and specifications.   
 

5.1. Plan and Coordinate Field Investigation.  Aspect Consulting, LLC (Aspect) will conduct 
a site reconnaissance to observe site surface conditions and evaluate accessibility for 
subsurface explorations. 

o For the culvert along ELSP, Aspect will plan and coordinate two exploratory 
borings, one along the northbound fog line and one along the southbound fog 
line.  These borings will require a lane closure of ELSP; Aspect will prepare the 
traffic control plan for review by Osborn Consulting and will coordinate this work 
with the City of Sammamish. 

o During the site reconnaissance, Aspect will identify planned/proposed exploration 
locations, and schedule the field investigation work. Request for underground 
utility locates will not be necessary since utility locates were obtained in Task 3.  

5.2. Field Exploration and Laboratory Testing.  Aspect will retain a geotechnical drilling 
subcontractor, and a traffic control specialty subcontractor, to perform geotechnical 
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explorations at the ELSP culvert replacement. After the old concrete under the asphalt-
covered roadway is cored, a truck mounted drilling rig will be utilized to drill/sample 
these borings to total depths of 50 feet, or 20 feet into dense/hard glacially consolidated 
soil, whichever is deeper.  In each of the borings, disturbed soil samples will be 
obtained at 2½-foot intervals in the upper 20 feet and at 5-foot intervals thereafter, in 
accordance with Standard Penetration Test (SPT) methods.  One of these borings will 
be completed with a 2-inch diameter slotted standpipe piezometer to facilitate 
groundwater monitoring over the design period. 

o Soil samples obtained from the explorations will be returned to Aspect’s 
laboratory in Seattle, Washington, for further examination and visual/manual soil 
classification.  Selected samples will then be identified and submitted for 
geotechnical testing to characterize index and engineering properties.  Tests will 
include natural moisture content, grain size distribution, plasticity characteristics, 
and organic content.  All testing will be performed in accordance with appropriate 
ASTM geotechnical testing standards. 

5.3. Geotechnical Engineering Analyses.  Aspect will compile and evaluate the field and 
laboratory data and prepare exploration logs and prepare one geologic cross section to 
depict stratigraphic conditions. 

o For the culvert replacement, Aspect will conduct geotechnical engineering 
analyses with respect to seismic/liquefaction hazards; foundations; abutment 
walls; staged construction; temporary excavations; construction dewatering; and 
pavement restoration. 

5.4. Reporting.  Aspect will prepare a draft geotechnical engineering report with field and 
laboratory data, and conclusions and recommendations for design and construction of 
the proposed culvert and stream re-alignment. 

o Aspect will address any review comments provided by the design team and issue 
a final geotechnical engineering report stamped by a professional engineer 
licensed in Washington. 

Assumptions 
• Geotechnical field exploration will require single lane closures. Allowable lane closure 

hours are 9:30 AM to 3:30 PM.  
• One round of revisions to the geotechnical engineering report will be required after 

submittal to the City of Sammamish. 
• Aspect will participate in up to two in-person meetings with the design team (either at 

Osborn Consulting’s Bellevue office or at the City of Sammamish), to review and discuss 
geotechnical engineering design or construction issues. 

• Aspect will provide geotechnical engineering assistance and coordination with respect to 
geotechnical aspects of the project plans and specifications. 

• Aspect will manage its work and that of its subcontractors.  Aspect will provide in regular 
check-ins by telephone or email with the Osborn project manager.  Progress reports will 
be prepared with each monthly invoice. 

• Fee estimate assumes concrete panels will be encountered in the field.  

 
Deliverables 

1. One Draft Geotechnical Engineering Report (hard copy and pdf electronic copy). 
2. One Final Geotechnical Engineering Report (hard copy and pdf electronic copy). 
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TASK 6: CULTURAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT 
The Consultant shall prepare a cultural resources assessment report for the Project consistent 
with Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP) standards. 
The resources to be covered include prehistoric and historic archaeological sites, historic 
structures, and traditional cultural properties. 
 

6.1. Develop APE Submittal Package.  The Consultant will review data gathered from DAHP 
and project engineering plans to assist in establishing the project APE as outlined in 
Section 106 (36 CFR § 800.3) and in accordance with WSDOT’s Local Programs 
Guideline. The Consultant will provide the pertinent information in an APE Submittal 
Package that the CITY and WSDOT need in order to draft a letter initiating Section 106 
consultation with the Washington State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and 
affected tribes. The Consultant will assist the CITY in coordinating in-person meetings 
with SHPO, WSDOT, or affected tribes, as necessary. 

6.2. Background Research.  The Consultant will conduct a search of site files recorded at 
DAHP; a review of relevant correspondence between the project proponent, 
stakeholders and DAHP; and a review of pertinent environmental, archaeological, 
ethnographic, and historical information appropriate to the project area. 

6.3. Tribal Contact.  The Consultant will contact the cultural resources staff of tribes that 
may have an interest in the project area. This communication is intended to inform the 
cultural resources assessment and does not constitute government-to-government 
consultation. 

6.4. Field Identification.  The Consultant will provide a field investigation of the project 
location for identification of archaeological and historical resources and, if necessary, 
excavation of shovel test probes or other exploratory excavations in environments that 
might contain buried archaeological deposits. Field methods will be consistent with 
DAHP guidelines. 

6.5. Documentation of Findings. The Consultant will document and record historic properties 
within the project area, including preparation of Washington State archaeological and/or 
historic site(s) forms. Documentation will be consistent with DAHP standards. 

6.6. Cultural Resources Assessment Report.  The Consultant will prepare a Cultural 
Resources Assessment Report describing background research, field methods, results 
of investigations, and management recommendations. The report will provide 
supporting documentation of findings, including maps and photographs, and will 
conform to DAHP reporting standards. The report and supporting materials will be 
provided electronically. Print copies will be provided upon request. 

Assumptions 
• Up to two rounds of review of the Cultural Resources Assessment report may be 

required. 
• This scope assumes that no more than one unrecorded archaeological site or one 

unrecorded historic site will be identified within the project area. It will be necessary to 
adjust the scope and budget if additional sites are found. This budget was prepared with 
the assumption that no more than two (2) shovel test probes would be excavated. If 
extensive archaeological deposits are encountered or if additional shovel test probes are 
warranted within the project area, it may be necessary to modify this agreement to 
accommodate additional investigations for purposes of site identification. 

• This subtask assumes that no meetings with clients and/or stakeholders will be required. 
• The Consultant will provide utility locator services. 
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• This scope assumes that the CITY can provide the necessary Right of Entry 
authorizations to the Consultant so the PROJECT may be completed within the stated 
project schedule. 

• If human remains are found within the project area, all Consultant field investigations will 
cease immediately, proper authorities will be notified, and the Consultant will not resume 
field investigations until applicable state laws are addressed. 

• No cultural resources study can wholly eliminate uncertainty regarding the potential for 
prehistoric sites, historic properties, or traditional cultural properties to be associated 
with a project. The information we will present within our reports is based on the 
Consultant’s years of experience and professional opinions derived from the analysis 
and interpretation of the documents, records, literature, and information we are able to 
identify and use within our report, and during our field investigation and observations to 
be conducted in the process of preparing our technical report. The conclusions and 
recommendations presented will apply to the project conditions existing at the time of 
our study and those reasonably foreseeable. 

 
Deliverables 

1. Area of Potential Effect (APE). 
2. One Draft Cultural Resources Assessment Report with Eligibility Forms (hard copy and 

pdf electronic copy). 
3. One Final Cultural Resources Assessment Report with Eligibility Forms (hard copy and 

pdf electronic copy). 

 
TASK 7: UTILITY COORDINATION 
The objective of this task is to confirm existing utilities locations and coordinate with utility 
companies. 
 

7.1. Coordinate Utility Markings.  The Consultant will coordinate the location and extents of 
utility locates to be completed in Task 3. 

7.2. Coordinate Potholing.  After the preliminary survey base map with utility locations is 
completed in Task 3, the Consultant will help identify utility pothole locations to be 
provided by utility owners. 

7.3. Site Visit to Confirm Utility Locations: The Consultant will visit the site after preliminary 
survey base map with utility locations is completed in Task 3.  

7.4. Coordinate with Utility Purveyors. The Consultant has budgeted time to correspond and 
meet with utility purveyors regarding existing utilities, potential relocations and other 
requirements for the culvert crossing (e.g., casing pipes). 

 
Assumptions 

• Existing sewer main will be deep enough to not require relocating. 
• Existing water main may require relocation and design of which is included in Tasks 10 

and 11. 
• Gas main(s) and any underground telecommunication line relocations will be designed 

by those utility purveyors.  
• Consultant has budgeted up to 9 hours to correspond and meet with utility purveyors. 
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TASK 8: HYDROLOGIC AND HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS 

The objective of this task is to size the channel and associated stream features, including stream 
bed aggregate, wood, and bank stabilization. This task includes hydrologic and hydraulic 
modeling components.  
 

8.1. Hydrology – The results of the existing hydrologic model developed by others will be 
reviewed for suitability. Suitability assessment will consider the model’s land use 
assumptions and if the results seem appropriate based on observed conditions. 
Observed flow conditions will include both King County gage data available online and 
visual observation of the flow in the creek. This process and the selected design flows 
will be documented in a 2-page hydrology memorandum.  

8.2. Hydraulics – The HEC-RAS, 1-D hydraulic model developed by others will be updated 
with survey information in the project area and with survey information for the King 
County Culvert site downstream. The updated HEC-RAS model will be used to 
document the existing condition, perform alternatives analysis, and support design. 
Cross section spacing will be 30-feet maximum with additional sections added, as 
needed, to depict changes in typical channel shape and slope (10-foot minimum 
spacing). The design flows described above will be used for the analysis, assuming 
peak flows will be modeled (as opposed to continuous flow).   

• 30% Design modeling – results are not anticipated to vary much between the 
alternatives so the modeling will focus on the preferred alternative – 30% design. 

• Design updates – model will be updated to match the proposed design at 60%, 90%, 
and 100% design submittals to verify performance as the design progresses. Result 
tables will be updated, but memo/report submittals at each stage are not anticipated.  

8.3. Stream Design – The HEC-RAS modeling results will be used to perform spreadsheet-
based calculations to size streambed gravel, and to assess shear stress, bank stability, 
and wood buoyancy. Spreadsheet calculations will include a factor of safety in 
consideration for unknowns such as future flow rates and effects of climate change. 
Initial design will be developed at 30% to support permit documents and updated as the 
design progresses.  

8.4. Geomorphic Assessment – Streambed sediment sizing and recommendations will be 
assessed for suitability within the Ebright Creek system to inform a design that can 
transport anticipated sediment loads and retain the necessary erosion protection. This 
includes a site visit to verify current conditions, review of what is being used at the 
adjacent culvert sites, and review of work performed under 8.2 and 8.3. Findings and 
recommendations will be documented in a 2-page memo.  

8.5. Hydraulic modeling and calculation methods and results will be documented in a 
Modeling Report.  The hydrology memo described above will be incorporated into the 
Modeling Report so that all H&H modeling is documented in one place.  

 

Assumptions 

• Existing hydrology model developed by others will be obtained by and provided to the 
Consultant by the City.  

• Hydrology model updates to account for climate change and/or future flows will not be 
necessary. 

• HEC-RAS models developed by others will be obtained by and provided to the 
Consultant by the City. 
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Deliverables 

1. Electronic copy of the HEC-RAS model upon project completion 
2. Hydrology Memo 
3. Geomorphic Assessment Memo  
4. Modeling Report – Draft 
5. Modeling Report – Final  

 

TASK 9: STRUCTURAL ENGINEERING  
The objective of this task is to develop the design criteria of the structural elements of the 
project to facilitate contractor design of these elements. These structural design elements 
include the culvert, wing walls, retaining structures, and utility supports as needed.  
 
Assumptions 

• The culvert and associated structures will be contractor designed typical pre-cast 
concrete construction. 

• Geotechnical and site analysis allows for typical loading patterns. 
• Design elements do not have to be significantly modified to account for atypical permit or 

review requirements.  
• Up to one field visit will be performed. 

 
Deliverables 

1. Structural design criteria will be included in culvert and related drawings. 

 
TASK 10: ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS AND PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING 
The objective of this task is to select the preferred location and alignment of the culvert and 
creek by conducting an alternatives analysis and preliminary design (30% design) based on 
previous studies, field survey, site reconnaissance, Consultant’s engineering and environmental 
judgement, and stakeholder involvement.  
 

10.1. Perform site visit to verify base map. 
10.2. Develop alternatives. 
10.3. Complete alternative analysis matrix with decision criteria. 
10.4. Facilitate alternatives selection workshop. 
10.5. Provide engineering design report, draft and final. 
10.6. Complete 30% Plans. 
10.7. Complete 30% Cost Estimate. 

 
Assumptions 

• The Consultant will perform a site visit to verify the base map and assess existing 
conditions.  

• Up to two (2) alternative options will be analyzed for the culvert design and construction.  
• Both alternatives will be pre-cast culverts. The alignment will be perpendicular to the 

road or skewed. A bridge option is not anticipated.  
• The Consultant will meet with the City and key stakeholders (under Task 2) to discuss 

the Alternatives Analysis results before making a recommendation regarding the 
preferred culvert alignment. 
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• The intended audience for the Alternatives Analysis deliverables is comprised of 
technical professionals (i.e. City and/or Agency engineering and permitting staff). This 
task does not include modifications and/or reformatting for a non-technical audience.  

• An Alternative Analysis Matrix will document the analysis. The Consultant will submit the 
matrix decision criteria to the City for review and comment prior to completing the 
analysis. Criteria are likely to include: fish passage, environmental impact and/or lift, 
permitability, constructability, cost, and maintenance. The two alternatives are not 
anticipated to vary much in performance so matrix content will be qualitative pros and 
cons.  

• Preliminary Engineering Design Report shall include description of recommended 
alternative, decision making process, assumptions, and 11x17 preliminary design plans 
for each alternative (1 plan sheet per alternative). 

• The preferred alternative will reflect the survey base map, and recommendations from 
the Geotechnical analysis. The proposed culvert and creek alignments will reflect 
desired final elevations and the creek’s low flow cross section and alignment. 

• The Consultant will attend one workshop with the City to discuss the alternatives and 
determine the preferred alternative. Workshop will be a web meeting that will last up to 2 
hours. 

• The preferred alternative will progress to 30% design. See Table 1 for the anticipated 
sheets.   

• Landscaping/mitigation plan area to be planted will not exceed roughly 4,500 SF. 
• All documents will be provided to the City in native electronic format. 
• See assumptions in Task 7 regarding utility relocations. 

 
Deliverables 

1. One draft and one final of the Alternatives Analysis Matrix and the Preliminary 
Engineering Design Report (Microsoft Word and PDF format). 

2. 30% plans and cost estimate for preferred alternative. 

 
TASK 11: FINAL PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS, AND ESTIMATE (PS&E) 
The objective of this task is to develop final PS&E to advertise the project for construction based 
on Sammamish Public Works Design Standards, other relevant design standards, codes and 
recommendations by the project team.  
 

11.1. 60% Plans and Construction Cost Estimate Update: Comments from the City, King 
County and other key stakeholders on the 30% Plans will be incorporated into the 
60% Plans and Estimates. Draft Special Provisions and a draft Construction 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan will be developed. 

11.2. 90% PS&E: Comments from the City, King County and other key stakeholders on the 
60% Plans will be incorporated into the 90% Plans, Specifications and Estimates. The 
draft Special Provisions will be updated. No updates to the Construction Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan will be made this submittal.  

11.3. 100% PS&E: Comments from the City, King County and other key stakeholders on the 
90% Plans will be incorporated into the 100% PS&E. 

11.4. Final PS&E (Bid set): Comments from the City, King County and other key 
stakeholders on the 90% Plans will be incorporated into the 100% PS&E which will 
result in the final, bid ready PS&E. 

 
The anticipated plan sheets for each design deliverable is provided as Table 1. 
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Assumptions 

• City will provide their review comments for each PS&E deliverable in BlueBeam. 
Consultant comment responses will be documented in BlueBeam too. In-person 
comment review meetings will not be necessary. 

• The City will provide boiler plate contract documents and Special Provisions. 
• All documents will be provided to the City in native electronic format (PDF, word docs, 

and excel files). 
• Final bid set plans will be provided in printed format on bond paper (one (1) full size set 

and three (3) half size sets). 
• All relevant codes and current design standards will be followed including City of 

Sammamish Public Works Standards, WSDOT Standard Plans and Specifications. 

 
Deliverables 

1. 60% Plans, updated estimate, draft Special Provisions, draft Construction Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan. 

2. 90% PS&E, and updated Contract Specifications. 
3. 100% PS&E, updated Contract Specifications, updated draft Construction Stormwater 

Pollution Prevention Plan. 
4. Documentation of each comment received and associated response to the 30%, 60%, 

90%, and 100% PS&E. 
5. Final PS&E. 

 
TASK 12: CONSTRUCTION BIDDING ENGINEERING SUPPORT 
The objective of this task is to provide addendums and clarifications during construction bidding 
 
Assumptions 

• Up to two (2) addendums will be provided. 
• Up to two (2) clarifications will be provided. 
• Services during construction will be provided under a separate contract. 

 
Deliverables 

1. Addendums and clarifications during the bidding process, as needed. 

 
TASK 13: MANAGEMENT RESERVE 
This task is reserved for additional work the City may add to this Scope of Services. Potential 
additional tasks may include: 
 

• Expansion of project limits. 
• Additional targeted public outreach (per Task 2.4). 
• Additional grant application support (per Task 4.8). 
• Conflict with Sanitary Sewer; this issue would likely necessitate additional funds beyond 

what has been established for this task. 
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Table 1:  List of plan sheets 
Project: City of Sammamish Ebright Creek Fish Passage Project

Sheet No. Sheet Title Discipline Designer 30% 60% 90% 100% Final
1 Cover Sheet, Vicinity Map, and Sheet Index General OCI x x x x x
2 Legend, General Notes and Abbreviations General OCI x x x x x
3 Existing Survey Conditions General OCI x x x x x
4 Survey Control and Easement Plan Right‐of‐Way OCI x x x x
5 Detour Plan Traffic Control DCG x x x x
6 TESC and Demo Plan TESC and Demolition OCI x x x x x
7 TESC Details TESC and Demolition OCI x x x x
8 Stream Bypass Plan TESC and Demolition OCI x x x x x
9 Stream Bypass Details TESC and Demolition OCI x x x x
10 Culvert Structural Notes Culvert and Wingwall DCG x x x x
11 Culvert Layout Culvert and Wingwall DCG x x x x x
12 Stream Channel Grading Plan and Profile Stream Design OCI x x x x x
13 Stream Channel Typical Sections and Details Stream Design OCI x x x x x
14 Roadway Plan and Profile Roadway Restoration DCG x x x x x
15 Roadway Typical Section and Details Roadway Restoration DCG x x x x
16 Guardrail and Channelization plan Roadway Restoration DCG x x x x x
17 Culvert Rail Details Roadway Restoration DCG x x x x
18 Utility Relocation Plan and Profile Temporary Utility Bypass Utility DCG x x x x
19 Stream Restoration: Plan Landscaping and Planting TWC x x x x x
20 Stream Restoration: Notes and Monitoring Landscaping and Planting TWC x x x x x
21 Roadway Embankment and Staging Area Restoration Plans Landscaping and Planting TWC x x x x x
22 Planting Details Landscaping and Planting TWC x x x x

13 22 22 22 22
Total Sheets for Osborn Consulting 10

Total Sheets for Davido Consulting Group 8
Total Sheets for The Watershed Co. 4
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Arborist

Landscap

e 

Architect

Planner 

Permitting

Landscape 

Designer Admin  Expenses Principal Support  Expenses 

Principal 

Investigat

or

Sr. 

Archaeol

oigst

Archaeol

ogist

Archaeol

ogical 

Tech

GIS, 

Office, 

and Field 

Support  Expenses 

Principal 

Surveyor

Office Tech 

CAD

Field Tech 

II (field)

Field Tech 

II (field) Admin  Expenses 

 $   210.00  $   165.00  $  140.00  $  140.00  $  112.00  $   106.00  $  128.00  $        1.00 $239.00 $167.00 $145.00 $121.00 $130.00 $104.00  $             1.00 $256.00 $199.00 $148.00 $133.00 $96.00 $101.00 $237.00 $130.00 $101.00  $      1.00  $     180  $      155  $      115  $      130  $      180  $         85  $      110  $           1.00  $160.00  $100.00  $           1.00 $153.00 $102.00 $75.00 $64.00 $64.00  $           1.00  $   134.00  $     98.00  $   102.00  $     80.00  $     98.00  $              1.00 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT

1.1 Bi-weekly check-ins 15 30

1.2 Monthly Invoices 4 16 30 4 12 3 2 12 4

1.3 Project Kick-off Meeting 4 4 2 50.00$       3 4 15.00$         

1.4 Project Coordination and Subconsultant Management 8 30 30 2 8
1.5 QA/QC 20 20 2 2

SUBTOTAL 51 100 2 0 0 0 60 50.00$       4 12 0 0 3 -$                0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -$         6 26 0 0 0 0 4 15.00$         0 0 -$             0 0 0 0 -$             0 0 0 0 0 -$                44,654.00$      321 10.0%

PUBLIC OUTREACH

2.1 Informational Materials for Open House 2 6 4

2.1 Participation in Open House 3 100.00$     3

2.1 Open House Meetings Support (Advertising, Summary) 4 8 8

2.2 Stakeholder Meeting with King Co. 2 2

SUBTOTAL 2 11 8 0 0 6 12 100.00$     0 0 0 0 0 0 -$                0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -$         0 3 0 0 0 0 0 -$             0 0 -$             0 0 0 0 0 -$             0 0 0 0 0 -$                6,092.00$        142 1.4%

SURVEY AND EASEMENTS

3.1 Survey for initial project basemap 10 18 18 1 1,350.00$        

3.2 Update basemap with utility pothole locations 2 8 8 1 50.00$             

3.3 Easement Legal Descriptions - Draft and Final 8 1

3.4 Graphical Exhibit for Easement Descriptions - Draft and Final 8 1

3.5 Benchmarks and Confirming King County Basemap 1 2 8 8 50.00$             

SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -$           0 0 0 0 0 -$                0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -$         0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -$             0 0 -$             0 0 0 0 -$             9 22 34 34 4 1,450.00$        11,392.00$      103 2.5%

PERMITTING, ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW AND SPECIAL STUDIES

4.1 Wetland/Stream/Arborist Delineation Report 2 2 12 30 3 15.00$         

4.2 Stream Bankfull Width Memo 1 4 20 8 6 40.00$       1

4.3 Endangered Species Act - Biological Evaluation 2 1 28 16 2 15.00$         

Critical Areas Memo

4.4 List of Permits and Related Environmental Review 3

4.5

JARPA Application - Draft and Final (WDFW (Streamlined Fish Habitat 

Enhancement Process (FHEP)) , Corps, NHPA, Ecology, tracking and 

respond to comments) 1 2 4 2 2 4 2 12 28 12

4.5 Permit tracking and response 2 12 20

4.6

The Consultant will reformat 30% engineering drawings for JARPA 

Submittal. 1 2 4 16 1 2

4.7 On-site meeting with agency and tribal representatives and prep. 2 6 20.00$       6 6 15.00$         

4.8 Grant Application Assistance (Limited to time indicated.) 2 1 21 21

SUBTOTAL 5 20 28 0 8 22 0 60.00$       0 0 0 0 0 -$                0 2 2 0 0 4 0 0 0 -$         6 82 107 1 46 2 0 45.00$         0 0 -$             0 0 0 0 -$             0 0 0 0 0 -$                47,376.00$      395 10.6%

GEOTECHNICAL EXPLORATION AND ANALYSIS

5.1 Plan and Coordinate Field Investigation 3 8 13 $1,200.00

5.2 Subsurface Exploration and Laboratory Testing 3 4 32 $14,900.00

5.3 Geotechnical Engineering Analyes 3 9 13 20 6

5.4 Reporting and PS&E Support 10 13 6 27 9 4 $110.00

SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -$           19 34 19 92 15 4 16,210.00$     0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -$         0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -$             0 0 -$             0 0 0 0 -$             0 0 0 0 0 -$                42,682.00$      183 9.5%

CULTURAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT 

6.1 APE Submittal Package 1 3 2 2

6.2 Background Research 2 4

6.3 Tribal Contact 2

6.4 Field Identification 3 10 10 8

6.5 Documentation of Findings

6.6 Cultural Resources Assessment Report 2 6 4 0 6

SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -$           0 0 0 0 0 -$                0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -$         0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -$             0 0 -$             5 14 20 10 16 -$             0 -$         -$         -$         -$         -$                5,357.00$        65 1.2%

UTILITY COORDINATION

7.1 Coordinate utility markings 1 1

7.2 Coordinate potholing 1 2

7.3 Site Visit to confirm utility locations 3 3 250.00$   

7.4 Coordinate with utility purveyors 1 2 4 2

SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -$           0 0 0 0 0 -$                1 4 0 10 5 0 0 0 0 250.00$   0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -$             0 0 -$             0 0 0 0 -$             0 -$         -$         -$         -$         -$                3,112.00$        20 0.7%

HYDROLOGIC AND HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS

8.1 Hydrology review and draft memo documentation 1 4 8 1

8.2 HEC-RAS model development (existing & proposed) 4 8 14 1 28 2

8.3 Excel based calculations 2 4 8 12

8.4 Geomorphic Assessment 32

8.5 Modeling Report - Draft 3 4 16 16 2

8.5 Modeling Report - Final 2 4 8 8 1

SUBTOTAL 12 24 54 1 64 2 4 -$           0 0 0 0 0 -$                0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -$         0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -$             32 0 -$             0 0 0 0 -$             0 -$         -$         -$         -$         -$                27,192.00$      193 6.1%

STRUCTURAL ENGINEERING 

Structural Calculations 6 34

SUBTOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -$           0 0 0 0 0 -$                0 0 0 0 0 0 6 34 0 -$         0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -$             0 0 -$             0 0 0 0 -$             -$         -$         -$         -$         -$         -$                5,842.00$        40 1.3%

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS AND PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING

10.1 Site Visit to verify basemap 3 3 50.00$       3 3 3 3

10.2 Alternatives Development

Preliminary Design Plans for each alternative 3 6 12 2 4 1 4 8 4 8 2 2

10.3 Alternative Analysis Matrix 3 6 8 1 2 2 2 4 4

10.4 Alternative Selection Workshop-webmeeting 2 2 2 3 3 4 4

10.5 Preliminary Engineering Design Report 4 2

Draft Report 4 12 24 12 3 2 2 4 6 6 6

Final Report 2 6 14 6 1 1 1 2 2 2 2

10.6 30% Plans 6 8 27 6 21 34 2 8 8 12 8 34 2 4 12 4 4 2 1 30 100.00$        

10.7 30% Cost Estimate 2 4 12 12 4 2 4 4 8 2 2 12 1 2 0

SUBTOTAL 22 47 102 8 55 42 3 50.00$       0 0 0 0 0 -$                8 29 8 40 30 36 4 32 12 -$         7 18 4 7 9 33 0 100.00$        0 0 -$             0 0 0 0 -$             -$         -$         -$         -$         -$         -$                75,925.00$      606 16.9%

FINAL PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS AND ESTIMATE (PS&E)

11.1 60% PS&E Development

30% Comment Responses 3 5 2 50.00$       1 2 2 4 2 4 1 2

60% Plans 4 24 32 7 33 49 1 3 16 3 7 84 1 8 16 1 4 2 2 1 30 50.00$         

60% Cost Estimate 2 2 4 6 6 1 3 4 8 1 8 2

60% Specifications 1 4 16 2 1 3 4 8 1 8 4

60% Draft Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 1 4 8 32 2

11.2 90% PS&E Development

60% Comment Responses 3 5 2 50.00$       1 1 2 2 1 2 1 2

90% Plans 4 20 32 6 33 50 1 2 8 2 6 50 1 6 12 1 3 2 2 1 16 50.00$         

90% Cost Estimate 2 2 4 6 6 1 2 2 4 1 6 2

90% Specifications 2 2 16 8 2 1 2 2 4 1 6 2

11.3 100% PS&E Development

90% Comment Responses 3 5 2 50.00$       1 2 2 1 2

100% Plans 4 10 16 3 32 32 200.00$     1 2 6 2 2 30 1 5 12 1 1 2 16 100.00$        

100% Cost Estimate 2 2 2 8 4 1 2 2 2 1 4 2

100% Specifications 1 2 12 8 2 1 2 2 2 1 4 2

100% Updated Draft CSWPPP 1 2 4 6 1 0 0

11.4 Compiling Final PS&E for bid 2 4 8 3 8 12 4 2 2 3 2 4 11 2 4 4 1 4

SUBTOTAL 26 87 169 19 186 159 13 350.00$     0 0 0 0 0 -$                13 26 35 32 53 175 12 67 44 -$         3 8 4 24 2 72 0 200.00$        0 0 -$             0 0 0 0 -$             -$         -$         -$         -$         -$         -$                154,574.00$    1579 34.5%

CONSTRUCTION BIDDING ENGINEERING SUPPORT

12.1 Construction Addendums 4 8 8 8 4 6 4 8 2 8

12.2 Construction Clarifications 2 4 4 2 4 4 8 2 8

SUBTOTAL 6 12 12 8 0 0 0 -$           0 0 0 0 0 -$                0 6 0 10 8 0 0 16 0 -$         0 0 0 4 0 16 0 -$             0 0 -$             0 0 0 0 -$             -$         -$         -$         -$         -$         -$                13,292.00$      98 3.0%

13
MANAGEMENT RESERVE

2.4 Additional Targeted Outreach 8 4 4 8 4 4

4.8 Additional Grant Support 1 21 21

SUBTOTAL 0 8 4 0 0 0 4 -$           0 0 0 0 0 -$                0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -$         1 29 21 4 4 0 0 -$             0 0 -$             0 0 0 0 -$             -$         -$         -$         -$         -$         -$                10,722.00$      75 2.4%

EXPENSES (0% of OCI labor)
SUBTOTAL -$                0.0%

124 309 379 36 313 231 96 23 46 19 92 15 7 22 70 45 92 96 215 22 149 56 23 166 136 40 61 123 4 32 0 5 14 20 10 16 9 22 34 34 4 3210 1144 hours

26,040$    50,985$    53,060$   5,040$     35,056$   24,486$    12,288$   610.00$     5,497$   7,682$   2,755$   11,132$ 1,950$   728$      16,210.00$     5,632$     13,930$    6,660$     12,236$    9,216$     21,715$    5,214$     19,370$    5,656$     250.00$   4,140$   25,730$  15,640$  5,200$    10,980$  10,455$   440$       360.00$        5,120$   -$       -$             765$      1,428$   1,500$   640$      1,024$   -$             1,206$     2,156$     3,468$     2,720$     392$        1,450.00$        446,869.00$    fee est. 

Fee Hours % Total
Osborn Consulting Labor Estimate 207,565.00$    46%

Expenses (0% of OCI Labor) -$                0%

Management Reserve 10,722.00$      2%

Aspect 45,954.00$      10%
Davido Consulting Group 99,879.00$      22%

The Watershed Co. 72,945.00$      16%
Altaterra 5,120.00$        1%
Equinox 5,357.00$        1%

DHA Surveyors 11,392.00$      3%
TOTAL ESTIMATE 448,212.00$    

3

2

TOTAL ESTIMATE FOR ALL TASKS ($)

4

6

7

8

12

X

5

TOTAL ESTIMATE FOR ALL TASKS (hrs)

9

10

11

1

Total Est. 

Hours

% of Total  

Contract 

Value

Task 

Estimated 

CostTask

Sub 

Task 

ID Task

DHA SurveyorsAspect Davido Consulting GroupOsborn Consulting The Watershed Company EquinoxAltaterra
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Agreement for Services                                                                                                                         Revised 6/20/2019 

 

Invoice Number: Date of Invoice:

Consultant:

Mailing Address:

Phone:

Contract Period: to Reporting Period: to

Specific Program or Project:

BARS/Budget No. Contract #: 

Total Contract Amount: $

Previous Payments: $

Invoice Amount - Charge for Services $
(Less R eimbursable  Expenses and Sales T ax)

Sales Tax $
( If  A pplicable)

Subtotal Invoice $
(Less R eimbursable  Expenses)

Reimbursable Expenses: $

TOTAL PAYMENT TO CONSULTANT: $

Remaining Balance on Contract $
(D o es no t Inc lude R eimbursable Expenses)

Total Reimbursable Expenses to Date: $
(C urrent  P ayment plus  P revio us P ayments)

Requesting Department:

Project Manager/Staff Contact:

Approved for Payment By: Date:  
(Department  Director)

-                   

FINANCE WILL ATTACH A COPY OF THIS FORM TO PAYMENT

-                   

-                   

ATTACH ITEMIZED DESCRIPTION OF SERVICES PROVIDED

-                   

-                      

-                   

-                   10.0%

-                   

-                   

Request for Consultant Payment
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Agenda Bill 

 City Council Special Meeting 

November 04, 2019  

 

SUBJECT: 
 

Contract: Printer/Copier Print Services - QBSI - Xerox 
 

DATE SUBMITTED: 
 

October 25, 2019 
 

DEPARTMENT: 
 

Information Technology (IT) 
 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 
 ☑  Action     ☐  Direction     ☐  Informational      

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

Authorize the City Manager to execute a contract for City-wide print and 
photo copy services with QBSI of Bellevue. Contract for 60 months 
$147,935. 
 

EXHIBITS: 
 

1. Exhibit 1 - Sammamish City of countersigned Sales Agreement 

2. Exhibit 2 - SAMMAMISH CITY OF EXECUTED SCHEDULE 

3. Exhibit 3 - Cash buyout-Signed 

4. Exhibit 4 - City of Sammamish - Interlocal signed Aug 8 2019 

5. Exhibit 5 - Seattle Public Schools 2018 FINAL SIGNED CONTRACT (2) 
 

BUDGET:  
Total dollar amount $147,935 ☑ Approved in budget 

Fund(s) Operating Rentals & Leases -> 
502-000-518-81-45-00 

☐ 

☐ 

Budget reallocation required 

No budgetary impact 
 

 

WORK PLAN FOCUS AREAS:  

☐  Transportation ☐  Community Safety 

☐  Communication & Engagement ☐  Community Livability 

☑  High Performing Government ☐  Culture & Recreation 

☐  Environmental Health & Protection ☐  Financial Sustainability 
 

 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 

Should the City of Sammamish engage with a vendor partner to provide internal print and copier 
services for staff usage in the amount of $147,935 for a contract term of 60 months? 

 

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY: 
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While the City’s Information Technology Department was recovering and rebuilding the City’s 
technology infrastructure, it also re-visited its printing services contracted vendor. Prior IT and City 
management made the decision to move towards a new print services agreement with QBSI-Xerox.  

 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

The new contract will not change financial impact to existing print/copier services. Prior approved 
budget will be utilized with this contract for existing print and copier services. 

 

OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: 

This contract is utilizing an Interlocal Agreement with the Seattle School District. As such, The City of 
Sammamish is leveraging the advantages related to size and complexity of Seattle School District’s 
expansive RFP (RFP04863). 
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PROCEDURE 6220SP.A, ATTACHMENT 2  Last updated November 2016 
EXECUTIVE APPROVAL FORM  Page 1 of 2 
Approved August 2008 

EXECUTIVE APPROVAL FORM  
 

This form is to be used for contracts, MOU’s, and grants above $75,000 and for sole source and emergency approvals. 
Contracts below $75,000 may be signed by the Purchasing or Accounting Manager. An original of the document to be 
approved must be attached to this form. If the contract requires Board approval, a copy of the approved Board Action 
Report must be included. 

TO: Assistant Superintendent for Business and Finance (for approvals up to $100,000) 
 Superintendent (for approvals over $100,000) 
 

Requesting Approval for 
(Check all that apply): 

   Contract/PSC/PO 
   Sole Source 
   Inter-Local 

Cooperative Agreement  
 

   MOU 
   Emergency 

   Grant 
   Other: Renewal 

 

Project Title/Description /Reason Procurement Requested: RFP04863 Copy and Publishing Services 
 
Contract Amount: $6,856,824.98  

 

The subject and attached material have been reviewed with the appropriate staff members as indicated by the signatures 
below. All policies and legal requirements have been followed. If the material meets your approval, please sign and 
return to the initiator’s office. The page(s) requiring your signature have been tagged. 
 

Attachment(s)/ Supporting Documentation:  
QBSI-Xerox Agreement 

Related Policy or RCW(s) or WAC(s) 
28A 335 190 

Initiator/Staff Member Information 
(1) Name (Print)   
     JoAnn Hamilton 

Signature 
 

Date 
 

Email/Phone:  
JoHamilton@SeattleSchools.org 

Department:  
Logistics 

ROUTING APPROVAL (For Contracts, Personal Service Contracts/ Purchase Orders $75,000 - $100,000) 
(2) Manager/Principal (Print) 
     

     JoAnn Hamilton 
Signature Date 

(3) Director (Print) 
 

     Kathleen M Katterhagen 
Signature Date 

(4) Facilities Finance (Capital only) (Print) 
     N/A 

Signature Date 

(5) Procurement (Purchasing/Contracting)  (Print) 
 

     Diane Navarro 

Signature Date 

(6) Legal (Print) 
 

     Ronald Boy 
Signature Date 

(7) Accounting (for encumbrance)* (Print) 
 

     Amy Fleming 
Signature Date 

(8) Assistant or Associate Superintendent of                                   
Department (as appropriate) (Print) 
 

     Pegi McEvoy 

Signature Date 
 

Superintendent’s Office 
 Every Student. Every Classroom. Every Day. 

Three Goals 50,000 Journeys and Counting 

DocuSign Envelope ID: D835F0A3-18CA-4479-BA92-9207E4ED13D0

7/30/2018 9:34:39 PM PDT

7/30/2018 9:34:39 PM PDT

7/31/2018 8:04:38 AM PDT

7/31/2018 8:57:01 AM PDT

7/31/2018 4:59:20 PM PDT

Craig Murphy Manager Purchasing and Small Works, Purchasing8/1/2018 12:02:55 PM PDT

8/1/2018 12:04:43 PM PDT
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PROCEDURE 6220SP.A, ATTACHMENT 2  Last updated November 2016 
EXECUTIVE APPROVAL FORM  Page 2 of 2 
Approved August 2008 

(9) Assistant Superintendent for Business and        
Finance* (Print) 
 

 JoLynn Berge  

Signature Date 
 

FINAL APPROVAL (for Contracts $100,000 - $250,000) 
(10) Superintendent (Superintendent to execute 
contracts over $250,000 after Board approval)* 
(Print)** 
 

 Stephen Nielsen (initial/date) __________ 
 

 Denise Juneau 
 

Signature Date 
 

BOARD APPROVAL (for Contracts OVER $250,000) 
(11) Board Action Approval Date 
      July 11, 2018  Approved Board Action Report (BAR) attached 

*Contract executor(s) – See Superintendent Procedures 6220SP.A, Attachment 1 for contract signature authorities 
**If Board Action Approval is appropriate, skip Superintendent signature until Board approves. Once approved by Board, 
then have Superintendent sign-off. 

DocuSign Envelope ID: D835F0A3-18CA-4479-BA92-9207E4ED13D0

8/2/2018 10:59:48 AM PDT

8/6/2018 11:56:20 AM PDT
8/7/2018 11:50:09 AM PDT
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SEATTLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Personal Service Contract Cover Sheet  

(To be used for contracts awarded as a result of the RFP/RFQ process only) 
RFP04863 Copy and Publishing Services 

 
CONTRACTOR NAME AND ADDRESS 
(Legal Name – MUST be same as registered with Tax ID number) 

 CONTRACT MUST BE FULLY EXECUTED IN ADVANCE OF 
SERVICES 

QBSI-Xerox   
Name  WA State Business License UBI# 
  425-896-5000  425-867-1161 
DBA  Phone Fax 
14432 SE Eastgate Way, Suite 300  donna.mcgrath@qbsi-xerox.com 
Address  Email 
Bellevue  WA 98007     
City State Zip  Acctg Use: Vendor# PO# 
 

This agreement is made between the Seattle School District (“the District”) and the above-named contractor (the “Contractor”)  
 

District employees, other than personnel in the District Financial Services Department are not authorized to make promises for 
contractual services, promises for a particular period of time or promises of a particular level of payment.  Any verbal or written 
statements to that effect by District employees other than Financial Services personnel are null and void. 
 

SCHOOL/DEPARTMENT BUDGET AUTHORITY 
School/Department Name Publishing Services Mail Stop MS 21-374 Phone 206.252.0080  

CONTRACT AMOUNT $6,856,824.98 CONTRACT EXPIRATION DATE July 31, 2023  
 

As an authorized representative of the originating school/department and having budget authority to authorize the disbursement of 
funds from the budget line give below, I declare that: 
1. I have personally verified the existence of funds available within the appropriate unit to pay this contract. 
2. I am satisfied that the contractor meets the eligibility requirements for an independent contractor as outlined in the attached 

Classification Checklist. 
3.     The services being provided do not violate any labor agreement regarding contracting out for services. 
Having completed these steps, I hereby authorize the release of funds from the budget line coded below. 

Print Name JoAnn Hamilton  Title Mgr, Publishing Services / Copiers  
Signature   Date   

 

SCHOOL BASED CONTRACTS OVER $25,000 
Executive Director for Schools       
 Print Name  Signature  Date 
      

FISCAL YEAR FUND FUND CENTER/COST CENTER COMMITMENT ITEM 

2018-19 1020 3C097731B0 7300 

2018-19 1020 3C097731D0 7300 

           7300 

FINAL SEATTLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS APPROVAL 

Contracts up to $75,000  Date  Accounting Manager 

Contracts $75,000 and over  Date  Asst. Supt. for Business and Finance  

Contracts over $100,000  Date  Superintendent 
     

FOR ACCOUNTING USE ONLY 

Funds Available    Date   

Grants Acctg Review  Funds Encumbered  Contract Acctg Review   
      
 

DocuSign Envelope ID: D835F0A3-18CA-4479-BA92-9207E4ED13D0

600 620 486

7/30/2018 9:34:39 PM PDT

8/1/2018 12:02:55 PM PDT

8/2/2018 10:59:48 AM PDT

8/7/2018 11:50:09 AM PDT
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Seattle Public Schools 
Bargaining Unit Checklist 

 
 
 

The information provided below will assist the Seattle Public Schools in determining whether a service 
may be performed by an independent contractor and whether the individual can appropriately be 
classified as a contractor with the District. Please note that this page should be completed by the 
Principal/Program Manager contracting the Independent Contractor and must be attached to the 
SEATTLE SCHOOL DISTRICT PERSONAL SERVICES CONTRACT FORM for processing and 
approval. 

 
 
 

Name of contractor or business   
 

Tax Payer Identification #   
 
 
 

Please answer YES or NO to the following two (2) questions: 
 

SECTION 1. BARGAINING UNIT CHECKLIST 
 

Yes No Is the service being provided included in a current district position that a current 
employee could do or could be trained to do? 

 
Yes No Will the service contract bypass and/or violate collective bargaining agreements or District 

hiring process/procedures or any other District policies (i.e., Hiring of Relatives, Child 
Labor Laws)? 

 
Bargaining units include but are not limited to: 
1) Seattle Education Association 3) Machinists 289/79 

Certificated Machinists 
Paraprofessinal Auto machinists 
SAEOP 4) Teamsters 117/174 

2) Internatinal Union of Operating Engineers Warehouse workers 
Custodial/gardeners Truck drivers 
Nutrition services 5) PASS (Principals Assoc of Seattle Schools) 
Security specialists, alarm monitors 6) Seattle/King Cty Building & Trades Council 

 
 
Please Note: 
If the answer is “Yes” to EITHER of the above two questions, the individual cannot be classified as a 
contractor. (Please contact your Personnel Analyst for staffing concerns and contact the Payroll 
Department for Retirement information.) 

 
If the answer is “NO” to both of the questions listed above, please proceed to the Determining Employee 
versus Independent Contractor Checklist. 

 
 

I, Seattle School District's Principal or Department Manager confirm that the above information is true. 
 

Name (print)_   
 

Signature   
 

Title    
 

Last Updated 12/23/2014 

   QBSI-Xerox 

  91-1332069

✔

✔

 JoAnn Hamilton

Manager of Copy & Printing Svcs, Publishing Services
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SEATTLE  PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
DETERMINING EMPLOYEE versus INDEPENDENT  CONTRACTOR 

CLASSIFICATION CHECKLIST 
 

The information provided below will assist the Seattle Public Schools in determining whether an individual performing services 
will be classified as an employee of the District or as an independent contractor for federal, state and FICA tax purposes.  Please 
note that this page should be completed by the Principal/Program Manager contracting the Independent Contractor and must be 
attached to the SEATTLE SCHOOL DISTRICT PERSONAL SERVICES CONTRACT FORM for processing and approval. 

 

 
SECTION  1. GENERAL 
Name of Individual/Business: Individual/Business E-mail Address: 

For Individuals: (check one) 
a US Citizen a Resident Tax Alien a Nonresident Alien 

Taxpayer Identification Number: 

School or Program Location: Phone Number/Address: 

 
SECTION 2. MULTIPLE RELATIONSHIPS WITH THE DISTRICT 

 
Yes No    Does this individual currently work for the District as an employee (including hourly, temporary or substitute)? 

 
Yes No    Does the District expect to hire this individual as an employee to provide the same or similar services immediately 

following the termination of his/her independent contractor service? 

 Yes No    During the previous 12 months prior to the date on which the independent contractor service commenced, was the 
individual an employee (including hourly, temporary or substitute) to provide the same or similar service? 

 

Yes No    Is this individual drawing state retirement benefits? 

 

Please Note: 
If the answer is “Yes” to ANY of the above three questions, the individual should be classified as an EMPLOYEE and paid 
through the normal payroll process.  See footnote*. 

 

 
SECTION 4. RELATIONSHIP WITH THE DISTRICT 

 
The individual does not receive extensive instructions on how to perform his/her job, except perhaps topics to discuss.  The 
individual does provide or could be available to perform this job at other businesses/schools.  The individual does not 
receive benefits from the Seattle Public School District, nor does the individual  expect to receive benefits from the District. 
The District and the individual  agree, either in writing or orally, that the relationship is strictly that of an independent 
contract relationship. 

 
I, Seattle School District's Principal or Department Manager, confirm that the above paragraph is true and therefore the 
individual  is an independent contractor.  If the above statement is not true, the individual may be an employee.* 

 
Name (print):    Title:     

 
Signature:     Date:     

 
Phone Number:     E-mail Address:    @seattleschools.org 

 
*If the department requesting services disagrees with this determination, please complete the Internal Revenue Services SS-8 
form (available at www.irs.gov), provide documentation to provide answers, and submit completed packet to the Contracts Desk 
in Accounting. Accounting and Payroll will work with the department to make a final decision. 

 
 

Attachment to Personal Services Contract 
      Last Updated 02/19/2015 

SECTION 3. RETIREMENT BENEFITS 

QBSI-Xerox donna.mcgrath@qbsi-xerox.com

✔ 91-1332069

425-896-5000

✔

✔

✔

✔

JoAnn Hamilton Publishing Services/Copier, Mgr

206.252.0416 JoHamilton
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PROCEDURE 6220SP.A                                     
ATTACHMENT 4 
DESCRIPTION: DOCUMENTATION OF COMPETITION FORM 
Approved August 2008   Last Updated November 2016 
Page 1 of 1 
 

Seattle Public Schools 
Documentation of Competition  

 
 
This form must be completed for any Personal Services Contract (PSC) over $25,000, 
unless a sole source contract is requested. Use this form for any Personal Services 
Contract valued over $3,500.00 that is federally funded. 
 
Documentation of Competition for any PSC over $25,000 or for any federally funded PSC 
valued over $3500.00  
 
Competition was obtained for this contract through: 

 Informal Competition – Requests for quotes and proposals were solicited through 
non-Procurement staff (via phone/fax, email, or regular mail). 

 Formal Competition – Competition was conducted and facilitated by Procurement 
staff, either with Purchasing or Contracting Services. 

 
(1) Informal competition. If an informal competition was conducted, describe the 

vendors contacted, the criteria used, and the results. Supporting documentation of 
the process (e.g. RFP/RFQ, proposals, evaluations, etc.) must be saved in your 
department files and be made available upon request. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     
(2) Formal competition. Competition for your contract was conducted by Procurement 

Staff.  
 

 RFP number: ____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 RFP name: _____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Documentation of Competition - Approvals Required: 
 

Initiator Name 
 

Signature Date 

Manager/Director Name 
 

Signature Date 
 

Procurement Staff Name 
 

Signature Date 
 

 

RFP04863

Copy and Publishing Services

JoAnn Hamilton

Diane Navarro
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SCHOOL BOARD ACTION REPORT 
 
DATE:      June 07, 2018    
FROM:     Dr. Larry Nyland, Superintendent 
LEAD STAFF:  Pegi McEvoy, Assistant Superintendent, Operations,  
      pmcevoy@seattleschools.org    
                 Kathy Katterhagen, Director of Logistics, kkatterhagen@seattleschools.org 
 
For Introduction:  June 27, 2018 
For Action:   July 11, 2018 
    
 
1. TITLE 
 
Approval of Contract with QBSI-Xerox for Publishing Services Operations at the John Stanford 
Center for Educational Excellence (JSCEE) and Multi-Functional device (MFD) Copier Fleet for 
the District. 
 
2. PURPOSE 
 
This Board Action Report recommends approval of a contract with QBSI-Xerox for Publishing 
Services Operations at the JSCEE, and MFD copier fleet for the District.    
 
3. RECOMMENDED MOTION 
 
I move that the School Board authorize the Superintendent to execute a Publishing Services & 
JSCEE/Schools Multi-Functional Device (MFD) Fleet Contract with QBXI-Xerox, for a period of 5 
years, in an estimated amount of $1,371,365 annually, plus all applicable taxes, in the form of the 
attached Agreement and presented to the School Board, with any minor additions, deletions, and 
modifications deemed necessary by the Superintendent and to take any necessary actions to 
implement the contract.  
  
4. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 

a. Background 
 

MFDs are centralized devices at schools and central offices that provide the District staff an 
economical means of creating copies and prints, along with functions such as scan to e-mail and 
outbound faxing. The current purchase services contract is set to expire July 31, 2018. 
 
As part of the process for preparing this RFP, District staff surveyed of every building to assess each 
school or program’s needs to right-size the number of MFDs. School office staff were also surveyed 
to identify MFD functionality requirements that would help reduce dependency on the small and less 
efficient printers, scanners, and faxes, and on their customer service expectations for the new 
contract. 
 
On May 31, 2018, and the District received 12 proposals from vendors.  
The District selected QBSI-Xerox based on:  
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 Most closely met the requirements in the RFP  
 Lowest pricing  
 Best guaranteed service levels of proposers  
 Best project implementation plan  
 Automated support mechanism for Schools  
 Security of Data  
 Recycling Process 
 Support of Publishing Services Bridges Program  
 
 
Because the current copier contract is expiring, approval of this motion will provide the District with 
the ability to provide new MFDs throughout the District.  
 
Through right-sizing the number of MFDs, and increased functionality in the schools, the District 
anticipates capturing cost savings by reducing the reliance on standalone devices (faxes, scanners, 
and individual printers).  
 
The District has aligned the expectations in this contract with several key performance indicators in 
the private sector, such as overall increased staff productivity through the reduction of equipment 
down time; quarterly vendor meetings to address MFD right-sizing/relocating of devices to meet the 
changing needs of the District and reduced dependency on District staff through automated remote 
meter reads and toner deployment processes.  
 
 

b. Alternatives  

1. Not approve this contract. If the contract is not awarded, the District would need to 
purchase MFDs in a variety of sizes for the entire District. Each department/school would 
be required to attain toner supplies on their own and a maintenance process would need 
to be created. Further, the large print jobs required by the various departments/schools 
would need to be outsourced.  This alternative is not recommended for the following 
reasons: the District would not realize the cost savings realized by a competitive process; 
the costs for purchasing individual MFDs would likely be prohibitive; the schools would 
experience an interruption in service; and the District would not have the resources or 
infrastructure to support these individual purchases.  

2. Research  
Comparative data analysis was completed regarding the usage of each MFD, at each school 
for the 2015-2016 and 2016-2017 school years. Site visits were completed at each traditional 
elementary, K-8, middle school and high school and the existing MFD locations were 
mapped.  

 
5. FISCAL IMPACT/REVENUE SOURCE 
 
The 5-year agreement will total $6,856,825 and is funded by the Publishing Services general 
fund budget. 
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The proposed action aligns with the District’s strategic, academic, and fiscal plans by 
minimizing operation costs. 
 
Expenditure:     One-time   Annual   Other Source 
 
6. COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 
 
With guidance from the District’s Community Engagement tool, this action was determined to 
merit the following tier of community engagement:  
 

 Not applicable 
 

 Tier 1: Inform 
Publishing Services staff performed a combination of communications and site visits to 
partner with schools and survey individual school MDF requirements.   

 Tier 2:  
 

 Tier 3: Collaborate -  
 
7. EQUITY ANALYSIS 

 
A full equity analysis using the Equity Toolkit was not performed. However, Publishing Services 
supports student equity and the District goal of closing the opportunity gap by providing job 
readiness skills to students working in Publishing Services Operations. Publishing Services also 
provides services to schools that lack funds for special projects when possible.   
 
8. STUDENT BENEFIT 
 
The benefit of this agreement is the provision of MFDs for School administration to enhance 
efficiencies in education. 
  
9. WHY BOARD ACTION IS NECESSARY 

 
 Amount of contract initial value or contract amendment exceeds $250,000 (Policy No. 6220) 

 
 Amount of grant exceeds $250,000 in a single fiscal year (Policy No. 6114) 

 
 Adopting, amending, or repealing a Board policy 

 
 Formally accepting the completion of a public works project and closing out the contract 

 
 Legal requirement for the School Board to take action on this matter 

 
 Board Policy No. _____, [TITLE], provides the Board shall approve this item 

 
 Other: _____________________________________________________________________ 
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10. POLICY IMPLICATION 
 
This motion is in alignment with Policy No. 0010, Instructional Philosophy, because the services 
provided from this contract are an integral element to ensure that all students receive an 
education that meets the goals enumerated in the District’s Instructional Philosophy.  
 
This motion is in alignment with Policy No. 6220, Procurement, because it uses sound business 
and financial practices that support the delivery of desired services and goods. Further, the policy 
is being followed by seeking Board approval where the value exceeds $250,000.  
 
 
11. BOARD COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 
 
This motion was discussed at the Operations Committee meeting on June 7, 2018. The 
Committee reviewed the motion and moved it forward for consideration.   
 
12. TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION 
 
Upon approval of this motion, the contract will go into effect starting August 1, 2018.  
 
13. ATTACHMENTS 
 

• Contract QBSI-Xerox for approval. 
• Contract Attachments (Available on Request)  
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AGREEMENT 
COPY AND PUBLISHING SERVICES 

 
This agreement, Contract No. RFP04863 is effective August 1, 2018 by and between Seattle School District No. 1, a 
Washington municipal corporation (District), and QBSI-Xerox (Contractor). The District and Contractor agree as 
follows: 
 
1. SCOPE OF WORK AND SCHEDULE 
 

Contractor shall provide services as described in Exhibit A, Scope of Services. Contractor is authorized to 
proceed upon receipt of this signed Agreement. This contract shall be in effect from the effective date 
through July 31, 2023. Either party may terminate this Agreement at any time upon thirty (30) days written 
notice. 

 
2. CONTRACT PRICE 
 

District agrees to pay Contractor an amount, estimated to be SIX MILLION EIGHT HUNDRED  
FIFTY-SIX THOUSAND EIGHT HUNDRED TWENTY-FOUR DOLLARS AND NINTY-EIGHT 
CENTS ($6,856,824.98). This amount constitutes the “Maximum Authorized Compensation” as shown in 
Exhibit E, Fees, for services to perform the work identified in the Request for Proposal No. RFP04863.  
 
This amount shall constitute complete compensation for all costs and fees incurred, including any expenses 
for meals, travel, lodging, and Washington State sales tax, if applicable. Any increase above this amount 
will require agreement by the parties.  
 
Compensation will be paid monthly to the extent that Contractor presents documented evidence of fees 
earned and expenses incurred during the period for which payment is requested, and in no case shall the total 
compensation exceed the Maximum Authorized Compensation.  Contractor shall submit its invoices in the 
form and according to the schedule prescribed in the General Conditions, to the address listed in paragraph 3.   

 
3. COMMUNICATION 
  

The District’s representative for this contract is JoAnn Hamilton, Copy and Print Services Manager. All 
correspondence, requests, notices and other communications to the District, in relation to this Agreement, 
shall be in writing and shall be delivered to: 

          
To the 
District: 

JoAnn Hamilton  
Copy and Print Services 
Manager 
Mail Stop 21-350 
Seattle School District No. 1 
P.O. Box 34165 
Seattle, WA 98124-1165 

To Vendor:    
 

Kelly Stackpole 
Donna McGrath 
QBSI-Xerox 
14432 SE Eastgate Way, Suite 300 
Bellevue, WA  98007 

 
 
 
Either party may from time to time change such addresses by giving the other party notice of such change 
in accordance with the provisions in Paragraph 3 above. 

4. CONTRACTOR'S REPORTS 

 Contractor shall provide reports as requested by District and as specified in Exhibit A, Scope of Services. 

5. PERSONNEL 
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 Contractor shall assign the personnel listed in Exhibit B.3, Team Organization, for the performance of the 
Work and shall not (for so long as they remain in Contractor’s employ) reassign or remove any of them 
without the prior written consent of District. 

 
6. THIS AGREEMENT INCLUDES THE FOLLOWING ATTACHMENTS: 
 
  Exhibit  Description 
 

1. Definition of Terms 
2. Scope of Services - School and JSCEE Fleet 
3. Scope of Services and Performance Standards – Publishing Services 
4. QBSI Proposal dated May 31, 2018 
5. Equipment Specifications 
6. Rates and Fees 
7. RFP Addendum No. 1 dated May 25, 2018 
8. General Terms and Conditions 
9. Contract Option: Nuance SW 
 

 
QBSI-XEROX  SEATTLE SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 1 
   

Signature  Signature 
   

(Contractor Representative)   
  

Superintendent 
Title  Title 
   

Date Signed 
 
 
 

 Date Signed 

Employer I.D. No. or Social Security No.   
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Exhibit 1 
Attachment 1  Definition of Terminology 

RFP04863: Copy and Publishing Services                                                                       Page 1 of 5 
  
 

Definition of Terminology: 
 

a. “Bidder” or “Proposer” shall refer to the person, corporation, or partnership that 
chooses to submit a proposal. 
 

b. “Billing Report” shall refer to a monthly Excel report that includes: the monthly 
meter read for each MFD, the SCHOOL or SITE NAME, SITE ADDRESS, ROOM # 
or ROOM NAME, MFD IDENTIFCATION NUMBER, SERIAL NUMBER, ID # 
PRINT QUEUE NAME, IP ADDRESS, INSTALL DATE, RELOCATION DATE.  
The report will be inclusive of the entire school year, beginning with the starting 
meter read for Sept 1 and will continue with each successive month’s print total 
through Aug 31 (12 full months).  Additionally, a column will include the year to date 
print totals for each machine, and a column with year to date monthly print averages.   

 
c. “Business Days” include all work days with the exception of Saturdays, Sundays, and 

holidays as shown in section n., Holidays, below.  
 
d. “Business Hours (off-site support services)” include 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM.   
 
e. “Business Hours (onsite Publishing Services)” include 7:30 AM to 5:00 PM, Pacific 

Daylight or Standard Time, whichever is in effect on the date given.   
 
f. “BW” shall mean black and white imprints or copies. 
 
g. “Chargebacks” shall refer to the invoicing from the DISTRICT’S Publishing 

Services to assorted departments/schools, to ensure Publishing Services is revenue 
neutral. The required data will be provided by the online customer print ordering tool 
“EFI Digital-Storefront - hosted”.   

 
h. “Color” shall mean color imprints or copies.   
 
i. “Contract Vendor” or “Vendor” refers to the person, corporation, or partnership 

who was awarded the “DISTRICT” contract. 
 
j. “Direct Employees” shall mean a person who works as an employee of a company 

and is paid by that company, they are not employed through another company or 
agency. 

 
k. “DISTRICT” means the Seattle School District No. 1 or Seattle Public Schools. 
 
l. “Down Time” shall be the time during normal business hours in which a MFD does 

not print, copy, or scan normally, as determined by Seattle School District.  The time 
commences from the time the service request has been filed. 

 
m. “Equipment Right-sizing” shall refer to the relocation of the MFD(s) throughout the 

life of the contract, for the purpose of ensuring the MFDs are neither overused nor 
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Exhibit 1 
Attachment 1  Definition of Terminology 

RFP04863: Copy and Publishing Services                                                                       Page 2 of 5 
  
 

underused.  VENDOR shall meet quarterly with DISTRICT staff to determine a 
mutually agreed upon strategy. Relocations shall be the financial and physical 
responsible of the VENDOR. 

 
n. “Holidays” shall mean Labor Day, Veteran’s Day, Thanksgiving Day, Friday after 

Thanksgiving Day, Christmas Eve, Christmas Day, New Year’s Eve, New Year’s 
Day, Martin Luther King Day, President’s Day, Memorial Day, and the Fourth of 
July. 

 
o. “JSCEE” means the John Stanford Center of Educational Excellence which is the 

DISTRICT office. 
 
p. “MFD” shall mean a digital, networkable multi-function device that at minimum 

prints, copies, scans, faxes, and includes a security data wiping process. 
 
q. “MFD Data Security” shall be the defined as the MFD hard drive erasing, data 

overwriting, and/or encryption. 
 
r. “MFD Life” shall mean the manufacturer’s recommended number of imprints, over 

the life of the machine which shall correlate with the anticipated usage of the MFD 
deployment at the Seattle Public School District through the terms of the agreement. 

 
s. “Move Order” shall mean a STANDARD FORM that identifies the relocation of a 

specific machine model, ID #, serial number, the current location; and the new 
location site including name of District site, street address, and the room number.   
(SEE: Relocation) 

 
t. “New MFD” shall mean a MFD that has not been used in any capacity.  A 

“discontinued model” shall not be considered new.  An MFD that has been 
remanufactured, updated, rebuilt or re-certified shall not be considered new. 

 
u. “Online Print Ordering Tool” shall mean the VENDOR supplied software ordering 

tool “EFI Digital Storefront - hosted”; along with any and all EFI Digital Storefront 
services, required upgrades, routine maintenance for the duration of the contract, and 
any and all support which must include the associated “EFI Digital Storefront 
Support” for the DISTRICT Publishing Services Team.  Support must include backup 
and any required reinstallation of the current DISTRICT configuration of EFI Digital 
Storefront, including but not limited to all users, companies, products, and pricing.  
The “Online Print Ordering Tool” which includes the VENDOR provided and the 
supported website that shall be used by DISTRICT staff for the purpose of ordering 
print jobs from either the Publishing Services onsite or off-site locations that includes 
pricing and associated CHARGE-BACKS. 

 
v. “Onsite Staff” shall refer to any individual who is employed full time or part time by 

the VENDOR to work at a DISTRICT location. 
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Exhibit 1 
Attachment 1  Definition of Terminology 

RFP04863: Copy and Publishing Services                                                                       Page 3 of 5 
  
 

w. “Onsite Tech/Delivery Support” shall refer to VENDOR staff entering DISTRICT 
sites for the purpose of delivery, relocation, inspection, and repair of VENDOR 
equipment.   

 
x. “PPM” means the number of prints per minute. 
 
y. “Proactive Maintenance” shall mean service that the VENDOR initiated based on 

remote monitoring, or standardized maintenance initiated by the “VENDOR” based 
on meter reads. 

 
z. “Publishing Services (off-site location)” shall mean the physical address of 

CONTRACT VENDOR. 
 
aa. “Publishing Services (onsite location)” shall mean the physical address of  

2445 3rd Avenue, Seattle, WA  98124. 
 
bb. “Relocation” shall mean the movement of an MFD from one street address to a 

different street address, on behalf of the DISTRICT.  The process shall be a 
formalized process, with a VENDOR provided form to be filled out by DISTRICT 
STAFF that includes:   

 
• Date of Request 
• Name of Requestor 
• Requestor Phone # 
• Required Move Date  
• ID # 
• Serial # 
• Model # 
• Original Site – Name 
• Original Site - Street Address 
• Original Site - Name of Contact 
• Original Site - Contact Phone # 
• New Site – Name 
• New Site – Street Address 
• New Site – Name of Contact 
• New Site – Contract Phone # 

Relocation includes the requirement of the VENDOR to communicate within their 
company the relocation of equipment including site names, addresses, serial 
numbers, and ID numbers, and must include print count ending number and 
starting numbers to ensure proper billing, and that future supplies are delivered to 
the correct site. 
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Exhibit 1 
Attachment 1  Definition of Terminology 

RFP04863: Copy and Publishing Services                                                                       Page 4 of 5 
  
 

cc. “Remote Meter Reads” shall mean the monthly meter reads are automatically 
gathered by the “VENDOR” from a remote site without DISTRICT staff participation 
or additional charges or fees of any kind.     

 
dd. “Repair Time” shall be a measurement that commences when DISTRICT staff make 

a request for services (whether by contacting the VENDOR’S helpdesk or by 
submitting an online service request) and the time shall stop at the point in which the 
MFD is fully operational.   

 
ee. “Response Time” shall mean a time measurement that commences when District 

personnel make a request for services (whether by contacting the VENDOR’S 
helpdesk or by submitting an online service request) and the time shall stop at the 
point in which the District personnel are contacted by the CONTRACT VENDOR 
technician about the repair.    

 
ff.  “SAP Gold Member” – shall mean the manufacturer is a member of the SAP Printer 

Vendor Program (SAP PVP) and is a Gold Level Member; further that all devices to 
be supplied by the VENDOR shall be MFDs that are rated by the SAP PVP as Gold 
Level Devices.   

 
gg. “Scan” – shall mean the functionality to scan to e-mail or scan to a file.  It shall not 

mean pull scan functionality.  There will be NO charge per scan for the entire term of 
the contract. 

 
hh. “Scent Free Office” – shall mean that staff will not wear perfume, cologne, hand 

cream or other scented items in Publishing Services. 
 
ii. “Service History Report” shall mean a monthly MFD report that the DISTRICT 

PRINT MANAGER will be regularly provided (no later than the 8th of the following 
month), or will have direct access to the comprehensive database.   

• The data must be either provided as an EXCEL document or exportable as an 
EXCEL document.   

• The report shall include a record of all DISTRICT service requests with the 
following data:   

o Date of Request,  
o Machine Id #,  
o Serial #,  
o Site Name & Site Address;  
o MFD Model;  
o Room Location;  
o Response Time (including date and time of response),  
o Repair Time (including date and time of fully completed repair); if 

parts were needed; and  
o MFD Status including (1) job totally completed, (2) machine is up, but 

job is partially complete/parts ordered (3) machine is down, awaiting 
parts.      
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Exhibit 1 
Attachment 1  Definition of Terminology 

RFP04863: Copy and Publishing Services                                                                       Page 5 of 5 
  
 

 
jj. “Site Address” shall include the street address, city, state, and zip. 

 
kk. “Site Name” shall mean the name of the specific school, JSCEE, Athletic Office, 

specific District program, or other District office. 
 

ll. “SLA” shall mean service level agreement relating to the agreed upon business hours 
to complete a function/service/repair. 

 
mm. “Training” shall mean onsite demonstrations and associated training materials 

provided by the VENDOR, on the use of the MFDs. 
 
nn. “Uptime” – shall mean when the MFD is fully operational.  The MFP “Uptime” does 

not commence upon the arrival of the technician, but rather upon the MFDs return to 
full functionality. 

 
oo. “Vendor Provided Supplies” shall mean those supplies needed to operate the MFDs, 

including but not limited to chemicals, drums, toner, and staples.  (It does not include 
paper) 

 
pp. “Vendor Uptime Compliance” shall be measured per device, and shall not mean the 

average of the entire fleet. 
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Exhibit 2 
Attachment 2 

RFP04863: Copy and Publishing Services  Page 1 of 3 
 

 

SCOPE OF SERVICES FOR SCHOOL AND JSCEE FLEET 

1. Contract Charges 
a. Scanning fees: District shall not be charged for scans.  
b. Outbound faxing charges: District shall not be charged; the DISTRICT’S inbound faxes come through 

RightFAX. 
c. Service or repair fees:  These costs will be built into the cost per print page charge.  Escalating charges 

will not be accepted. 
d. Print usage: Bid must be a flat rate; Escalating charges will not be accepted. 
e. Late charges or any documentation charges/fees to the DISTRICT: District shall not be charged. 
f. Lease fee, property tax, and interest: This cost is to be included in your bid pricing and shall be a fixed 

rate over the entire life of the contract.   
• As the DISTRICT may require additional copiers/finishers through the life of the contract, the 

VENDOR must provide a lease rate schedule which must be inclusive of the property taxes.  
This schedule must include a breakdown rate for months 13 through 60 for all for the 
coterminous add-ons.   Be sure to provide this for each model and in the proposed JSCEE / 
School fleet. 

g. Adding MFDs: In the event that the DISTRICT must add new additional MFDs during the life of the 
contract, and the originally contracted model has been replaced by a newer model (EXAMPLE: B/W 65 
pages/minute), the VENDOR will provide the newer model of the same capacity at the same dollar 
rate as the original model.  

h. Cost per BW print page: Must be a fixed rate for letter, legal, and tabloid over the life of the contract, 
at all DISTRICT sites. 

i. Cost per color print page: Must be a fixed rate for letter, legal, and tabloid over the life of the 
contract, at all DISTRICT sites. 

j. Delivery and set-up fees: VENDOR is responsible for the cost of delivery and set-up for installing the 
copier and/or finisher units.  The VENDOR will be required to remove all wrapping, boxes, and other 
packing material after the setup is completed. 

k. Relocation fees: VENDOR is responsible for the cost of relocating equipment associated with copiers 
being repositioned to new or remodeled school sites, or relocation of copiers associated with right-
sizing of under or overused equipment.   

 
2. The DISTRICT does not sign “PERSONAL GUARANTEES” contracts. 

 
3. Equipment Removal / End of Contract Requirements and Costs: 

• The VENDOR who is awarded the contract for Copy and Publishing Services agrees to accept full 
responsibility for the removal of all copier equipment deployed through the end of the contract 
term with the DISTRICT (Seattle Public Schools).   
 

• The “accepted responsibility” for the removal of the copier equipment includes: 
 

i. All coordination of the removal process with the selected finance or banking institution, 
as well as Seattle Public Schools staff for admission into buildings. 
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ii. The awarded vendor understands that all equipment (copiers/finishing 
units/monitors/stands) must be removed from Seattle Schools within 35 days of the end 
of the contract.   Any exception to this timeline requires signed approval by the SEATTLE 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS PRINT MANAGER OR OTHER DISTRICT ADMINISTRATOR.  Failure to 
remove devices within 35 days will result in a penalty of $5 FOR EACH DAY, FOR EACH 
MACHINE THAT EXCEEDS THE 35 DAY REMOVAL PERIOD.  Additionally, any fines 
associated with safety violations from the Seattle Fire Marshall will be paid by the 
VENDOR. 
 

iii. All costs associated with the copier equipment removal from the Seattle Public School 
District sites.  Costs include, but are not limited to labor, packing, trucking/shipping, 
damage, and/or disposal. 
 

iv. The awarded vendor is not allowed to remove equipment prior to the end of the 
contract which belongs to a different vendor, without signed approval by the SEATTLE 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS PRINT MANAGER OR OTHER DISTRICT ADMINISTRATOR. 

 
4. Security of DISTRICT Students 

The DISTRICT shall require every technician to submit to a background check and finger 
printing prior to admission in the schools.     

• The fingerprinting process will take place at the John Stanford Center for Educational Excellence 
(JSCEE).  Upon clearance, the VENDOR technician will be provided a picture badge that indicates 
they are a “vendor”. Please see the below link for additional information: 
https://www.seattleschools.org/cms/One.aspx?portalId=627&pageId=2126450 
 

• The background check and fingerprinting is required throughout the life of the CONTRACT.  The 
VENDOR must notify the PRINT MANAGER or DISTRICT ADMINISTRATION when additional/new 
staff need access. 

 
• The DISTRICT will cover the cost of the background check and fingerprinting, for up to 8 (eight) 

VENDOR staff.  If additional staff require clearance, the VENDOR will need to pay the fee per 
person.  Costs related to lost badges are the responsible of the VENDOR, and the DISTRICT must 
be immediately notified of the lost badge. 

 
• The VENDOR’s technicians will be required to sign in and sign out at the front desk of each school 

site. 
 

5. Dedicated Technicians 
• The contract will require 3 dedicated technicians to exclusively support the District’s fleet.   

 
6. Firmware Updates 

Vendor will include in the RFP their process for updating firmware.  There will be no added 
charges for this function, that should be considered general maintenance. 
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7. Training 
• The VENDOR will provide onsite trainers to teach staff how to use the copiers.  Additionally, VENDORS 

will be urged to have training material available for the different models, so that the DISTRICT 
(Publishing Services) can place the information on their website to reduce onsite training needs. 
 

8. Unique Budget Codes 
• For the purpose of chargebacks, the VENDOR will be required to install the same 400 (four digit 

codes) in all of the copiers throughout the District. 
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1. Publishing Center:   
VENDOR will:  

• Staff, equip, and oversee printing at the John Stanford Center for Educational Excellence 
(JSCEE), under the direction of the DISTRICT’S PRINT MANAGER.   

• Provide all toner, staples, and chemicals; 
• Provide onsite equipment maintenance and related supplies.   

The DISTRICT will provide:  
• All paper and print supplies necessary for onsite printing at the JSCEE site.   

 
At no time shall the VENDOR send jobs to their offsite production centers or outsource work to 
third party vendors without written permission from the DISTRICT’S PRINT MANAGER.  
Should print requests exceed the onsite Publishing Services capabilities or capacity, the 
DISTRICT reserves the right to determine where the excess work shall be completed.  The 
DISTRICT may elect to send some or all excess print jobs to an offsite location, which may 
include the VENDOR’s offsite location; as such the VENDOR shall provide all print supplies 
required for completion of print jobs including but not limited to toner, staples, paper, tabs, 
binders, and lamination products; and bill the DISTRICT per the pre-agreed price.   
 

2. Personnel:  VENDOR shall provide two onsite staff which are direct employees of the vendor to 
provide the following:  

• Ability to handle copy volumes and meet delivery commitments for all types of print 
work which includes;  

o business cards,  
o stationary,  
o booklets,  
o graphics,  
o leaflets,  
o flash cards,  
o large mailings,  
o NCR forms,  
o posters,  
o banners, and  
o other materials.   

• Staff shall distribute DISTRICT provided paper to the JSCEE convenience fleet 
workrooms,  

• Order sufficient quantities of centrally stored toner and install as needed,  
• Fully maintain all the JSCEE fleet and Publishing print devices.  
• Staff will be responsible for submitting service requests for all of the JSCEE fleet and 

Publishing print devices, and maintaining a complete log of the service requests for each 
machine for each event.  

• Onsite staffing must include one “Team Lead”.   
• The Team Lead will  

o prioritize print jobs,  
o order supplies,  
o ensure fair division of print work, and  
o ensure that print deadlines are met.   
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• The minimum hourly Team Lead rate shall be set at $20/hour, and this position is eligible 
for overtime when approved by the DISTRICT PRINT MANAGER.   

• The 2nd staff member shall be paid a minimum of $19 /hour.  VENDOR must provide 
staff the availability of medical benefits. 

• At least one staff member must have some graphic design experience and the ability to 
use InDesign, and/or Photoshop.  This person shall be paid a minimum of $20/hr. 

• Staff must have excellent customer service and problem solving skills, and be fully 
trained on all Publishing Services’ production machines prior to working at the John 
Stanford Center for Educational Excellence (JSCEE).   

• Staff must be fully able to use Microsoft Word, Excel, and Outlook.   
• Staff will be required to quickly learn how to use and update EFI Digital StoreFront, 

which is the Publishing Services print request software.  They will be required to train 
customers on the use of this application, such that the customers are able to submit their 
own ticket requests. 

• Job functions include but, are not limited to the following: 
o use of the Fiery,  
o collating documents,  
o inserts,  
o stapling,  
o hole punch,  
o book binding,  
o changing paper settings,  
o padding,  
o trimming,  
o wide formatting,  
o laminating, and  
o creating booklets (including setup). 

• Staff must be able to work overtime to meet the DISTRICT’S print job commitments.  
This is not optional. 

• In respect for those with allergies the Publishing Services Office is a “Scent Free 
Office”.  (see Definition of Terminology) 

• The DISTRICT must review all resumes for potential Publishing Services’ onsite 
candidates; further the DISTRICT must be involved in the interview process with 
potential staff to ensure they meet all the qualifications prior to working onsite at 
DISTRICT.   These requirements shall apply to all future fulltime replacements.   

• The Publishing Services Staff will be required to work with and assist in the training of 
Bridges Students (high functioning Special Education Program), with tasks such as 
stuffing envelopes, trimming, laminating, paper delivery and toner installation to JSCEE 
self-serve copiers, and other Publishing tasks.   

• VENDOR staffing and service levels are based on current benchmarks and volumes. As 
volumes increase or decrease it may be appropriate to adjust staffing levels, as mutually 
agreed upon between the VENDOR and the DISTRICT, to meet service level 
commitments.  The staffing and related costs are solely that of the VENDOR. 

• VENDOR must ensure the availability of back up staff capable of running the Publishing 
Services equipment in the event of illness, vacation or other events.    

• If a Publishing Services staff person, employed by the VENDOR cannot fulfill the 
necessary duties, or is unable to perform satisfactorily --- they can be dismissed at 
the will of the DISTRICT. 
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• The DISTRICT will require the VENDOR to provide a temporary replacement, 
until a suitable replacement has been found, per the requirements stated above. 

 
 

3. Equipment:  The table provided below illustrates the DISTRICT’S current annual usage and 
should not be construed as any brand or machine preference; further, the annual usage may or 
may not be indicative of future print usage.   

 

Publishing Services - Current Color and B&W Equipment 
Model Annual Usage 

Xerox J75M 
4,800,000 Combined BW Imprints Xerox 125P 

Xerox 125P 
 
VENDOR will provide equipment with total document strategy plan to meet the organizational 
needs of the DISTRICT.  Proposal must contain the additional equipment specs required in 
Equipment Specifications (Attachment 4A).    
 
Prior to acceptance of any equipment the VENDOR must include all environmental requirements 
for the delivery and installation of the equipment including:  

o cabling,  
o special grounding,  
o actual space requirements,  
o temperature limits, and  
o list any electrical requirements and distinguish the differences from the existing 

equipment listed above based on each current location’s device.   
The VENDOR shall provide a list of the necessary changes to the DISTRICT, the DISTRICT will 
have the work completed to DISTRICT’s certified standards, and the VENDOR shall be 
financially responsible for all associated costs. 
 
The DISTRICT shall not be responsible for payment related to property taxes, or any charges 
related to delivery, setup, removal or relocation.  VENDOR is responsible for removing any and 
all packing supplies upon delivery, as well as coordinating with the DISTRICT’S PRINT 
MANAGER and STAFF for access, placement, and initial network setup.   

 
4. Installation of Equipment to be networked must be coordinated with the DISTRICT’S PRINT 

MANAGER and STAFF in conjunction with the Department of Technology Services (DoTS) 
personnel in charge of the computer network. 
 
All onsite equipment must be “brand new - never used”, or the VENDOR must submit in advance 
the complete service history for all proposed copy devices in consideration and each device will 
require written acceptance, by the DISTRICT.   
 
Any equipment delivered must perform to manufacturer’s specifications within two (2) days of 
the receipt of the equipment, and at DISTRICT Administrator’s request may be replaced or the 
defective unit repaired under the manufacturer’s warranty to meet the specifications.   
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5. Web-based orders:  VENDOR will be required to provide the licensing software, 60 months of 

maintenance, updates, and utilization of the online ordering tool “EFI-Digital Storefront Web 
Submission Tool”.  Further, the VENDOR will be required to duplicate the existing business 
format, customer data, product data, workflow, and train their staff on the use of the tool.   
VENDOR’s pricing must in all inclusive.  The setup requires each school or department set up as 
an individual business to ensure proper billing associated with drop down cost codes.  Personal 
orders must use option “pay at store” so that sales tax can be included in the pricing. 
 
The VENDOR’S onsite staff will be required to use this application to update ticket requests, 
complete Publishing Services print job requests, and teach users/customers on the how to use the 
ordering tool.  Additionally, this application serves as a measuring tool to determine the amount 
of time it takes to close tickets.  This application after setup shall be maintained and updated by 
Seattle School District Staff.  Current functions include:  

 
A. Name of submitter 
B. Assignment of a job number 
C. Name of department or school  
D. Cost center for billing the chargeback 
E. Date and time the order was submitted 
F. Customer’s requested completion date and time 
G. Date and time the order was completed, with auto reply of completion to requestor 
H. Customer options include quantity, paper sizes, paper colors, types of paper, binding 

functions, stapling, collation, single sided, double sided, letter head, business cards, 
envelopes, posters, and other options. 

I. Web tool provides submitter the ability to view pricing as the order is being created, and 
a total including sales tax when applicable 

J. Web tool provides for attachments to be added  
K. Web tool allows customers to recreate prior jobs 
L. Webtool allows for purchases at “store” that includes sales tax for personal jobs 
M. Includes a details/comments section for providing information pertaining to the order 

including additional requests, reasons for delays, and other pertinent comments. 
N. Mechanism for requesting a call back from Publishing Services to seek additional 

assistance.  
O. Maintains a history, such that completed orders can be reviewed by the DISTRICT 
P. Provides reporting data including types of jobs, number of jobs within specific date 

ranges, service level completion data, chargeback data and other metrics. 
 

6. Turnaround time:   
VENDOR will: 

• Maintain a minimum performance standard of 4 business-hour job turnaround-time (from 
request receipt to job completion) on standard copy jobs of less than 500 pages,  

• Maintain next day delivery for copy orders greater than 500 and less than 5000 sheets,   
• Ensure onsite staff have organizational skills to prioritize tickets,  
• Immediately close out tickets upon completion of the ticket request to ensure Publishing 

Services meets the required turnaround time.   
• Ensure Digital printing of business cards and stationary be completed within 5 business 

days.   
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7.  Equipment Up-time:  Each Publishing Services’ MFD must maintain 98.5% uptime in any given 

month (equals downtime of no more than 10.5 hours in the month, per machine), or the following 
escalation procedures will take effect:   

              
A. VENDOR has 3 hours to regain uptime for incoming jobs, and resume normal scheduled 

jobs.   
B. Time is of the essence in this CONTRACT.  The DISTRICT may suffer substantial 

consequential damages if print jobs are not completed in accordance with Section 6, 
Paragraph 1.  However, it would be difficult if not impossible to determine precisely the 
amount of such damages.  The VENDOR therefore agrees that, from the compensation 
otherwise to be paid, for each calendar day of delay beyond the aforementioned print job 
completion date, the liquidated damages shall apply: 
 
i. The VENDOR shall pay liquidated damages of $50 per print job that fails to meet the 

print job turnaround time and delivery due to the failure of the VENDOR’S onsite 
Publishing Services equipment.   

ii. The VENDOR shall pay liquidated damages of $75 per print job that fails to meet the 
print job turnaround time and delivery due to the failure of the VENDOR’S onsite 
Publishing Services Equipment if the VENDOR fails to resume normal onsite 
production by the end of the 2nd day. The District shall not require the Vendor to pay 
liquidated damages if the Vendor provides a comparable device and can immediately 
resume production. The additional device must remain onsite for 3 business days, to 
ensure the repaired unit has returned to full capacity.  This process will be in 
conjunction with the District Administrator.   

iii. The VENDOR shall pay liquidated damages of $100 when a print job fails to meet 
the print job turnaround time and delivery due the failure of the VENDOR’S onsite 
Publishing Services Equipment if the VENDOR fails to resume normal onsite 
production by the end of the 3rd day. The District shall not require the VENDOR to 
pay liquidated damages if the VENDOR provides a comparable device and can 
immediately resume production. The additional device must remain onsite for three 
(3) business days, to ensure the repaired unit has returned to full capacity.  This 
process will be in conjunction with the DISTRICT PRINT MANAGER.   
 

C. These sums are agreed upon as the liquidated damages which the DISTRICT will sustain 
in the case of the failure of the VENDOR to regain uptime within the Contract Time, and 
this sum is not construed as a penalty, but as a reasonable estimate of the DISTRICT’S 
actual damages. 
 

D. The above provision for liquidated damages is intended to be in lieu of VENDOR’s 
liability for consequential damages sustained by DISTRICT by reason of VENDOR’s 
delay in reaching uptime on the date set for Completion.  This provision shall not relieve 
or release VENDOR from liability occasioned by other breaches or defaults under this 
Contract, nor shall it limit DISTRICT’S rights to terminate the Contract for cause pursuant 
to the General Conditions or to pursue any other remedy, under the Contract or otherwise. 

 
E. The fact that VENDOR is liable for liquidated damages does not give Vendor an option to 

pay such damages in lieu of progressing with the Work on a reasonable, expeditious basis.  
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Failure to make reasonable progress, at any time, is a basis for termination for cause.  
Election by the DISTRICT not to terminate shall not affect DISTRICT’S right to assess 
liquidated damages and/or to terminate the Contract at a later time. 

 
F. Following 3-day period, the unit must maintain 98.5% up-time, or at DISTRICT’S sole 

discretion, the unit must be replaced with a comparable model within 3 working days. 
 

8. Management Reporting: The VENDOR shall provide electronic reports to the DISTRICT 
PRINT MANAGER, as stated in Publishing Billing Backup /Chargeback Data (Attachment 
6), and the Service History Report (Attachment 7).  The reports shall be provided no later 
than the 10th of the following month.     
• The VENDOR shall pay liquidated damages of $50 for each failure to provide the 

DISTRICT’S PRINT MANAGER the required timely electronic Publishing Billing 
Backup / Chargeback Data Report (Attachment 6) or the Service History Report 
(Attachment 7). 

• The VENDOR shall pay liquidated damages of $75 for a second consecutive month’s 
failure to provide the DISTRICT’S PRINT MANGER the required timely electronic 
Publishing Billing Backup / Chargeback Data Report (Attachment 6) or the Service 
History Report (Attachment 7). 
 

9. Space, utilities, and office supplies:   
DISTRICT will provide: 

• Electrical power,  
• Local telephone service,  
• Custodial service,  
• Air ventilation, and cooling systems for Publishing Services and equipment installed on 

premises and/or used by VENDOR,  
• Access needed for machine maintenance, repair, installation, and removal.   
• Office and print supplies, including paper, pens, scissors, tape, paper clips, drill press, 

laminator,  
• 12 & 8 color wide-format printers,  
• High speed scanner,  
• Duplo business card slitter,  
• Duplo folding machine, tables, chairs, desks, computers, and monitors previously used in 

Publishing Services and office space to accommodate the copier equipment.  
 

The VENDOR is responsible for ensuring all print equipment will enter the sleep mode within 15 
minutes of inactivity.   
 

10. Copyright:  VENDOR’S onsite staff will determine and obtain copyright license permissions for 
printed material; or if in doubt redirect the print job(s) in question to the DISTRICT’S PRINT 
MANAGER for determination of any costs associated with attain attaining copyright permissions 
to print.   
 

11. Hours of Operation:  
• Hours of operation shall be from 7:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on weekdays.   
• VENDOR staff have the option of taking either a 30 or 60 minute lunch break.   
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• Lunch breaks must be staggered such that the Publishing Services Center is not closed for 
more than 30 minutes during the lunch hour.   

• It is permissible to have water or other drinks in the Publishing Services Center. 
• All food (breakfast and lunch) must be consumed outside of the Publishing Center.  
• Staff must call or email the DISTRICT PRINT MANAGER regarding planned or 

unplanned time off.   
• Vacation times require sending an email appointment to the DISTRICT PRINT 

MANAGER calendar indicating the days they will be out.  
 

12. Waste Materials:  VENDOR shall:  
• Use the DISTRICT recycling program for ordinary recyclable paper waste, 
• Remove, at its risk and expense, any waste including chemicals, hazardous materials, 

toner cartridges, or containers generated by or as a result of the Services, in accordance 
with all applicable federal, state, and local laws. 

 
13. Equipment:  The following are generic specifications and do not refer to any particular industry 

unit.  The minimum equipment specifications acceptable to the Seattle School District include:  
 

A. Two Color Units each capable of running a minimum of 80 pages/minute. Specifications for 
each unit include: 
 
1) Must be guaranteed to complete a minimum six million (6,000,000) impressions over term of 

agreement. 
2) Newly manufactured equipment, or complete service history of used device, approval and 

acceptance requires prior written and signed DISTRICT MANAGER approval and must 
include production guarantees over the life of the contract by the VENDOR in writing. 

3) Digital equipment capable of direct connection with Seattle School District computer 
network. 

4) Fiery print server with desktop workstation connected to Unit for complete electronic job 
request operation. 

5) 200 sheets or more automatic document feeder 
6) Electronic and Manual original input capability. 

• Ability to create or edit electronic job ticket from a PDF file. 
7) Connectivity:  TCP/IP 
8) Print drivers – PCL and True Adobe PostScript not emulation, backward compatible to PCL5 
9) High Performance Fiery, movable stand, print server connected to unit for complete 

electronic job request operation, and include USB port access. 
10) 2400 X 2400 DPI for text and graphics. 
11) Tray-less duplexing 
12) Ability to scan to e-mail or network folder, creating TIFF, JPG and PDF files. 
13) Ability to run up to 350 GSM paper at rated engine speed 
14) 3 Internal Trays (500+ sheets each), adjustable size 
15) 2 Over-sized High Capacity Trays (2,000 sheets each) 
16) Inserter/Interposer tray (min 250 sheets) 
17) Multiple-Position Finisher with 2,500-sheet output tray capacity or better. 
18) Interface De-curling module with controls in finisher,  
19) Spectrophotometer and built-in color calibration tools 
20) GBC Advanced Punch Pro including 44 round hole die kit & 19 square hold die kit 
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21) GBC eWire  (Pro Version) in-line coil (1 required) 
22) Booklet Maker (square fold, trimming min 50 sheets 12.6” X 9” (1 required) 
23) 2 Sided Trimmer (coated and uncoated stock up to 350 gsm) 
24) Production Finisher (minimum staples 100 sheets of 90 gsm / uncoated / 35 sheets of 90 gsm 

coated) 
25) Identify if Energy Star compliant. 
26) Minimum speed is 80 pages / minute (8 ½’x11”).  Equipment must maintain speed while 

running any type of paper stock. 
27) Bindery requirements: 

• Machine stapling (corner, side saddle stitch, 2/3 hole punch) 
• Folding option Half Fold and Trimming 

28) Tab creation and insertion – at the print driver level 
29) Monthly reporting of job logs. 
30) Media handling from 5 ½ x 7.2” to 13x 19” size 
31) Full bleed 12” X 18” paper. 
32) Paper trays to hold 8.5”X11” (business), 8.5”X14” (legal), and 11”X17” (ledger) 
33) Professional grade surge protectors 

 
B.   One unit capable of minimum 125 pages/minute, producing one hundred eighty-three 
thousand (183,000) BW copies per month, and be guaranteed to complete a minimum of eleven 
million (11,000,000) impressions over the term of the contract. 
 
1) Desktop Workstation and Fiery Print Server connected to Unit for complete electronic job 

request operation. 
2) 250 page or more automatic document feeder 
3) From 5 ½ x 8 ½ to 13 x 19 size. 
4) Full bleed 12” x 18” paper.  
5) Electronic and Manual original capability. 
6) Ability to scan to PDF, JPEG, TIFF, impose jobs, create chapters, number, insert preprinted 

materials and reorder pages, and the ability to support the latest version of Adobe PDR Print 
Engine 

7) Ability to run up to 300 GSM paper at rated engine speed 
8) Auto duplex paper weights up to 256 GSM 
9) Ability to support PDF, TIFF, HP PCL6, High speed RIP. 
10) Connectivity:  TCP/IP 
11) Print drivers – PCL and True Adobe PostScript not emulation, backward compatible to PCL5 
12) Resolution 1200 X 1200 DPI for text and graphics 
13) Post – insertion tray with 100-sheet capacity. 
14) Saddle Finisher 
15) Identify if Energy Star compliant. 
16) 2 Over-sized High Capacity Trays (2,000 sheets each) 
17) Paper trays to hold 8.5”X11” (business), 8.5”X14” (legal), and 11”X17” (ledger) 
18) Monthly reporting of job logs 
19) Ability to scan to e-mail or file, producing PDF, TIFF, and JPG files. 
19) Tab creation and insertion – at the print driver level 

 20) Bindery requirements: 
• Machine stapling (corner, side saddle stitch, 2/3 hole punch) 
• Folding option Half Fold and Trimming 
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 21) Ability to run envelopes  
             22) Professional grade surge protectors. 
 
 
The DISTRICT requires VENDOR to address all service and supply requirements with the exception of 
standard 20 lb. test white, letter (8.5X11) paper.    
 

14. SUPPORT REQUIREMENTS and NETWORKING REQUIREMENTS 
 

District Networking Environment: 
 
The DISTRICT operates an IPV4 network in a primarily Windows Active Directory environment.  
The DISTRICT owns and operates a wide area network (WAN) with a fiber backbone.  Connectivity 
to most remote sites is over fiber and is 1 Gig or greater.  
 
The DISTRICT’S current operating system (OS) standard and supplied client workstations running 
current release of Windows 10 64-bit “current cadence” and long-term support branch (LTSB), and 
MAC OS 10.11 and newer.  The DISTRICT’S standard and supported print server environment is 
Windows Server 2012 R2 GUI and Core and Windows Server 2016 GUI and Core.  The print drivers 
are required to be compatible with our client and server environment.  The DISTRICT’S print driver 
requirements include true Adobe PostScript, and it is further required that there is backward 
compatibility to PCL5.0 and 5.E.  w 
 
Proposed MFDs must be natively supported in SAP ERP 6.0 Enhancement Pack 8.  The successful 
Vendor must provide MFDs that are considered “Gold Level”, and the MFD manufacturer must be a 
SAP Gold Level Member participant in the SAP Printer Vendor Program (SAP PVP).  The successful 
vendor’s MFDs must be able to print documents directly from SAP, and maintain the DISTRICT 
strict required format and alignment. 
 
Copiers must be compatible with HP/PCL printer control language (HP/PCL4 and up) and 
include true Adobe Postscript. 
 
Configuration — Copiers will be preconfigured to DISTRICT specifications, including Names, IP 
address assignments, MAC address restrictions, and other vendor available configurations as 
appropriate.   
 
Software — Software deployed to client machines necessary to support this RFP must be deployable 
via central MSI.  Reporting agents for such software needs to have mechanisms allowing for 
customization of reports. Reporting agent software must be able to report to a local server within the 
building where the copier is located or, at District choice, to a central server on the District network.  
Vendor’s proposal must include security of hard-drives that meets the State and Federal 
standards.  Any proposed software must be reviewed by the Department of Technology to determine 
the compatibility and impact to the network. 
 
Copiers — Documentation for copiers must provide information needed for troubleshooting 
problems and management on the network. The documentation will include manufacturer, model 
number, serial number, configuration (listing of all hardware and software components included from 
the manufacturer), firmware, version, date, and physical address on the network.  
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Exhibit 3 
Attachment 3  Scope of Services and Performance Standards 
  Publishing Services, BW and Color  
  Production Imaging Equipment 
  

RFP04863: Copy and Publishing Services  Page 10 of 10 
 

 
Technical Support — The VENDOR shall make available technical support to assist the 
DISTRICT’S Department of Technology Services, in maintaining the correct firmware and print 
drivers. 
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Agenda Bill 

 City Council Special Meeting 

November 04, 2019  

 

SUBJECT: 
 

Final Project Acceptance: 2018 Pavement Program - Patching: Contract 
#C2018-214 
 

DATE SUBMITTED: 
 

October 23, 2019 
 

DEPARTMENT: 
 

Public Works 
 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 
 ☑  Action     ☐  Direction     ☐  Informational      

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

Adopt the resolution accepting construction of the 2018 Pavement 
Program - Patching Project by Watson Asphalt Paving Co., Inc. as 
complete. 
 

EXHIBITS: 
 

1. Exhibit 1 - 2018 Pavement Program - Patching Contract Closeout 
Resolution 

2. Exhibit 2 - 2018 Pavement Program - Patching Final Contract Voucher 
 

BUDGET:  
Total dollar amount $371,147.82 ☑ Approved in budget 

Fund(s) Overlay & Pavement Preservation 
- Roadway, 101-000-542-30-48-51 

☐ 

☐ 

Budget reallocation required 

No budgetary impact 
 

 

WORK PLAN FOCUS AREAS:  

☑  Transportation ☐  Community Safety 

☐  Communication & Engagement ☐  Community Livability 

☐  High Performing Government ☐  Culture & Recreation 

☐  Environmental Health & Protection ☐  Financial Sustainability 
 

 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 

Shall Council accept the 2018 Pavement Program - Patching Project by Watson Asphalt Paving Co., Inc. 
as complete? 

 

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY: 

Summary: 

All work for the 2018 Pavement Program - Patching Project has been completed in accordance with the 
project specifications.  The recommended action approves the final contract amount and constitutes 
the final acceptance of the work.  There were no contractor claims filed against the City, and no 
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liquidated damages were assessed against the contractor.  The final project amount was within the 
approved budget. 

  

Background: 

On December 11, 2018 Council authorized the City Manager to award and execute a contract with the 
lowest responsive and responsible bidder, Watson Asphalt Paving Co., Inc. for construction of the 2018 
Pavement Program - Patching Project in an amount not to exceed $387,204.00, which included a 
construction contingency in the amount of $38,724.00.  The project included a final change order to 
balance the final measured quantities in the amount of -$16,056.19. 

 

The project was completed on October 2, 2019. 

 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

The completed improvements were constructed within the project budget.  A summary of the actual 
project expenditures, by budget number, is provided below. 

  

Contract Expenditures (101-000-542-30-48-51): 

Approved Contract Amount by Council                                               $     387,204.00 

Change Order 1 (Final)                                                                            $     -16,056.19 

Final Completed Contract                                                                     $      371,147.82 

  

The total contract amount was within the approved construction contingency amount authorized by 
council. 

 

OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: 

No alternatives.  The project has been deemed complete and final authorization is needed to complete 
the close-out paperwork. 
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1 

CITY OF SAMMAMISH 
WASHINGTON 

RESOLUTION NO. R2019-_____ 

___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH, 

WASHINGTON, ACCEPTING THE 2018 PAVEMENT 

PROGRAM - PATCHING AS COMPLETE 

WHEREAS, at the Regular Council meeting on December 11, 2018, the City Council 

authorized the City Manager to enter into a contract with the lowest bidder for the 2018 Pavement 

Program – Patching project (“the Project”); and 

WHEREAS, the City Manager executed contract C2018-214 for construction of the Project 

with Watson Asphalt Paving Co., Inc.; and 

WHEREAS, the Project was substantially completed by Watson Asphalt Paving Co, Inc. 

on October 2, 2019; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council now wishes to accept the work on the Project as complete; 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH, 

WASHINGTON, DO RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1.  Project Acceptance.  The City of Sammamish hereby accepts the 2018 

Pavement Program – Patching Project as complete. 

Section 2.  Authorization of Contract Closure Process.  The City Manager is hereby 

authorized to complete the contract closure process upon receiving appropriate clearances from 

the Department of Revenue, the Department of Labor and Industries and the Department of 

Employment Security. 

Section 3.  Effective Date.  This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon signing. 

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AT A SPECIAL MEETING THEREOF ON 

THE __ DAY OF NOVEMBER 2019. 

CITY OF SAMMAMISH 

________________________ 

Mayor Christie Malchow 
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2 

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED: 

_________________________ 

Melonie Anderson, City Clerk 

Approved as to form: 

_________________________ 

Michael R. Kenyon, City Attorney 

Filed with the City Clerk:  

Passed by the City Council: 

Resolution No.: 
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City Council Joint Meeting with the Planning Commission - Oct. 15, 2019 

 

MINUTES 

City Council Joint Meeting with the Planning Commission 

6:30 PM - October 15, 2019 

City Hall Council Chambers, Sammamish, WA 

  

Mayor Christie Malchow called the joint meeting of the Sammamish City Council with the Planning Commission 
to order at 6:30 p.m. 

 

Councilmembers Present: Mayor Christie Malchow 

Deputy Mayor Karen Moran 

Councilmember Jason Ritchie 

Councilmember Ramiro Valderrama 

Councilmember Chris Ross 

Councilmember Tom Hornish 

Councilmember Pam Stuart 

 

Councilmember Valderrama attended the meeting via a tele-conference call 

 

Staff Present: City Manager Rick Rudometkin 

Interim Director of Community Development David Pyle 

Planning Manager Kellye Hilde 

Management Analyst Miryam Laytner 

Management Analyst Sara Estiri 

Director of Parks & Recreation Angie Feser 

Director of Finance & Risk Management; Assistant City Manager Aaron 
Antin 

Interim Director of Public Works Cheryl Paston 

City Engineer Andrew Zagars 

Management Analyst Anthony Rychkov 

Transportation Planner Doug McIntyre 

City Attorney Michael Kenyon 

Deputy Clerk Lita Hachey 

 

ROLL CALL 
 
Roll was called. 

 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
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City Council Joint Meeting with the Planning Commission - Oct. 15, 2019 

 

Councilmember Hornish led the pledge. 

 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
MOTION: Councilmember Tom Hornish moved to approve the agenda as read. Councilmember Pam Stuart 
seconded. Motion carried unanimously 7-0. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
 

Michele Drovdahl & Irene Wickstrom, Sammamish Public Library, spoke about the library's activities and 
successes.   

  

James Eastman, spoke regarding the docket requests (presentation available upon request to the City Clerk at 
manderson@sammamish.us)  

  

Shannon Malchow and Anjali D'Souza, spoke regarding saving trees in Sammamish. 

  

Jan Bird, spoke regarding the Urban Forest Management Plan  

  

Karen Herring, spoke regarding the Urban Forest Management Plan 

  

Roshni Patel, spoke about Sammamish's multicultural community and invited Council to attend the Diwali 
celebrations in Redmond this year 

  

Sharon Stienbis, spoke about the Urban Forest Management Plan 

  

Mary Wictor, spoke regarding her two docket items on her agenda this evening 

  

Paul Stickney, spoke regarding the Docket requests 

  

  

 

CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
 Payroll: For the Period Ending September 30, 2019 For a Pay Date of October 4, 2019 in the Amount 

of $469,496.53  
 
 Approval: Claims For Period Ending October 10, 2019 In The Amount Of $1,512,819.71 For Check No. 

55260 Through 55391  
 
 Approval: Minutes for the October 1, 2019 Regular Meeting 

   
MOTION: Councilmember Tom Hornish moved to approve the consent agenda. Councilmember Chris Ross 
seconded. Motion carried unanimously 7-0. 

 

PRESENTATIONS / PROCLAMATIONS 
 
 Proclamation: Breast Cancer Awareness Month  
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City Council Joint Meeting with the Planning Commission - Oct. 15, 2019 

 

Mayor Christie Malchow read the proclamation and Matt Jarrell, Senior Corporate Relations Manager 
with the Susan G. Komen organization,spoke regarding the proclamation for Breast Cancer Awareness 
Month.  

   
 
 Proclamation: Power of You(th) Month - October 2019 

 

Councilmember Jason Ritchie read the proclamation. 

   
 
 Presentation: Solid Waste and Recycling Report Briefing 

  

Andrew Zagars, City Engineer and Anthony Rychkoff, Public Works Management Analyst gave a staff 
report and showed a presentation available here.  

  

  

City Council and the Planning Commission began the Joint Meeting at 7:22 pm  

   
 
 Discussion: Proposed Docket Requests for the 2020 Comprehensive Plan 

  

Miryam Laytner, Senior Management Analyst and Sara Estri, Management Analyst with Community 
Development, gave a staff update and presentation available here.  

   
 
 Discussion: Draft Urban Forest Management Plan 

  

 Kellye Hilde, Community Development Planning Manager and Ian Scott, DVB Consulting Group gave a 
staff update and presentation available here.  

   
 
 Discussion: Draft Amendments to the Environment and Conservation Element of the Comprehensive 

Plan 

  

 Kellye Hilde, Community Development Planning Manager gave a staff update and presentation 
available here.  

  

City Council took a 10 minute break at 8:22 pm. Councilmember Valderrama left the meeting.  

   
 

PUBLIC HEARINGS - NONE 

 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS - NONE 

 

NEW BUSINESS 
 
 Discussion: DRAFT: Ordinance amending Section 20.05.040 of the Sammamish Municipal Code 

Relating To Disclosure of Limited Liability Company Interests for Land Use Applicants 
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City Council Joint Meeting with the Planning Commission - Oct. 15, 2019 

  

City Manager Rick Rudometkin gave a brief staff update and led the discussion. 

  

Council directed the City Manager to have the City Attorney continue to work on this ordinance. Mr. 
Kenyon will do some additional research on the subject and bring it back to Council at a later date.  

   
 

COUNCIL REPORTS/ CITY MANAGER REPORT 
 
  
 
 Report: City Manager Rick Rudometkin submitted a written report.   
 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 
  

To review the performance of a public employee pursuant to RCW42.30.110.(1)(g) 

  

Retired to an executive session at 9:00 pm and returned at 9:14pm 

 

ADJOURNMENT 
 
 

The meeting adjourned at 9:14 pm.  
MOTION: Deputy Mayor Karen Moran moved to adjourn. Councilmember Tom Hornish seconded. Motion 
carried 5-1 with Councilmember Jason Ritchie dissenting, Councilmember Ramiro Valderrama absent. 

 

 

Lita Hachey, Deputy City Clerk Christie Malchow, Mayor 
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Agenda Bill 

 City Council Special Meeting 

November 04, 2019  

 

SUBJECT: 
 

Public Hearing and Deliberation - Site-Specific Land Use Map 
Amendment for Parcel 1241100042 
 

DATE SUBMITTED: 
 

October 28, 2019 
 

DEPARTMENT: 
 

Community Development 
 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 
 ☑  Action     ☐  Direction     ☐  Informational      

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

Complete the public hearing and pass one of the following motions: 
 
Move that the City Council provisionally grant approval of the Site-
Specific Land Use Map Amendment, ZONR2019-00061, to change the 
Comprehensive Plan's Future Land Use Map designation for parcel 
1241100042 from TC-E to ___  under the terms in the draft Ordinance 
included in the November 4, 2019 packet materials. Final approval of 
this draft ordinance will be subject to review by the City Council as part 
of the consolidated ordinance that considers all of the proposed 
amendments to the City’s Comprehensive Plan for cumulative impacts, 
which is slated to be done in early 2020.  
 
OR  
 
Move to deny the Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendment, ZONR2019-
00061.   
 

EXHIBITS: 
 

1. Exhibit 1 - Public Comment and Response 

2. Exhibit 2 - AHBL Findings 

3. Exhibit 3 - Transportation Assessment Review 

4. Exhibit 4 - Potential Comp. Plan & Dev. Reg. Changes 

5. Exhibit 5 - Planning Commission Recommendation Letter 

6. Exhibit 6 - Question and Comment Matrix 

7. Exhibit 7 - Presentation 

8. Exhibit 8 - Ordinance 
 

BUDGET:  
Total dollar amount N/A ☐ Approved in budget 

Fund(s) N/A ☐ 

☑ 

Budget reallocation required 

No budgetary impact 
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WORK PLAN FOCUS AREAS:  

☐  Transportation ☐  Community Safety 

☐  Communication & Engagement ☑  Community Livability 

☐  High Performing Government ☐  Culture & Recreation 

☐  Environmental Health & Protection ☐  Financial Sustainability 
 

 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 

Should Council grant provisional approval of the proposed Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendment? 

 

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY: 

Summary Statement 

Frank and Maureen Santoni (applicants), have submitted an application to change the future land use 
map designation of Parcel 1241100042 (22828 SE 6th Place) from TC-E to TC-A. In order to change the 
future land use map designation of this parcel, the City Council must adopt an amendment to the 
Comprehensive Plan's Future Land Use Map. If the amendment is adopted, the applicant will then be 
able to submit a Zone Reclassification Application to change the City's current zoning map, which is 
considered a Type 3 land use decision. 

  

Background 

The applicant's request for a Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendment was docketed by City Council on 
December 5, 2017 (R2017-761). However, the approved docket request did not proceed forward with 
staff and legislative review because of a year-long building moratorium (O2017-445) that was in place 
at the time of application and which limited the types of applications that were categorically exempt 
from the moratorium. Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendments were not included on the exemption 
list.  

  

The applicant submitted their Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendment & Zone Reclassification 
Application on March 4, 2019. The application was deemed complete on March 27, 2019 and a Notice 
of Application was issued on April 10, 2019, followed by a 21-day public comment period that ended 
on May 1, 2019. The City received one comment regarding this application (Exhibit 1).  

  

Once the application was deemed complete, the City's land-use review consultant, AHBL, provided a 
SEPA analysis to determine if additional environmental review was needed (Exhibit 2). AHBL found that 
the proposed land use designation would not create impacts beyond those initially studied in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. Their sub-consultant, Heffron Transportation, reviewed the Traffic 
Assessment submitted by the applicant and recommended that a limited-scope traffic impact analysis 
be performed in conjunction with the Zone Reclassification Application (Exhibit 3). Staff also reviewed 
the Comprehensive Plan, the Town Center Sub-Area Plan, and Title 21B of the Sammamish Municipal 
Code to identify required changes should the proposal be approved (Exhibit 4).  

  

While the application was under review, the City adopted O2019-483, repealing Title 24 and replacing 
it with Title 24A, which became effective on June 1, 2019. The application is still subject to the review 
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criteria established under Title 24 but will follow the process outlined in Title 24A. The City attorney 
notified the applicant's attorney of this process change and presented two options for moving forward 
in regard to SEPA review: 

1. Complete SEPA review for the Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendment; or  
2. Complete SEPA review for the Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendment and Zone

Reclassification concurrently, including a limited scope Traffic Impact Analysis required by the 
City as part of the Zone Reclassification SEPA review. 

  

The applicant chose to move forward with the first option of completing the SEPA review for the Site-
Specific Land Use Map Amendment. A Determination of Non-Significance was made and the City issued 
a Notice of SEPA Determination on June 25, 2019. The 14-day public comment period for the SEPA 
Determination ended on July 9, 2019, with no comments received.  

  

Project Status 

Staff have completed their review of the application materials, completed the public noticing 
requirements (Notice of Application and SEPA Determination).  

  

The Planning Commission completed a Public Hearing, deliberated, and voted 5-2 to recommend the 
approval of the Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendment with a change in designation to TC-B (Exhibit 
5). Staff are now ready to present the applicant's Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendment proposal to 
the City Council on November 4, 2019. 

  

This is an applicant initiated proposal docketed by City Council for legislative review and consideration. 
Staff's role in this process is to provide all the information needed to either approve or deny the 
application including background information, SEPA analysis, potential impacts to the City's adopted 
plans and development regulations, and comments received through the associated public comment 
periods so that the City Council can make a decision.  

  

Public Hearing 

On November 4, 2019, the City Council will complete the Public Hearing. Following the Public Hearing, 
the City Council will deliberate and pass a motion to either grant provisional approval or to deny the 
Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendment based on the information provided by the applicant, the 
analysis completed by staff, and the review criteria in SMC 24.15.040 and SMC 24.25.050 (see Exhibit 
7, slide 10). Final approval will be subject to review by the City Council of the consolidated ordinance 
that will consider all of the proposed amendments to the City’s Comprehensive Plan for cumulative 
impacts, which is slated to be done in early 2020.  

  

Next Steps 

Next steps vary based on the decision made. Please see alternative options below for more details. 

 

OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: 

On November 4, 2019, the City Council will complete a Public Hearing to consider a Site-Specific Land 
Use Map Amendment for Parcel 1241100042.  Below are four options for City Council consideration: 
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Option 1. Grant provisional approval of the application to change the future land use map for the 
parcel from TC-E to TC-A, as requested by the applicant. 

Because this change would create an inconsistency with the current zoning map, the approval would 
be contingent on the subsequent approval of a zone reclassification (a Type 3 land use decision that 
follows the process detailed in Chapter 20.05 SMC). Should the zone reclassification be approved, the 
Comprehensive Plan's Future Land Use Map and related documents outlined in Exhibit 4 would be 
amended to reflect the new designation.  

  

Option 2. Grant provisional approval of the application as recommended by Planning Commission, 
changing the future land use map for the parcel from TC-E to TC-B. 

This option would follow the same process as described in Option 1. 

  

Option 3. Grant provisional approval of the application with a designation of TC-C (the other 
remaining applicable zoning designation option for Town Center). 

This option would follow the same process as described in Option 1. 

  

Option 4. Deny the application to change the future land use map for the parcel. 

Should this option be approved by City Council, no changes will be made to the Comprehensive Plan 
and the parcel will remain in the TC-E zone. 

 

RELATED CITY GOALS, POLICIES, AND MASTER PLANS: 

Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element 

Town Center Background & Resources 

Town Center Sub-Area Plan 

Town Center Final Environmental Impact Statement 
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Public Comment for ZONR2019-00061

Name Daniel Hahm

Email daniel.h.hahm@gmail.com

Comments I am against the zoning change by the
applicant because they are trying to maximize
profit from selling their home to commercial
investors. The zoning applicant should be
completed by a commercial builder so the
people around know what is the proposal
before approval. Their reasoning about being
"force" to sell their place due to losing privacy
They do not even share the same entrance road
as the Sammamish townhomes nor is their
house even remotely close to how houses are
built these days. They did not even list their
property as a single family which would sell
right away with current market but why are
they trying to change the zoning if it wasn't to
max out on profit?  

You can edit this submission and view all your submissions easily.

Public Comment Received
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We do agree with Mr. Hahm that this property is best served to be developed by a commercial 
builder. The process of doing such, however, requires that the zoning be appropriate for the project. 
The current property owners have taken the steps to make that happen.  Once the zoning is correct, a 
commercial builder can purchase the property and work with the City for the appropriate 
development. In 2008 when the zoning for Sammamish was determined this property would have 
been zoned TC-A3 but the owners were granted a “reserve” zoning of TC-E to allow them to stay in 
their home without undue tax burden. The TC-E zone was meant to be changed in the future to allow 
the Town Center to be developed according to the Town Center Plan. Knowing this history and the 
specifics of this parcel and the Town Center Plan is something that the current owners uniquely 
understand. It makes perfect sense that they put the effort into putting the zoning back into place. 
The appropriate zoning for this key Town Center property in the long term was intended to allow for 
the higher density planned for this area. With regards to selling the land with the up-zone in place and 
gaining a profit, this profit will not even begin to cover the costs, both in real dollars, and loss of time 
that the current owners have lost during their retirement years. The current owners lost their privacy 
when the adjacent development put 75 townhomes immediately along their property line with those 
units looking directly into their current house and lot. The existing house and acreage had been 
enjoyed for the privacy it afforded the owners. It seems reasonable that the owners of this property 
for 38 years should be able to realize some of the value of their land. 

Thank you,
Frank and Maureen

Applicant Response
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Summary 
The City of Sammamish requested AHBL to conduct a third party review of the Santoni zoning reclassification 
and comprehensive plan amendment applications. Specifically, AHBL was asked to analyze the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposal and prepare a recommendation to the SEPA official as to whether 
additional environmental analysis of the proposed zoning reclassification is necessary to supplement the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that was prepared for the Town Center Plan. Review and processing of 
the zoning reclassification and comprehensive plan amendment applications as it pertains to consistency with 
the City’s adopted development regulations and policy documents will be performed by the City. 
 
AHBL reviewed documents prepared by the applicant and City documents in order to analyze the potential 
environmental impacts. The main concerns identified during scoping meetings with the City were the land use 
and transportation impacts potentially caused by the proposal. Most environmental impacts could be mitigated 
through the project level environmental review and the City’s adopted codes and environmental regulations. For 
transportation impacts, AHBL contracted Heffron Transportation, Inc. to provide a third party review of the 
traffic impacts that were identified by the applicant in a traffic impact analysis prepared by Transportation 
Solutions, Inc.  
 
Following analysis of the environmental documentation prepared for the zoning reclassification of the Santoni 
property and environmental documentation prepared by the City for the Town Center Plan, AHBL and Heffron 
have found that the proposed zoning reclassification would not likely result in probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts warranting additional environmental analysis be performed (such as a supplemental EIS 
to the Town Center EIS). Any proposed projects that result from the zoning reclassification of the property 
would be subject to environmental review under the State Environmental Policy Act where project specific 
impacts could be analyzed. The proposed zoning reclassification and comprehensive plan amendments are non-
project actions. The purpose of a non-project action is to form the basis for later project review. 
 

SEPA Requirements 
The City of Sammamish issued a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) on October 2, 2007 for the Town 
Center Plan. The purpose of this FEIS was to analyze significant environmental impacts, discuss reasonable 
alternatives, and provide mitigation measures. Per Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 197-11-405, a 
supplemental EIS (SEIS) shall be prepared if:  

(a) There are substantial changes to a proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or 

(b) There is significant new information indicating, or on, a proposal's probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts. 
 

The analysis below was undertaken to determine if the proposed zoning reclassification meets either of these 
criteria.  A supplemental EIS serves to add information and analysis to an existing EIS, but is only necessary when 
new significant impacts become apparent.. There is no defined numerical standard or metric to determine when 
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the additional information is considered to have substantial environmental impacts.  When details of a project 
change, such as the number of units or location of development, a SEIS is not necessary required; it is only when 
there is evidence of physical impacts created by the change that were not previously identified.  
 
When additional information introduced that is considered to be minor, an addendum may be issued in lieu of a 
SEIS. An addendum is appropriate in cases where a proposal has been modified, but will not result in new 
significant adverse impacts. They may be used when new information does not change the analysis of likely 
significant impacts or alternatives in the original FEIS. 
 

Framework of FEIS and Town Center Plan 
The Town Center Plan FEIS makes assumptions about the full build out of the Town Center preferred alternative, 
in order to study the environmental impacts of those assumptions. The FEIS assumes 1,300 to 2,000 housing 
units; most of which are “medium intensity” midrise, as well as a mix of townhomes, and detached single family.  
The FEIS organizes the Town Center into four geographic regions; the Santoni parcel is within the southeast 
quadrant, which is estimated to produce a total of 362 units. An analysis of the development capacities for both 
the Town Center and the southeast quadrant are included in the next section of this memorandum. The 
preferred alternative planning concept map in Figure 2-1 of the FEIS (see attachment 1) categorizes the Santoni 
parcel as “Low Intensity – Town Houses”. The current zoning (see attachment 2), however, only allows for 
detached single-family uses. 
 

The 2,000 units in the FEIS is essentially a development cap, and the Town Center Plan is clear that development 
over 2,000 units would require additional analysis of impacts. The Plan calls the 2,000 units an “upper limit” 
which “means that maximum build-out allowed outright by zoning should remain within these limits.” The 
allocated zoning in the Town Center allows for a maximum build-out of 1,656 units, as illustrated in figure 
21B.25.040a of the Sammamish Municipal Code. Affordable Housing Incentives can be used to reach the 2,000 
unit cap.  
 
A director’s interpretation1 adds clarification to this by stating that, “additional environmental analysis and 
legislative action would be required to amend the current residential development limit beyond 2,000 units...” 
The interpretation suggests that additional environmental analysis is required when the 2,000 unit limit is 
reached, but not necessarily when zoning capacity changes. This is similar to how commercial square footage is 
allocated in the town center; the FEIS studied a maximum of 400,000 square feet of commercial space, but the 
Sammamish Municipal Code allows for 600,000 square feet. The director’s interpretation states that additional 
environmental analysis is required prior to exceedance of the 400,000 square-foot threshold. 
 
As stated above, the Town Center Plan refers to 2,000 units as an “upper limit.” The zoning in the town center 
was applied subsequent to the FEIS, and while the zoned capacity is very similar to the housing unit 
assumptions, it is not necessarily indicative of development that will occur in the Town Center, as discussed in 
the next section of this memo.  Because of this, zoned capacity alone does not necessarily require additional 
environmental analysis; the need for a supplemental EIS is only required if it is found that a proposal is likely to 
have significant adverse environmental impacts.  
 

1 City-Initiated Director’s Interpretation for SMC 21B.25.030 & SMC 21B.75.020 dated May 2, 2017 
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Land Use Impacts 
The Town Center Plan states that “The City should periodically re-evaluate the development caps. It may be that 
the desirability of development in the Town Center and opportunities to mitigate potential impacts would make 
more intense development advantageous from a public standpoint. For example, the City might re-evaluate the 
caps when actual development reaches approximately one-third of the current maximum development cap.” The 
Plan, which was adopted after the FEIS, appears to be written to allow some flexibility in the final development 
of the Town Center. The exact pace and location of development is not dictated by the FEIS or the Town Center 
Plan. The analysis below shows the potential build out under the current zoning compared to current 
development trends in the Town Center.   
 

Development Capacity in Town Center - Zoning was established in the Town Center after adoption of the plan, 
and creates the capacity to build at the maximum development cap. Figure 21B.25.040a in the Sammamish 
Municipal Code shows the acreage of each zone, and the amount of housing units that could be built under the 
allocated zoning. This is reflected in Table 1 below.  Affordable Housing Incentives may be used to exceed the 
allocated density and reach the 2,000 unit development cap.  
 

Zoning Category Acreage Allocated Zoning Possible Units  
(not including incentives) 

TC A 55 acres 8 880 du 

TC B 55 acres 8 440 du 

TC C 24 acres 4 96 du 

TC D 30 acres 8 240 du 

                Total Units                                    1,656 

 

Current Conditions in the Town Center - The Town Center refers to an implementation timeframe of 25 years 
(2007-2032). At halfway through this timeframe, residential development appears to not be on pace to achieve 
the 1,300-2,000 units that were assumed in the Town Center Plan. Table 2 below shows the four projects that 
have been permitted to date, three of which include residential development. The total units to date that have 
been built or are under construction is 326, or approximately 16% of the maximum development cap.  
 

Project Quadrant Zoning Allocated 
Density 

Achieved 
Density  

Units Commercial Sq. Ft. 

SAMM Apartments NE TC-A 16 du/acre 26 du/acre 92 14,245 sq. ft. 

Sammamish 
Townhomes (Ichijo) 

SE TC-A 16 du/acre 17 du/acre 75 6,500 sq. ft. 

The Village NW TC-B 8 du/acre - 0 100,485 sq. ft. 

Sky Sammamish NW TC-A 16 du/acre 96 du/acre 159 13,000 sq. ft. 

 

Development Capacity in the Southeast Quadrant - The FEIS organized the Town Center into quadrants and 
allocated residential units based on those divisions. The Santoni property is located in the southeast quadrant, 
which was allocated 362 units. The developable acreage of the properties located to the east of the Santoni 
property is impacted by a stream, wetland, and their associated buffers. Per SMC12B.25.080, the gross 
developable acreage excludes critical areas and their buffers, therefore, the presence of wetlands in the 
Southeast quadrant significantly reduces the maximum units possible under current zoning.  A GIS Analysis of 
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maximum units within the southeast quadrant, when critical areas and buffers are excluded, is summarized in 
the table below.  
 

Zoning Gross Area 
(Acres)2 

Critical Areas 
(Acres) 

Net Area (Acres) Allocated 
Density (du/a) 

Maximum Units 

TC B 23.7 12.1 11.6 8 93 

TC A-3 9.7 0.81 8.8 16 141.4 

TC E 12.6 0 12.6 1 12.6 

TOTAL 45.9 12.9 33.0  257 
 

To date, only 75 units have been developed within this quadrant. All 75 of these units were developed as part of 
the Sammamish Townhomes (Ichijo) project directly to the north of the site. The applicant has indicated that 
they believe they could develop 38 units if rezoned to TC-A. It may be possible to exceed this number if 
incentives are used, however, the applicant is assuming they would develop to a similar density as the 
Sammamish Townhomes project to the north. Properties located to the south of the Santoni property include a 
church and four other properties zoned TC-E. Current trends indicate development is occurring slower in the 
Town Center than anticipated and it is not clear whether the current development market would warrant the 
use of incentives such as transfer of development rights (TDRs).  
 
Overall, the zoning reclassification of the Santoni project does 
not introduce land use impacts that are not studied in the FEIS. 
The FEIS acknowledges “transformation of the Town Center 
from a largely low-density suburban residential area to an 
urbanized neighborhood,” and the proposed zoning 
reclassification is consistent with the land use patterns that are 
portrayed in the FEIS.  The land use component of the FEIS 
assumes that 80% of housing typologies in the Town Center 
will be medium density multi-family or mixed-use, with smaller 
percentages in town houses, cottages, or ADUs. Single-Family 
homes are only assumed to be 5% of the Town Center. The 
Santoni property is located adjacent to medium and high-
density properties to the north and east, and does not border 
properties that are outside of the Town Center. Other land use 
impacts may be regulated at the site development level 
through the application of design guidelines, landscaping 
requirements, and other development standards.  
 
 

Transportation Impacts 
In association with the submitted SEPA checklist for this proposal, the applicant provided a Traffic Analysis 
prepared by Transportation Solutions, Inc. (TSI). The TSI assessment documents that the property could support 

2
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about 38 multifamily units (townhomes) and 23,000 square-feet of commercial space. Heffron Transportation 
reviewed the applicant’s documents, as well as City documents, to answer two primary questions: 
 

1. Did the City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan DEIS and FEIS account for the additional trips 
that would be generated by this rezone?  

2. Should any additional analysis be performed to address the site-specific impacts?  
 
Heffron’s analysis is summarized below. See Heffron’s memorandum dated June 7, 2019 for a full analysis. 
 

 Based on the assessment provided by PSI, which assumed 38 mid-rise housing units and 23,000 square 
feet of retail, the total project could generate 105 trips during the PM peak hour. 

 The 2007 FEIS was based on older trip generation rates; two subsequent editions of the ITE Manual have 
since been released. Heffron found it appropriate to re-evaluate trip generation with updated 
information.  

 TSI used the overall Town Center to estimate trips. Heffron recommended that all comparisons are 
made on a “quadrant” basis, since trip patterns and impacts are different for each quadrant.  

 Heffron recommends that the City explore options to regulate and track zoning designation changes 
within the Town Center, as other developers may also request zoning reclassifications in the future, and 
the cumulative impacts need to be understood.  

 At the time of development, the Santoni property will be subject to the City’s concurrency requirements 
and impact fees.  

 
Heffron finds that the FEIS did cover potential trips associated with the rezone. However, Heffron recommends a 
limited-scope traffic impact analysis be performed in conjunction with the rezone application review to look at 
quadrant impacts to intersections. 
 

Other Project Impacts 
As shown above, land use and transportation impacts are of primary concern in review of this zoning 
reclassification application. Other potential impacts, such as stormwater, utilities, and aesthetics, to name a few, 
are either adequately addressed in the existing EIS, or will be appropriately addressed and mitigated at project 
level review when the site develops. In addition, the Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Zoning 
reclassification will only be approved when criteria in SMC 24.14.040(2) and SMC 24.15.050(2) are met, which 
includes the provision that the change must be supported by functional plans and capital improvement 
programs. In addition, the City plans to meet with utility and service providers to ensure the change can be 
accommodated.  
 

Utilities - According to the FEIS, there is currently adequate water supply to serve the Town Center under the 
Preferred Alternative.”  However, many properties are not connected to sanitary sewer.  The FEIS states that 
sewer infrastructure will need to be upgraded to match the land use pattern of the development pattern. New 
development on this property would be required to connect to sanitary sewer. The FEIS states that no mitigation 
is needed, as “sewer service will be made available as needed”.  The new development would be required to 
comply with all sewer district guidelines, as well as adequate sewage disposal standards in SMC 21A.60.030. The 
development is also subject to connection fees to provide service to new uses and maintain system standards. 
 

PUBLIC HEARINGS #11.

Page 121 of 421



A meeting was held with the Sammamish Plateau Water and Sewer District to determine whether adequate 
capacity is available to serve the proposed site at the increased density. Representatives from the Water and 
Sewer District indicated that capacity is available to connect into the sewer system in 228th Street. 
 

Public Services (Schools) – In the FEIS, the School District modeled approximately 281 new students based on 
the maximum build out of single family and multi-family units in the Town Center. However, the FEIS did not 
provide enrollment projections over the 25-year Town Center planning horizon; the district will plan 
construction based on capacity needed during upcoming school needs. All individual developments within the 
Town Center will be subject to school impact fees, providing a portion of funding to expand school facilities.  
Beyond that, the FEIS puts the onus on public agencies to find new funding sources over the 25 year horizon if 
necessary. 
 
Aesthetics - Per section 3.8.1.1 of the FEIS, the southeast quadrant is envisioned for medium density multi-
family, townhouses and neighborhood mixed use, visible from SE 8th street and 228th Ave SE. Figure 3-10 
illustrates this kind of development (see attachment 3). Higher density buildings may require additional 
screening, however, those requirements come from the Sammamish Municipal Code or the design review 
process when the site is developed.  
 

Water - The mitigation measures in place, such as implementation of a comprehensive stormwater system and 
preparation of a stormwater management master plan, account for a relatively minor increase in overall 
impervious surface coverage. At the development level, the project will have trigger minimum requirements to 
manage stormwater onsite in accordance with the adopted King County Surface Water Design Manual. Water 
quality may improve due to eliminating some agricultural use and from requiring connection to wastewater 
treatment. 
 

Representatives from the Water and Sewer District have indicated that a 24” water main is present in 228th and 
has the capacity to serve the a development at the proposed intensity on the site. Any future development 
would be required to “loop” the water service through either the Sammamish Townhomes site or SE 8th Street. 
 

Recommendation 
The primary findings in this memo can be summarized as follows:  
 

 Changing the zoning capacity of the Town Center does not necessarily require additional environmental 
review; environmental review is only required when the proposed changes are likely to cause adverse 
environmental impacts.  
 

 The Town Center Plan sets 2,000 units as an “upper limit” for development. Halfway through the 20-
year planning horizon for the Town Center, only 326 units have been constructed or proposed. The 
zoning reclassification would allow 38 new units under the allocated TC-A zoning, which is unlikely to 
create new adverse impacts that have not been accounted for in the original FEIS.  The property could 
develop at a greater density if affordable housing or TDR incentives are applied, however, we believe 
impacts could be mitigated at the project level.  
 

 The proposal is within the southeast quadrant of the Town Center and the FEIS allocates 362 units to the 
southeast quadrant. A GIS analysis shows that when critical areas and their buffers are excluded, the 
maximum development capacity in the southeast quadrant using the current allocated zoning is only 
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approximately 257 units. The proposal could create an additional 38 units under allocated zoning, still 
under the capacity identified in the FEIS. 
 

 The FEIS did cover potential trips associated with the rezone. However, we recommend a limited-scope 
traffic impact analysis be performed in conjunction with the rezone application review to look at 
quadrant impacts to intersections. 
 

 The FEIS addressed impacts to utilities associated with the rezone. In addition, representatives from the 
Water and Sewer District have indicated to City staff that should the proposed rezone be approved and 
the site developed at the proposed density, there would be capacity to serve the proposed 
development.  

 
It is our analysis that the proposed Santoni Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Zoning Reclassification are not 
likely to have significant adverse environmental impacts.  AHBL’s recommendation to the SEPA official is that no 
supplemental FEIS is necessary at this time. We recommend that the SEPA official proceed with a non-project 
Determination of Non-Significance, or alternatively an addendum to the original FEIS to address changes in the 
proposed plan that do not result in additional environmental impacts. Further environmental review and 
mitigation may apply at the time of site development if a proposal exceeds SEPA exemption thresholds.  

CP/BP 

Attachments: 
 

1. Figure 2-1 of FEIS 
 

2. Town Center Zoning Map 
 

3. Figure 3-10 of FEIS  
 

4.  Map of Critical Areas and Buffers Within SE Quadrant 
 
 

PUBLIC HEARINGS #11.

Page 123 of 421



0 200 800

Scale in Feet

400

N

Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan FEIS . 205164

Figure 2-1
Town Center Preferred Alternative Planning Concept

Sammamish, Washington

SOURCE: MAKERS architecture + urban design, 2007.
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6544 NE 61st Street Seattle, WA  98115  206-523-3939 hefftrans.com 

T E C H N I C A L  M E M O R A N D U M  
Project: Santoni Property – Land Use Designation Change 

(Parcel 1241100042 – City of Sammamish) 

Subject: Review of Traffic Assessment 

Date: June 7, 2019 

Author: Michelle M. Brown, Senior Transportation Engineer 
Marni Heffron, P.E., P.T.O.E. 

 
 
Heffron Transportation, Inc. was asked by the City of Sammamish to review the Traffic Assessment 
completed for the Santoni Property (Parcel 1241100042 – at 22828 SE 6th Place) located within the 
Sammamish Town Center (TC) Sub-Area. Transportation Solutions, Inc. (TSI) completed a traffic as-
sessment regarding this property to support a land use designation from TC-E to TC-A1.  According to 
information in the SEPA Checklist2, the change in zoning could allow development of up to 38 mid-rise 
residential units and 23,000 sf of commercial space.  
 
The two questions addressed in our review are:  
 

1. Did the City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan DEIS and FEIS3 account for the addi-
tional trips that would be generated by this rezone? 

2. Should any additional analysis be performed to address the site-specific impacts?  

1. Compatibility with Town Center EIS 
The two-acre Santoni parcel is located east of 228th Avenue SE at SE 6th Place. The TSI assessment doc-
uments that the property could support about 38 multifamily units (townhomes) and 23,000 square feet 
of commercial space. It evaluated the commercial space as retail use since it has higher trip generation 
than other commercial uses (e.g., office). The SEPA Checklist documents that the “38 mid-rise resi-
dential units will generate approximately 21 PM peak hour trips and 210 daily trips. Associated retail 
uses of 23,000 square feet could generate approximately 84 PM peak hour trips and 840 daily trips.” 
Although the Traffic Assessment does not do the math, the total project could generate 105 trips during 
the PM peak hour.  
 
TSI’s Traffic Assessment makes comparisons between the City’s traffic forecast model used for the 
Town Center DEIS and FEIS and the City’s latest 2018 traffic forecast model. It also makes a compari-
son between the overall Town Center estimated trip generation, with and without the added land uses 
that could be developed if the Santoni parcel were re-designated from TC-E to TC-A (higher density).  
 

                                                      
1  Traffic Assessment Relative to Land Use Designation Change for Parcel 1241100042, TSI, February 27, 2019.  
2  Transmitted under cover from Williams Kastner and Gibbs, March 1, 2019.  
3  City of Sammamish Town Center Sub-Area Plan DEIS (January 2007) and FEIS (October 2007).  
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Santoni Property – Land Use Designation Change  
(Parcel 1241100042 – City of Sammamish) 

Review of Traffic Assessment 

  June 7, 2019 | 2 

The EIS analysis was based on older trip generation rates that were available when that analysis was 
prepared in 2007. Two subsequent editions of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Gen-
eration Manual have been released since 2007, each with additional study sites and different land use 
categories. Many rates documented in the most recent edition of the Trip Generation Manual (10th 
Edition, September 2017) are lower than in previous editions. There are several variables that have im-
pacted these rate decreases, such as changes in mode choices and trip chaining (multiple stops on the 
same trip). Therefore, it is appropriate to re-evaluate the estimated trip generation for the TC FEIS 
(2007) with this updated information.  
 
While the methodology that TSI used to compare overall Town Center trip estimates is acceptable, we 
recommend that all comparisons be made on a per “Quadrant” basis rather than to the Town Center as a 
whole since trip assignment patterns and intersection impacts would differ for each quadrant. The San-
toni parcel is located in the designated SE Quadrant (per the FEIS).  
 
While the Santoni project is small, other developers may also request changes in density based on the 
lower trip generation rates compared to what was used in the Town Center EIS. To prevent cumulative 
changes that would eventually exceed the Town Center plan, it is recommended that the City explore 
options to regulate and track the zoning designation changes within the Town Center Sub-Area as a 
whole and by quadrant. It is recommended the City impose a tracking mechanism to limit either project 
trips, or land use limits (number of residential units, or square footage of commercial space for example) 
based on the elements prepared within the FEIS. Other elements of the environment (services or school 
capacity) may also be affected by changes in density, even if the trips remain below those evaluated. 
Land use limits would address more than just transportation.  

2. Site-Specific Impact Analysis 
As stated in the TSI assessment, the additional development associated with the Santoni property would 
be subjected to the City’s concurrency requirements, and if passed then impact fees would be imposed. 
In addition, a project level SEPA analysis would be required along with any required mitigation not 
already addressed by concurrency, the Town Center plans, or impact fees. An analysis of the added pro-
ject trips to the roadway network from the SE Quadrant should be evaluated.  
 
In addition, since the actual development may change compared to what was analyzed in the FEIS; the 
City should also track the current zoning and related densities within the Town Center Sub-Area if addi-
tional land is to be re-designated.   

3. Summary and Recommendations  
Based on our review, we agree that the FEIS did cover the potential trips associated with the rezone. 
However, given that the site could generate more than 100 PM peak hour trips and the specific access 
needs for the site were not evaluated in the FEIS, we recommend a limited-scope traffic impact analysis 
(TIA) be performed. This would further support the rezone analysis as well as future development 
permits. This should include:  
 

• A detailed project description including the total program that could be developed under the 
existing zoning designation and proposed zoning designation. 

• Detail trip generation estimates for the site with and without the proposed zoning change.  
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Santoni Property – Land Use Designation Change  
(Parcel 1241100042 – City of Sammamish) 

Review of Traffic Assessment 

  June 7, 2019 | 3 

• Verification that the total trips generated in the SE Quadrant with the proposed zoning change 
are within the preferred alternative land uses and assumptions as stated in FEIS Table 2-1 for 
the SE Quadrant (50,000 sf of commercial space and 362 housing units). 

• Comparison of the proposed trip generation to the total trips generated in the SE Quadrant.  

• A comparison of trip generation estimates for the SE Quadrant using the most recent ITE Trip 
Generation Manual (September 2017) versus the trip generation estimates in the 2007 TC FEIS.  

• Traffic operations analysis of intersections affected by 10 or more AM and PM peak hour trips, 
as required by the City of Sammamish.  

• Mitigation for adversely affected intersections (forecast to fall below the City’s level of service 
standards) not already addressed by concurrency, the Town Center plans, or impact fees.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
MMB/mch 
Santoni - Transportation Assessment Review - 6-7-19.docx 
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Potential Changes Required Pending Approval of Site-Specific Land 
Use Map Amendment for ZONR2019-00061 

 

 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

− Map revision of Figure LU-1 (Future Land Use Map) in Land Use Volume I, page 33. 

− Map revision of Background Figure LU-3 (Existing Sammamish Zoning Designations and Acreage) 
in Land Use Volume II, page LU.12. 

 

TOWN CENTER PLAN 

− Map revision of Figure 11. Town Center Planning Concept on page 16. 

− Map revision of Figure 21. Town Center zones on page 25. 

− GIS research needed for potential updates to Figure 22. Illustrating base and maximum 
residential development allocations for the Town Center zones on page 28. 

 

TITLE 21B SAMMAMISH MUNICIPAL CODE (TOWN CENTER DEVELOPMENT CODE) 

− GIS research needed for potential updates to SMC 21B.25.040(1) 
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Date: October 2, 2019 

To: City Council 

From: Mark Baughman, Planning Commission Chair 
Eric Brooks, Planning Commission Vice Chair 

Re: Summary of the Planning Commission Recommendation on the Site-Specific Land Use Map 
Amendment for Parcel 1241100042 

On behalf of the Planning Commission, we are pleased to forward to the City Council this recommendation on 
the proposed Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendment for Parcel 1241100042 located at 22828 SE Sixth Place in 
Sammamish, WA. 

Project Scope  
In 2017, the applicants, Frank and Maureen Santoni, submitted a docket request to change the designation of 
their property from TC-E to TC-A. The request was docketed by City Council that same year however the 
applicants were not able to move forward with the application process because of a building moratorium that 
was in place at the time.  The ordinance adopting the building moratorium listed specific applications that were 
exempt from the moratorium. Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendment applications were not included on the 
exemption list. 

After the moratorium was lifted, the applicants submitted their application in March 2019 and staff completed 
their review as well as all public noticing requirements. On September 19, 2019, the Planning Commission 
received a presentation from staff that provided a general overview of the application process, the staff review 
process and a summary of the applicant’s responses to the review criteria. After staff’s presentation, the 
applicant gave a brief presentation on their proposal which was followed by the public hearing.   

Project History  
Below is a summary of the public meetings that have been held related to this application. 

1. On November 16, 2017, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the 2018 Comprehensive
Plan docket which included this request.

2. On December 5, 2017, the City Council held a Public Hearing on the 2018 docket and docketed this
request.

3. On September 19, 2019, the Planning Commission held a Public Hearing on this Site-Specific Land Use
Map Amendment and voted 5-2 to recommend to City Council the approval of the application as
amended.

Planning Commission Recommendation Summary 
On September 19, 2019, the Planning Commission held a public hearing, deliberated on, and recommended 5-2 
to the City Council that the Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendment be approved to change the designation of 
the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map for Parcel 1241100042 from TC-E to TC-B. 

Two dissenting votes were made. The first dissenting vote was not in opposition to the applicant's request but 
was instead related to the recommendation of TC-B, which differed from the applicant's original request of TC-
A. Because there was no opportunity for further discussion with the applicant about whether or not they
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wanted their proposed land use map designation to change to TC-B, the Commissioner chose to vote against 
the recommendation. The other dissenting vote was related to concerns around tree retention and school 
district and infrastructure capacity issues. 

Thank you, 

Mark Baughman 
Chair, City of Sammamish Planning Commission 

Date 

Eric Brooks  
Vice Chair, City of Sammamish Planning Commission 

Date 

Mark A. Baughman (Oct 5, 2019)
Mark A. Baughman Oct 5, 2019

Oct 5, 2019
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Question & Comment Matrix   Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendment for Parcel 1241100042 

1 

No. Name Questions and Comments Staff Response 
09/19/2019 - Planning Commission Public Hearing 

1 A. Richards With the significant density increase, is 
there more information about how 
many affordable housing units are 
attached as a condition of this 
proposal, if any? If there is no plan for 
this additional requirement, why not? 

This land-use map amendment proposal addresses how 
the parcel can be developed in the future as a result of 
a land-use designation change. The number of housing 
units would be addressed as part of a development 
proposal submitted to the City and reviewed for 
compliance with the Town Center land-use regulations. 
With that said, proposed development within the Town 
Center sub-area is required to provide 10% affordable 
housing. To date, the first wave of Town Center 
development has resulted in 55 affordable housing 
units that are a mix of rental and for-sale homes.  
 
City staff, pending consultation with the City attorney, 
will be presenting different options for Planning 
Commission review and recommendation and City 
Council consideration and decision. Should the City 
Attorney agree with our approach, one of the options 
presented by staff will relate to ensuring that additional 
affordable housing beyond the required 10% is included 
in future development on this parcel.  
 
The list of options will be reviewed by the Planning 
Commission at their September 19, 2019 regular 
meeting prior to the public hearing, deliberation and 
recommendation to City Council. The Planning 
Commission meeting packet will be posted on the City’s 
website on September 13, 2019 at 
https://www.sammamish.us/government/commissionsboards/planning-
commission/. These same options along with Planning 
Commission’s recommendation, will be presented to 
City Council on November 5, 2019. 
  

2 A. Richards Is there a wetlands on this piece of 
land? If so, is the wetlands excluded 
from calculations when determining 
the TC-A dwelling requirements (i.e. 
Does it only apply to buildable land on 
the site, or does 1 acre of wetlands 
allow another 16-40 units elsewhere on 
the property?) 

The Critical Areas Affidavit submitted by the applicant 
as part of their application states that there are no 
known critical areas on the proposal site, which 
includes wetlands. Additionally, GIS data from King 
County shows that there are no wetlands on this parcel. 
Further environmental study will be required as part of 
a land-use application for any proposed development 
of this property. Pursuant to Sammamish Municipal 
Code (SMC) 21B.25.080, gross developable acreage in 
Town Center excludes critical areas and buffers. Should 
wetlands be discovered on the parcel, those areas 
would be subtracted from the total area of the parcel. 
The remaining area would then be used to calculate the 
number of units allowed by the zoning designation. 
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2 

No. Name Questions and Comments Staff Response 
09/19/2019 - Planning Commission Public Hearing 

3 A. Richards Is there a specific plan for housing 
layout at this density as yet? How is the 
developer ensuring that the canopy 
remains as much as possible? 

The land-use map amendment proposal only changes 
how the land can be used in the future. There is 
currently no planned development (including housing 
layout) for this parcel. Should a developer be interested 
in developing this parcel sometime in the future, the 
developer will be required to submit a tree retention 
plan that demonstrates compliance with SMC 
21B.35.200. 
  

4 A. Richards Is there any TC per acre designations 
between A and E? What is the 
reasoning behind such a large density 
increase request being allowed? Is 
there a limit as to how many levels a 
density increase request can go? 

Town Center includes 5 different land use zones, each 
with different requirements. The table included in SMC 
21B.25.030 provides a detailed breakout of the per acre 
designations within each of these zones. 
  

5 A. Richards How will this development attach to 
228th? Is there a new traffic light 
planned? Recent developments on that 
block and the other side of Eastside 
Catholic have led to an increase in U 
turns at odd places between traffic 
lights - will this additional density add 
to current traffic confusion in this way?  

This proposal only changes how the parcel can be used 
in the future. The parcel currently connects to 228th via 
SE 6th Place. When development is being proposed, the 
developer will be required to address the connection to 
228th as well as any traffic mitigation identified during 
project review.  

6 J. Amato I've seen quite a few comments on 
Facebook about the vacancy rate of the 
apartment buildings within 
Sammamish, specifically related to the 
town center area. Do you have any 
data on this? 

Data estimates related to rental vacancy for the City as 
a whole are available and assessed as part of our 
housing analysis. Rental vacancy information specific to 
Town Center apartment buildings is not something that 
the City tracks. This would need to be obtained directly 
from the property management companies.  
  

7 J. Amato It looks like that lot could be within 
either the low intensity or medium 
density area on the concept map 
(https://www.sammamish.us/attachme
nts/pagecontent/38262/Adopted%20T
own%20Center%20Plan.pdf). Which 
one? 

Both concepts are low-intensity residential. The 
difference is that the concept map shown on page 10 of 
the Town Center Plan is the Preferred Alternative 
studied under the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS) and the plan shown on page 16 is a 
land-use planning concept that was further developed 
as part of the planning efforts for the Town Center 
Plan.  The latter of the two concepts led to the 
development and adoption of the Town Center Subarea 
zoning map which identifies the parcel as TC-E or one 
residential unit per acre.   
  

8 J. Amato It looks like there is concept road called 
"SE Connector Road". Do you know 
what is going on with that? Is that a city 
expense or developer expense? Is it 
just a concept or is there a plan for it? 

The SE Connector is a planned road that is identified in 
both the Town Center Plan and Chapter 21B of the 
Sammamish Municipal Code and will be built as part of 
a future development project. This road is not 
identified on the City’s Transportation Improvement 
Plan (TIP).  
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Question & Comment Matrix   Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendment for Parcel 1241100042 

3 

No. Name Questions and Comments Staff Response 
09/19/2019 - Planning Commission Public Hearing 

9 J. Amato Is there a tree count for the lot we're 
reviewing? 

No. A tree survey is not required as part of a site-
specific land-use map amendment application.  
  

10 J. Amato If no tree count, can there be, and can we 
have information about what would 
happen to our canopy cover if all those 
trees were removed and what it would 
be if a likely scenario were to happen? 
  

Should someone be interested in developing this 
parcel sometime in the future, they will be required 
to submit a tree retention plan that demonstrates 
compliance with SMC 21B.35.200. 
  

11 J. Amato I've seen that "mass grading" is no longer 
permitted. In practice, what does that 
mean for a potential project here 
assuming the highest intensity use were 
to be built?  

For the highest intensity use in the Town Center such 
as a mixed-use, multi-family or a commercial 
building, there is an exception for on-site excavation 
or fill authorized by a valid building permit or  a 
commercial site development permit.  
  

12 J. Amato What length of time are we looking at 
before anything happens to this lot? 

Assuming that the site-specific land use map 
amendment gets approved by Council, the associated 
rezone could likely take another 3-6 months. To our 
knowledge, there is no developer overseeing this 
project and no development is currently being 
proposed, so the length of time is unpredictable.   
  

13 J. Amato With the concurrency regulations in place 
now, how will that impact what happens 
to the lot and when? 

After an applicant has had their pre-application 
meeting and before any other permit can application 
can be submitted (such as a Preliminary Subdivision, 
UZDP, or a Binding Site Plan, etc.), they must obtain a 
traffic concurrency certificate. The type of 
development being proposed, the City’s concurrency 
regulations, and what projects are included in the 
traffic model may all impact the applicant’s ability to 
obtain the traffic concurrency certificate. 
  

14 J. Amato If the city does not change the zoning, 
does that open the city up to potential 
litigation? 

The City has followed all codified procedures related 
to this application and process, working closely with 
the City Attorney. City Council has the ability to 
approve, deny or modify all Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment applications. Based on these facts, we 
do not believe that denying this request opens the 
City up to potential litigation. 
  

15 J. Amato Was there an assumption in the town 
center plan that one day it would be 
upzoned when the owners were ready? If 
so, was there a plan for what it would be 
upzoned to and where was that 
recorded?  
Continued on next page  

City staff look to what is codified and to official 
planning documents like the Comprehensive Plan and 
the Town Center sub-area plan for this type of 
direction. Unfortunately, none of these documents 
provide much direction in terms of how and when 
any re-zoning of the Town Center E zone should 
occur.  
Continued on next page  
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4 

No. Name Questions and Comments Staff Response 
09/19/2019 - Planning Commission Public Hearing 

15 J. Amato Continued from previous page 
Perhaps worded differently: How does 
their zoning change request align with 
the town center plan?  
 

Continued from previous page 
Comprehensive Plan LU.11 - The reserve zone (TC-E) 
allows current uses to remain while preserving the 
opportunity for future development. 
Sammamish Town Center Plan (pg. 29) - E zone 
designation could only be changed through future 
amendment to the Comprehensive Plan. 
SMC 21B.10.070 – Reserve Zone (TC-E) - (1) The 
purpose of the reserve (TC-E) zone is to allow current 
uses to remain while preserving the opportunity for 
future development. These purposes are 
accomplished by allowing for single detached 
dwelling units.(2) Use of this zone is appropriate for 
lands designated by the Comprehensive Plan and 
Town Center Plan as Town Center E. (Ord. O2010-293 
§ 1 (Att. A))The Town Center Plan does recommend 
that the City periodically re-evaluate development 
caps for Town Center (page 29) and gives some 
suggestions of when that could be done.  
 

16 S.R. Stevens I was informed by a resident that there's 
an important Planning Commission 
meeting next week regarding the 
potential altering of the land use for 
parcel number 124110042 from TC-E to 
TC-A, changing the permissions from only 
being able to build one dwelling unit per 
acre to up to 16-40 dwelling units per 
acre? Did I get that right? If not, would 
you please inform me what exactly is 
being proposed? I want to fully 
understand. Thank you for your time.  

What you heard is correct, the applicant is proposing 
to change the designation of their property from TC-E 
to TC-A on the Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land Use 
Map. Both the allocated density and the maximum 
density (the maximum density that could be achieved 
beyond the allocated density by the utilization of the 
affordable housing pool and/or the Transfer of 
Development Rights program) for TC-E are 1 dwelling 
unit per acre. The allocated density for TC-A is 16 
dwelling units per acre, with the maximum density 
being 40 dwelling units per acre. You can read more 
about the application and view the associated 
materials here. The Planning Commission Public 
Hearing for this application is tonight at 6:30 p.m. 
should you wish to comment. 
  

17 A. Richards I’m concerned at the minimum 16 per 
acre designation, at potentially 60 ft, with 
0 ft setback. Our neighborhoods can 
sustain higher density as can the town 
center, but this seems against the 
character of our city as it currently stands 
and as the Town Center envisions it.  
Continued on next page 
 
 
  

Thank you, I will add this to the record. 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS #11.

Page 137 of 421

https://www.youtube-nocookie.com/embed/RgG6svMwT5c


Question & Comment Matrix   Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendment for Parcel 1241100042 

5 

No. Name Questions and Comments Staff Response 
09/19/2019 - Planning Commission Public Hearing 

17 A. Richards Continued from previous page 
There is a broad range of  possibilities in the “new” designation – 
there’s a ton of difference between 16 houses per acre with 
commercial and 40 houses per acre without commercial for instance, 
in look and feel, and possibility of tree retention on the property. The 
zero setback on a relatively high piece of land would be jarring and 
contrary to the character of the city. I understand a lot of this is “next 
stage” – but looking at the Town Center plan as a whole, I can’t see 
how this relatively small piece of land developed as requested could 
fulfill the open space criteria that is the crux of the town center plan.  
 
Additionally, my concern is that, with the high density living adjacent 
to SE 6th, the proposed density will severely impact this section of 
road unless an “adequate road access” caveat is put upon this 
approval (such as a dedicated slip lane onto 228th at the front of the 
property), even before any developer attempts to bring a proposal 
forward. Its location so close to the intersection of SE 8th, it would 
potentially pose quite a danger if 228th was left as is, given the speed 
limit and turn speed of those turning from SE 8th to 228th north. The 
adjacent development does not have this kind of traffic related 
forethought, such as a slip lane / entrance area not requiring a severe 
turn into a narrow road, which will exacerbate the potential issues 
caused by two higher density developments next to each other. I 
have personally driven to the SE 6th location in the past – access to 
the road from the north requires a U turn at SE 8th, which is difficult 
to navigate to those using the slip lane from that already busy 
intersection. Turning into SE 6th is hair raising, to say the least, as 
traffic is heavy in that area. The sight lines from SE 6th as it is 
currently are not great and the speed and visibility of traffic along 
that section prevents reliably safe turning without impeding traffic 
flow. 
 

 

18 S. Stanley I would like to state my opposition to changing the Comprehensive 
plan from TC-E to TC-A. We are over developing the city without 
regard for public services such as roads and schools. Continuing 
development in this manner will overtax already crowded schools and 
increase the congestion on our roads. The additional tax revenue that 
the city will get is not worth making it unpleasant to live in 
Sammamish. We have been overdeveloping our fine city for about 20 
years now. Let’s stop. If I had wanted to live in Redmond or Bellevue, 
I would have purchased a house or condo there. I came to 
Sammamish because of its blend of natural areas with the community 
and lack of high rise apartments and buildings. 
  

Thank you for your 
comment. I will pass this 
along to Planning 
Commission. 
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No. Name Questions and Comments Staff Response  
09/19/2019 - Planning Commission Public Hearing 

19 M. Shayer I join many community residents in feeling deep concern for the 
safety of our city.  Ignoring engineering reports the city itself had 
requested in determining the traffic patterns for our streets can lead 
to the death or serious injury through increasing traffic accidents 
affecting Sammamish’s families. While developers and some 
engineers may consider that simply a cost of city growth, I believe 
that careful and appropriate city planning can mitigate bad results, 
and that we have not previously had enough thoughtful planning 
here in Sammamish.  
 
A rush to make money, to turn a 1-lot site to a 419-lot site, should 
not be the concern of a planning commission.  The concern should 
be for the good of the residents, through development in proportion 
to the resources the city currently has available.  The developers 
should be secondary, and the lives and safety of citizens should be 
primary.  
 
Engineering provides safety.  Without applying careful engineering 
standards roads and bridges could fail, and lives forever impacted by 
the pain and hardship of accidents and death.  The stewardship of 
this city is in your hands.  If we do not have the infrastructure to 
support development, why are our representatives supporting it?  It 
is time for our elected representatives to stand up to the developers 
and safeguard the safety and beauty of our community!   
  

Staff Note: This comment 
was integrated into the 
project matrix that was 
included in the Planning 
Commission packet.  

20 L. Di Lauro My name is Lisa Di Lauro and I live just north of Safeway in the 
Inglewood Glen development. I am unable to attend this Thursday’s 
meeting due to a prior commitment. I have owned Pine Lake Pet 
Sitting for over 20 years and the Santonis have been one of my 
earliest clients. I know how quiet and peaceful their home was for so 
many years. The townhouses next door disrupted all that. Their 
privacy is gone and their sense of security. When they are away and I 
am taking care of things I move a car around so it looks like they are 
home and make sure there are no packages on the front porch. I 
fully support and understand their need to change the zoning on 
their property. It is not a huge piece of land and needs to be part of 
the Town Center as was originally intended. I am very glad that in 
their new home they will still be a part of the Sammamish 
community. Thank you for considering my comment. 
  

Thank you. I'll add this to 
our Question and Answer 
Matrix in the Planning 
Commission packet. We'll 
be re-publishing that on 
Wednesday so it will be a 
few days before you're 
able to see your comment 
added. 

21 D. Darnell It is with great fear that I write to you about the possible decision to 
be made on Thursday regarding the one property that wants to 
increase the allowable houses on the acreage. Specifically: The 
proposed amendment would change the Comprehensive Plan’s 
Future Land Use Map designation for parcel number 124110042 
from TC-E to TC-A.  
Continued on next page 
 

Your comment has been 
received and will be 
integrated into this 
project’s Public Comment 
Matrix.  
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No. Name Questions and Comments Staff Response  
09/19/2019 - Planning Commission Public Hearing 

21 D. Darnell Continued from previous page 
This is insanity.  Changing this acreage from allowing 1 dwelling per 
acre to 16-40 per acre is absolutely unacceptable at this point in 
our city.  
 
Have you SEEN the DESTRUCTION on 214th street for the sickening 
Carrier Development!!? Before your meeting, drive by this clear cut. 
You must do this!  It is so important as members of the planning 
commission to drive all around and see what is happening with the 
developments.   When I drove down 214th and saw the destruction, 
I sat in my car and cried.  Cried for the stupidity of the city staff that 
has allowed this kind of development to happen.  Cried for the city 
that I once knew in 2003 when I moved here and bought an old 1976 
house, in order to not support new development. Cried for the trees. 
The big, beautiful trees that are giving us oxygen and health.  The 
big, beautiful trees that we are all so incredibly lucky to live near.  
Few places have such gorgeous, tall and lush landmarks such as we 
do with these huge, old trees. I had to cry..............how can we be so 
short-sighted? WHY are developers wielding such selfish, horrible 
power in our city? WHY do money and greed ruin beautiful places?  
 
This decision on Thursday has to be based on what is GOOD FOR 
OUR CITY. NOT what is good for developers, not what is good for the 
city staff or what is good for the owners of this land.  
 
I hear all the time that people who are retiring feel they should be 
able to sell their land for lots of money and have an excessive 
number of houses built on that land in order to make more money.  
 
Not in a single document does it ever say that a landowner is 
entitled to millions of dollars when they choose to sell and move 
away. They will still make a great amount of money with just one or 
two houses being built.  It is NOT our responsibility or duty to make 
sure that people get to make millions of dollars off of their land, 
especially at the expense of the trees, wildlife and quality of life for 
the rest of us!  All of these landowners who argue this need to have 
a large retirement nest egg then move away to a different town, and 
we are stuck with the mess! 
 
I am so grateful for the Frog Pond owner and the owners across 
from Big Rock park for having their generosity and love for our city, 
and for not succumbing to this unbridled greed.  
 
If you want to be shocked by a similar development with "ONLY" 12 
houses, go down 24th Ave Se.  There had been a beautiful single 
dwelling.  Another clear cut happened and now there will be 12 
houses!  Again, nothing but short-sightedness and greed.  
Continued on next page 
  

Continued from previous 
page 
This matrix is included as 
an Exhibit in tonight’s 
agenda bill which is 
available here. We will be 
re-publishing the packet 
later today so that your 
comment and others 
we’ve received are 
available to the public. 
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No. Name Questions and Comments Staff Response  
09/19/2019 - Planning Commission Public Hearing 

21 D. Darnell Continued from previous page 
As the planning commission, you must be the voice of reason. There 
is ABSOLUTELY NO REASON for acreage that is set for one house to 
be changed to allow 40.  Seriously!!! How many more trees have to 
be destroyed, how many more accidents must we endure on our 
small roads, how many more neighborhoods need to be ruined, how 
many more deer and bear need to be hit by cars before we all 
scream 'ENOUGH'.  
 
I am screaming it in my email................ENOUGH!  
 
Under no circumstances should this land be changed from TC-E to 
TC-A, allowing up to 40 houses to be built.  
 
Please have the foresight and environmental stewardship in your 
thoughts as you contemplate this issue on Thursday evening. 
 

 

22 S. Hamilton Denise Parnell posted on Facebook some commentary about this 
and indicated she emailed the Planning Commission in opposition. 
Her Facebook post included a lot of conclusions that are simply 
wrong. Here is what I posted in response to Denise. You completely 
misunderstand this request. This dates to the creation of the Town 
Center Plan. I was on the planning commission at the time and 
participated in this Zone E decision. Zone E was a mechanism to 
protect five landowners whose King County zoning (adopted when 
Sammamish was incorporated) was R-1 (one unit per acre) from 
being taxed at “highest and best use” by the assessor after the Town 
Center Plan was adopted. It was *always* intended that these 
properties would revert to the underlying new zoning when these 
property owners were ready to move. This is how the Planning 
Commission decided, this is how the City Council decided.The 
number of units was included in the original Environment Impact 
Study analysis. There is nothing new here and this is certainly not 
about making someone millions. This was about protecting people 
from being taxed out of their homes at the time. In other words, 
Commissioners, this was a “Reserve Tract” zoning. This was a “paper 
mechanism” to protect these homeowners, some of whom were 
retired, from being forced out of their homes by higher taxes. 
  

Your comments have been 
received and will be 
integrated into this 
project’s Public Comment 
Matrix. This matrix is 
included as an Exhibit in 
tonight’s agenda bill 
which is available here. 
We will be re-publishing 
the packet later today so 
that your comment and 
others we’ve received are 
available to the public. 

23 S. Salinas I am not able to attend today’s meeting because of other 
commitments but I want to express that I am opposed to the 
proposed amendment that would change the subject parcel from 
TC-E to TC-A. Changing this acreage from allowing 1 dwelling per 
acre to 16-40 per acre is absolutely unacceptable at this point in our 
city. Our schools are overcrowded, traffic in the city is worse and all 
the trees and wildlife are suffering from our poor decisions. Please 
take in consideration my opinion as a resident of Sammamish in any 
future decision you take about this subject. 
  

Your comment has been 
received and will be 
integrated into this 
project’s Public Comment 
Matrix. This matrix is 
included as an Exhibit in 
tonight’s agenda bill 
which is available here.  
Continued on next page 
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23 S. Salinas  Continued from previous 
page 
We will be re-publishing 
the packet later today so 
that your comment and 
others we’ve received are 
available to the public. 
 

24 S. Hamilton I will add one more thing.  
 
After reviewing the documents in your packet for tonight’s meeting, 
it is important to note that the Santonis have met all legal 
requirements; their rezone request complies with the FEIS and it 
complies with the original intent of the Town Center Plan.  
 
None of the comments opposing this upzoning has cited any legal 
reason to refuse the application. I will also note that the Santoni 
response about losing privacy is not a legal basis to grant the zoning.  
 
As a Commissioner, and on the Commissions and the Planning 
Advisory Board which wrote the city’s first Comp Plan, we proceeded 
on legal requirements as the underlying basis for our actions. 
Proponents or opponents citing their positions were weighed 
carefully but those citing Code, RCW, WAC or Case Law carried the 
greatest weight. The Santonis have complied with every requirement 
presented by the city, the Town Center Plan and the FEIS. 
 
Any dispute over the traffic analysis that may be suggested is one 
that is challenged at permitting, not at this stage. 
  

Your comments have been 
received and will be 
integrated into this 
project’s Public Comment 
Matrix. This matrix is 
included as an Exhibit in 
tonight’s agenda bill 
which is available here. 
We will be re-publishing 
the packet later today so 
that your comment and 
others we’ve received are 
available to the public. 

25 C. Price Please see Attachment A. Mr. Price’s comment has 
been received and will be 
integrated into this 
project’s Public Comment 
Matrix. This matrix is 
included as an Exhibit in 
tonight’s agenda bill 
which is available here. 
We will be re-publishing 
the packet later today so 
that your comment and 
others we’ve received are 
available to the public. 
  

26 Lake 
Washington 
School 
District 

Please see Attachment B. Staff Comment: 
Attachment B contains a 
letter from the District 
and clarifying emails.  
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09/19/2019 - Planning Commission Public Hearing 

27 G. Allen Per your 9/4/2019 email, my comments on the proposed land use 
map amendment are the following:  

1. Evidently the amendment application has been accepted 
because the City Transportation Plan has been deemed 
adequate. Evidently the City has adopted King County’s long 
running traffic concurrency methods. That is a) adopt an 
essentially failed level of service standard, b) then only 
consider the road system within the area/jurisdiction of 
interest, c) ignore obviously failed roads and intersections 
outside the area/jurisdiction and d) put contingent LOS 
projects on the 5 year list without regard to building them on 
time, if ever.  

 
2. Sahalee/SR201, East Sammamish/SR202, 244th/Redmond-Fall 

City Hwy, I-90 access points and their related roads are clearly 
beyond their failure point. Increasing their load with the 
subject land use amendment violates the spirit if not the letter 
of the Growth Management Act.  

 
3. A logical, all-around test for land use decisions is “Does the 

project increase the median household assessed value?”. The 
subject project obviously does not. It increases commute 
times, further crowds schools and doesn’t provide impact fees 
for higher police and park services demand.  

4. If the Council, Hearing Commission and Administration don’t 
address this matter to their existing citizen’s prime interests, 
then they are not working to their paramount duty – the 
health, safety and general welfare of Sammamish’s citizens. 

 
I do not complain without offering solutions. Please consider the 
following:  

1. Prioritize existing residents over future residents.  
 
2. Reject the land use amendment or its following construction 

application on SEPA grounds until the following items are 
adequately addressed.  

 
3. Form a regional transportation planning group consisting of 

Sammamish, Redmond, Issaquah, King County and State DOT.  
 
4. Use the City’s SEPA authority to achieve the citizens’ best 

interests inside the City and the SEPA process on behalf of its 
citizens outside the City (e.g., when adjacent Cities approve 
large multi-family complexes very near  to failed intersections 
used by Sammamish residents).  
 

5. Determine LOS truly in the citizens’ best interests – not as low 
as possible to get projects approved.  

Continued on next page 

Your comment will be 
printed and provided to 
the Planning Commission 
tonight with extra copies 
available to the public. 
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27 G. Allen Continued from previous page 
6. Determine each jurisdictions load share of the various road 

projects to the adopted LOS. Fund them accordingly. That will 
mean Sammamish will need to pay a portion of projects in the 
other jurisdictions – likely to the point of bond debt.  
 

7. Don’t pass land use applications without full guarantee that 
capacity projects will be built as promised.  

 
8. Adopt commute time changes as a project test of whether it is 

in the existing public’s interest. 
 
9. Please advise on the City’s compliance with school 

concurrency. It is very hard to believe added development 
squares with the number of portables on many school sites.  

 
10. Note the goals are happy, healthy residents for Sammamish 

and its neighboring cities.  
 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please reject additional 
capacity demands until the needs of existing residents are met first. 
 

 

28 S.R. Stevens Hooboy, good luck, ya'll. I am concerned about upzoning that space. 
Please listen to the concerns of residents --- I'm not convinced these 
property owners are necessarily entitled to upzoning, especially at 
this huge volume. Compromise? Maybe R4?  
 
Thank you for your consideration. I'm eager to learn more. 
  

Staff Note: This comment 
was printed and provided 
to the Planning 
Commission with extra 
copies available to the 
public.  

29 I. Stahl First let me say that the Santoni’s have been involved in the planning 
of the Town Center from the beginning and have been patient and 
endured a lot during this process.  They deserve to get the best price 
for their property.  
 
That said, I have some concerns regarding the development of this 
quadrant because it contains an important wetland system – one 
that was studied extensively by King County and designated in our 
Basin Plan as a Wetland Management Overlay.  Therefore, before 
the Town Center Plan removed them, development restrictions were 
put on the surrounding properties. This system is also the 
headwaters for George Davis Creek, which is being restored by the 
city for salmon habitat.  Best Available Science, imposed by King 
County is the reason the Santoni property was zoned R-1.  It directly 
impacts this wetland system. To go from R-1, the most restrictive 
zoning, to the most impactful seems like a lot, yet it is on 228th 
Avenue where the city wants commercial development. 
Continued on next page 
  

Your comment will be 
printed and provided to 
the Planning Commission 
tonight with extra copies 
available to the public. 
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29 I. Stahl Continued from previous page 
I am also concerned that the FEIS for the Town Center was 
completed in 2007, yet Eastside Catholic was built in 2008.  It is 
unclear if the impacts from the school were anticipated then, as it is 
not commercial or residential and was built under a Conditional Use 
Permit.  Regardless, twelve years have passed since the FEIS and 
rezoning in this sensitive area shouldn’t be taken lightly.  
 
Besides the environmental concerns I am unhappy that the 
aesthetics of our city are being lost, that the tree canopy and beauty 
of our city is being lost.  
 

 

11/04/2019 – City Council Public Hearing 
30 V. and C. 

Goveia 
Please include my input that we oppose the proposed amendment 
would change the Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land Use Map 
designation for parcel number 1241100042 from TC-E to TC-A. We 
don’t think the finding of no significant impact on traffic reflects the 
reality that the current state is unacceptable. The developer needs 
to invest in infrastructure funding for Sammamish first before 
proposing  a change.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
  

Your comment has been 
received and will be 
integrated into this 
project’s Question and 
Comment Matrix. 

31 R. Neville Please see Attachment C. Your letter has been 
received and will be 
integrated into this 
project’s Question and 
Comment Matrix that will 
be included in the agenda 
packet for the meeting on 
the 4th. 
  

32 L. Di Lauro My name is Lisa Di Lauro and I live just north of Safeway in the 
Inglewood Glen development.  I am unable to attend the Nov. 4th 
public hearing due to a prior commitment. I have owned Pine Lake 
Pet Sitting for over 20 years and the Santonis have been one of my 
earliest clients. I know how quiet and peaceful their home was for so 
many years. The townhouses next door disrupted all that. Their 
privacy is gone and their sense of security. When they are away and I 
am taking care of things I move a car around so it looks like they are 
home and make sure there are no packages on the front porch. I 
fully support and understand their need to change the zoning on 
their property. It is not a huge piece of land and needs to be part of 
the Town Center as was originally intended. I am very glad that in 
their new home they will still be a part of the Sammamish 
community. Thank you for considering my comment. 
  

Your comment will be 
integrated into this 
project’s Question and 
Comment Matrix. 
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33 B. Bresley Please see Attachment D. Your letter has been 
received and will be 
integrated into this 
project’s Question and 
Comment Matrix that will 
be included in the agenda 
packet for the meeting on 
the 4th. 
  

34 M. Delaney I am writing you to support the upcoming vote in the City Council 
requested by Frank and Maureen Santoni to rezone their property to 
TC-A zone.  I understand all the proper studies and work has been 
completed. And is well with in the vision and plans the city has for 
the town center area. I understand this is the end of a long process 
for the Santoni’s and believe it is in the city, community and 
Santoni’s interest to approve this request. 
  

Thank you for your 
comment. It will be 
integrated into this 
project’s Question and 
Comment Matrix. 

35 J. Ramsey We are a young family living in Sammamish for about 7 years. Every 
time we drive by the Santoni property we feel sorry for them. They 
had such a quiet peaceful location for so many years and all that is 
gone with the development that went in right next to them. The City 
should allow more green space between development and longtime 
residents. We totally support their desire to rezone their property. 
  

Thank you for your 
comment. It will be 
integrated into this 
project’s Question and 
Comment Matrix. 

36 G. and D. 
Price 

We lived for 45 years on the west side of 228th, near Maureen and 
Frank Santoni.  Our property was sold to a developer and  is now 
part of the Town Center.  We moved because of the development to 
be built in Town Center surrounding our property. 
 
The Santonis have lived on their Sammamish property for 38 years 
and now want to move due to loss of privacy because of the 75 town 
homes which were built on the adjacent property, very close to their 
property line. 
 
At the time we sold our property a five-story complex had been built 
directly across the street from us and we understand the disruption 
and stress these changes cause.  Therefore, I am speaking for the 
Santonis and encouraging you to rezone their property from TC Zone 
E to TC Zone A so that they can move forward.  This  would allow 
commercial development to occur and the Town Center to move 
toward completion. 
 
Throughout years of planning the town center, the city council has 
given periodic, thoughtful reviews of the process.  The consensus 
each time has been to continue as planned. 
 

Thank you for your 
comment. It will be 
integrated into this 
project’s Question and 
Comment Matrix. 
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37 R. Ptacin Please see Attachment E. Your letter has been 
received and will be 
integrated into this 
project’s Question and 
Comment Matrix that will 
be included in the agenda 
packet for the meeting on 
the 4th. 
 

38 R. 
MacPherson 

Please see Attachment F. Your letter will be added 
to the project’s Question 
and Comment Matrix in 
the City Council meeting 
packet. We'll be re-
publishing that later this 
afternoon and then you’ll 
see your information 
added. 
     

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS #11.

Page 147 of 421



From: David Pyle
To: Planning Commission
Cc: Kellye Hilde; Miryam Laytner
Subject: FW: Santoni Public Comment
Date: Thursday, September 19, 2019 1:30:16 PM
Attachments: image003.png

Public Comment Regarding the Santoni Rezone Request and Land Map Change.pdf
Santoni rezone request ZONR2019.pdf

Importance: High

From: Kim Stevenson <kimstevenson@johnlscott.com> 
Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2019 12:31 PM
To: Christie Malchow <cmalchow@sammamish.us>; Karen Moran <kmoran@sammamish.us>; Jason
Ritchie <jritchie@sammamish.us>; RValderamma@sammamish.us; Chris Ross
<cross@sammamish.us>; Pam Stuart <pstuart@sammamish.us>; Larry Patterson
<LPatterson@sammamish.us>; Mark Baughman <mbaughman@sammamish.us>; Melonie Anderson
<manderson@sammamish.us>; ddonavan@sammamish.us; Debbie Beadle
<dbeadle@sammamish.us>; Andrew Zagars <azagars@sammamish.us>; Tom Hornish
<thornish@sammamish.us>; Avril Baty <ABaty@sammamish.us>; David Pyle
<dpyle@sammamish.us>; Jasvir Singh <jsingh@sammamish.us>; Tracy Cui <tcui@sammamish.us>
Cc: chris.alpinetree@gmail.com; Bill Stern <bjsterno@msn.com>
Subject: Santoni Public Comment 
Importance: High

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the City of Sammamish. Do not click
links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content
is safe.

Hi,

Chris Price (homeowner) is currently out of town and has asked me to forward the two
attachments for the Santoni Public Comment in preparation for tonight City Council Meeting.

Thank you,

Kim Stevenson

 Intentional Excellence ~ Uncompromising Representation
John L Scott Real Estate – 16564 Cleveland St. Suite H, Redmond, WA 98052
 

 (Cell) 425-890-8070   www.KimStevensonRealEstate.com

Attachment A
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Public Comment Regarding the Santoni Rezone Request and Land Map Change 


ZONR2019-0061 


September 19, 2019 


 


To: 


mlaytner@sammamish.us 


cmalchow@sammamish.us 


kmoran@sammamish.us 


jritchie@sammamish.us 


RValderamma@sammamish.us 


cross@sammamish.us 


thornish@sammamish.us 


pstuart@sammamish.us 


lpatterson@sammamish.us 


mbaughman@sammamish.us 


manderson@sammamish.us 


ddonavan@sammamish.us 


dbeadle@sammamish.us 


azagars@sammamish.us 


I support the Santoni rezone request. 


Please see the attached comment sheet for my reasoning. 


 


Thank you, 


Chris Price  
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Santoni rezone request ZONR2019-0061 


I own the property located immediately adjacent to the Santoni property which is to the North of mine. 


The address is 22807 SE 6th Pl. The parcel number is 124110-0039. I’ve attached the property detail. 


There are 2 reasons why this rezone should be allowed: 


       Financial Loss 


When the Town Center Plan was approved, I believe my property was the only one in the TC 


ready for development. I had the TC SEPA review, traffic concurrency, no wetlands, no seismic 


area, was hooked up to public Water and Sewer and had a new road with curbs, sidewalks and 


gutters in place. I felt the opportunities the TC plan provided would help offset the financial 


losses I had incurred. 


By assigning my property TC E zoning the City effectively lowered my property value, since it 


could not be developed, even with a MIL unit.   


I would propose that my zoning be changed along with the Santonis. This would help cure the 


hardship I’ve incurred due to the City’s activities. Providing usable zoning with this modification 


would also help the City meet its GMA targets. 


If you notice on the map, my westerly property line intrudes into the city ROW along 228th. 


Changing zoning and the map itself would also be a good time to tackle that problem by putting 


that strip in City ownership. I would be amenable to that as long as I could retain the density 


associated with that strip. 
 


Rectify Zoning inconsistencies 
 


From the beginning of TC planning activities, staff, the commission and consultants 


recommended a simple approach to the zoning part of the plan.  At the very first design 


charrette, that was open to the public, the idea of a “wedding cake” zoning approach was 


emphasized. That concept was almost completely adhered to until the adoption of the plan. 


I’m sure you are familiar with this concept whereby you put the highest density zoning in the 


middle and the radiate outward in concentric circles with progressively less dense zoning. 


During the TC planning process a small minority of property owners convinced the City to 


deviate from its Wedding Cake plan and to insert an E zone with no justification nor logic that I 


am aware of.  At the time there was also some discussion of the planning commission’s 


involvement in this process. 


All of the E zoning should be removed as it serves no useful purpose that I can see.  Any 


preferential parcel treatment that an E zone might indicate should be eliminated. 


As far as the application process itself it concerned it doesn’t seem to make sense that a 


repeating of all the study work done for the Town Center Plan is superfluous. Both the Santoni 


property and my own were studied as part of the TC plan. I don’t believe that any significant 


changes to the parcels have occurred since then.  I believe the TC plan provides the authority for 


Staff to make a decision such as this without Council approval? 


 


Thank you for reviewing my comments, 


Chris Price 


425-864-1762 







  


 


  







Public Comment Regarding the Santoni Rezone Request and Land Map Change 

ZONR2019-0061 

September 19, 2019 

To: 

mlaytner@sammamish.us 

cmalchow@sammamish.us 

kmoran@sammamish.us 

jritchie@sammamish.us 

RValderamma@sammamish.us 

cross@sammamish.us 

thornish@sammamish.us 

pstuart@sammamish.us 

lpatterson@sammamish.us 

mbaughman@sammamish.us 

manderson@sammamish.us 

ddonavan@sammamish.us 

dbeadle@sammamish.us 

azagars@sammamish.us 

I support the Santoni rezone request. 

Please see the attached comment sheet for my reasoning. 

Thank you, 

Chris Price 

Attachment A
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Santoni rezone request ZONR2019-0061 

I own the property located immediately adjacent to the Santoni property which is to the North of mine. 

The address is 22807 SE 6th Pl. The parcel number is 124110-0039. I’ve attached the property detail. 

There are 2 reasons why this rezone should be allowed: 

 Financial Loss 

When the Town Center Plan was approved, I believe my property was the only one in the TC 

ready for development. I had the TC SEPA review, traffic concurrency, no wetlands, no seismic 

area, was hooked up to public Water and Sewer and had a new road with curbs, sidewalks and 

gutters in place. I felt the opportunities the TC plan provided would help offset the financial 

losses I had incurred. 

By assigning my property TC E zoning the City effectively lowered my property value, since it 

could not be developed, even with a MIL unit.   

I would propose that my zoning be changed along with the Santonis. This would help cure the 

hardship I’ve incurred due to the City’s activities. Providing usable zoning with this modification 

would also help the City meet its GMA targets. 

If you notice on the map, my westerly property line intrudes into the city ROW along 228th. 

Changing zoning and the map itself would also be a good time to tackle that problem by putting 

that strip in City ownership. I would be amenable to that as long as I could retain the density 

associated with that strip. 

Rectify Zoning inconsistencies 

From the beginning of TC planning activities, staff, the commission and consultants 

recommended a simple approach to the zoning part of the plan.  At the very first design 

charrette, that was open to the public, the idea of a “wedding cake” zoning approach was 

emphasized. That concept was almost completely adhered to until the adoption of the plan. 

I’m sure you are familiar with this concept whereby you put the highest density zoning in the 

middle and the radiate outward in concentric circles with progressively less dense zoning. 

During the TC planning process a small minority of property owners convinced the City to 

deviate from its Wedding Cake plan and to insert an E zone with no justification nor logic that I 

am aware of.  At the time there was also some discussion of the planning commission’s 

involvement in this process. 

All of the E zoning should be removed as it serves no useful purpose that I can see.  Any 

preferential parcel treatment that an E zone might indicate should be eliminated. 

As far as the application process itself it concerned it doesn’t seem to make sense that a 

repeating of all the study work done for the Town Center Plan is superfluous. Both the Santoni 

property and my own were studied as part of the TC plan. I don’t believe that any significant 

changes to the parcels have occurred since then.  I believe the TC plan provides the authority for 

Staff to make a decision such as this without Council approval? 

Thank you for reviewing my comments, 

Chris Price 

425-864-1762

Attachment A

PUBLIC HEARINGS #11.

Page 150 of 421



Support Services Center 

15212 NE 95TH Street • Redmond, WA 98052 

Office: (425) 936-1100 •Fax: (425) 883-8387 

www.lwsd.org 

September 19, 2019 

VIA EMAIL 

PlanningCommission@sammamish.us 

Members, Planning Commission 

City of Sammamish 

801 228th Ave SE 

Sammamish, WA 98075 

RE: Santoni – Site Specific Land Use Map Amendment for Parcel No. 1241100042 

Dear Members of the Planning Commission: 

The Lake Washington School District (the “District”) submits these comments regarding the above-

referenced proposal (the “Proposal”). The District serves the portion of the City that includes the 

property subject to the Proposal. Given current school capacity challenges, the District has concerns 

regarding any proposed action that would facilitate more intensive residential development in the 

City that exceeds the growth currently planned. We would like the Planning Commission to give 

strong consideration to infrastructure needs that also serve Lake Washington School District. 

Recent and planned development has resulted in ongoing rapid and significant enrollment growth in 

the District. Our schools are at capacity even with recently completed new and expanded school 

projects.  The core infrastructure at our schools is overtaxed and many of our schools simply have no 

space for additional portables. Schools serving the area including and near the property subject to 

the Proposal are no exception to the District-wide capacity challenges. Using current projections 

based on pipeline and planned development through 2030, and in consideration of currently 

planned school capacity projects in this area, we expect the area’s schools to be short of capacity for 

approximately 100 elementary students. The middle school level is at capacity and the area high 

school will be at capacity in the near term. The District is working hard to address school 

infrastructure needs in a rapidly growing environment.     

The Proposal, allowing for more intensive development than that currently planned for, could 

significantly impact the District’s capacity challenges and further compromise our ability to support 

the City’s permitted and planned growth. We appreciate our ongoing partnership with the City and 

welcome the opportunity to be part of the planning process and provide additional information on 

how the proposed changes impact the District. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

Brian Buck 

Director, Support Services 

cc: Rick Rudometkin, City Manager 
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From: David Pyle
To: Buck, Brian
Cc: Miryam Laytner; Posthumus, Barbara
Subject: RE: Santoni Rezone application
Date: Thursday, October 24, 2019 9:44:07 PM

Hi Brian,

We will convey the content of the below email string to the City Council during the Public Hearing as part of the record. We will make the applicant
aware of this.

Thank you.

David Pyle

From: Buck, Brian <bbuck@lwsd.org> 
Sent: Thursday, October 24, 2019 4:44 PM
To: David Pyle <dpyle@sammamish.us>
Cc: Miryam Laytner <mlaytner@sammamish.us>; Posthumus, Barbara <BPosthumus@lwsd.org>
Subject: RE: Santoni Rezone application

[CAUTION - EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Hi David,
We would appreciate it if you would reply to Frank and explain that you will make the planning commission, city council and city staff
aware of our recent correspondence and understanding in lieu of the District writing another letter.

Thanks!!

Brian Buck
Director, Support Services
Lake Washington School District
bbuck@lwsd.org | 425.936.1102

From: Maureen and Frank Santoni <sesixth@w-link.net> 
Sent: Thursday, October 24, 2019 2:47 PM
To: Buck, Brian <bbuck@lwsd.org>; 'David Pyle' <dpyle@sammamish.us>
Cc: 'Miryam Laytner' <mlaytner@sammamish.us>; Posthumus, Barbara <BPosthumus@lwsd.org>
Subject: RE: Santoni Rezone application

Hi Brian,

We appreciate your understanding, but we think it would be appropriate to make it clear in a new letter to the City Council.  In your previous
comment letter the last paragraph stated.

“The Proposal, allowing for more intensive development than that currently planned for, could significantly impact the District’s capacity challenges
and further compromise our ability to support the City’s permitted and planned growth. We appreciate our ongoing partnership with the City and
welcome the opportunity to be part of the planning process and provide additional information on how the proposed changes impact the District.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.”

This was read by several City Council members as opposing our rezone application. Upon re-reading your letter we did not see where it was stated
that the LWSD is not opposed to this specific land use application.  It would also be helpful to state your understanding that this does not increase
the 2,000 dwelling units already planned for in the Town Center. We were also told by City Council Members that another letter of clarification
stating these facts and what you said below would help them understand.

Thank you,
Frank and Maureen Santoni

From: Buck, Brian <bbuck@lwsd.org> 
Sent: Thursday, October 24, 2019 12:11 PM
To: David Pyle <dpyle@sammamish.us>
Cc: Miryam Laytner <mlaytner@sammamish.us>; Posthumus, Barbara <BPosthumus@lwsd.org>; Maureen and Frank Santoni <sesixth@w-link.net>
Subject: RE: Santoni Rezone application
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Hi David,
Thank you for the information. Please let the Planning Commission and Council know that you provided it to us. We do understand
that the Town Center currently allows up to 2,000 dwelling units. The District closely monitors development across our District and
feels obliged to inform our jurisdictions of school infrastructure limitations whenever we see that additional development is
contemplated.  As noted in our comment letter, we are not opposing this specific rezone application but rather providing input
regarding the schools infrastructure needs so that these matters are considered in land use planning.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or require any additional information.
 
Thanks again.
 
Brian Buck
Director, Support Services
Lake Washington School District
bbuck@lwsd.org | 425.936.1102
 
 
 
From: David Pyle <dpyle@sammamish.us> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 23, 2019 10:33 AM
To: Buck, Brian <bbuck@lwsd.org>
Cc: Miryam Laytner <mlaytner@sammamish.us>; Posthumus, Barbara <BPosthumus@lwsd.org>; Maureen and Frank Santoni <sesixth@w-link.net>
Subject: RE: Santoni Rezone application
 
*** External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Lake Washington School District. Use caution responding or opening attachments and links. ***
Hi Brian,
 
While City staff are neither proponents or opponents of the Santoni family’s proposed Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map amendment and Rezone, I
feel it is important to chime in and provide clarification.
 
What Frank states below regarding the 2,000 unit cap on town center is correct. There was an “upper limit for development in the Town Center of
2,000 dwelling units” set as part of the planning process for the Town Center. For the Town Center to exceed 2,000 housing units, a new or
supplemental EIS would be required and the LWSD would be engaged as a stakeholder and service provider.
 
See:
https://www.sammamish.us/attachments/pagecontent/44861/21B%2025%20030%20and%2021B%2075%20020%20Director's%20Interpretation%20-
%20Issued%20May%202,%202017.pdf
 
If approved by the City Council, the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map amendment and subsequent Rezone of the Santoni family parcel would not
add units beyond the 2,000 unit cap. Rather, it would cause for a geographic re-distribution of where those units could be located. The 2,000 unit cap
that the LWSD has been aware of for quite some time would remain in effect. If there was a proposal to exceed the 2,000 units, further
environmental analysis would be required in the form of a new or supplemental EIS, at which point the LWSD would be engaged. Legislative action
will also be required to amend the current residential development limit beyond 2,000 units.
 
If you have any questions please let me know.
 
Thank you.
 
 
David Pyle
Interim Director
Department of Community Development
City of Sammamish
(425)295-0521
dpyle@sammamish.us
 
 
 

From: Maureen and Frank Santoni <sesixth@w-link.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 23, 2019 8:50 AM
To: bbuck@lwsd.org
Cc: Miryam Laytner <mlaytner@sammamish.us>; David Pyle <dpyle@sammamish.us>
Subject: Santoni Rezone application
 

[CAUTION - EXTERNAL EMAIL]
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Dear Brian,
 
As we spoke on the phone yesterday, the letter written by you from the Lake Washington School District on the day of the Planning Commission
meeting on September 19, 2019 has caused quite a bit of discussion and we believe some misunderstanding. 
 
Several City Council members have indicated to us that they interpreted the letter as opposing our application but from a phone call we had with

LWSD on September 19th, it was made clear to us that this was not the case.  We were told the letter was directed at the City to summarize their
status and to be sure the City kept LWSD advised of any changes to their development plans. David Pyle, Sammamish Interim Community

Development Director, also received a call from LWSD on the 19th to this effect and passed this message on to the Planning Commission that
evening.
 
We think there is confusion that it might have been perceived our proposed rezone would add residential units to the Town Center which has a cap
of 2000 units. Our understanding from Sammamish City Staff is that our rezone would, in fact, not add any additional units but would, instead,
geographically redistribute the 2000 units in the Town Center. Our property would have the capability of accommodating a potential 38 dwelling
units (TC-A zone) instead of 2 (TC-E zone).  If this property were developed first then other properties in the Town Center would potentially have to
adjust to remain within the cap. The 2000 units in the Town Center have been known to LWSD since the formation of the Town Center in 2008. The
LWSD has been notified every step of the way during our rezone process and their were no questions or response until just before the Planning
Commission Meeting on September 19th. This Comprehensive Plan amendment will not increase the number of units in the Town Center.
 
This is a rezone not a development. We are not developers nor do we have developers behind us. We have been forced out of our home by the
nearness of the development next door. We have lost all our privacy. We are actually rebuilding our house about a mile away. When the land is
purchased if a development is proposed, it will have to go through the Sammamish City permitting process which includes notifying the Lake
Washington School District.  Actual new buildings on this site are still years away.
 

We would appreciate if the LWSD could write a clarification letter to the City Council prior to the Nov. 4th Public Hearing reflecting what we were told
earlier.
 
Thank you,
Frank and Maureen Santoni
 
 

DISCLAIMER:
Lake Washington School District Confidentiality Notice: This email message, including any attachments, may contain confidential and
privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure, or distribution of privileged information, including information protected
by Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) or other provision of law, is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please
contact the sender by e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message.
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Randy Neville 
2206 275th Ct SE 
Sammamish, WA 98075 

To:  Sammamish City Council 
Subject:  Rezoning of residential property; ZONR2019-00061 

Sammamish City Council, 

I have lived in Sammamish for 14 years.  Please allow me to make some comments in support of re-
zoning property at SE 6th PL, located within the current Town Center development area.    I feel the 
requested rezoning should be approved for several reasons. 

• The current residents are long-time residents and supporters of Sammamish.  They still fully
intend to move into another house that allows them to remain in Sammamish.  They are only
moving because the development on the adjacent property is 3-story, high-density housing that
overlooks their property and has eliminated any semblance of privacy.  As an example, the current 
residents were promised a 20-foot buffer when the adjacent development was being planned.
The townhomes all have patios in this space.  Such outdoor living space is not a “buffer” by
anyone’s definition, regardless of any legal description by a development company.  It seems to
me that the promise of a buffer was somewhat misleading.

• They were told this property could be up zoned in the future when desired by the current
residents.  However, that process has turned into a years-long process costing 10’s of thousands
of dollars, despite any actual planned development of the property.

• The property is losing value as a single-family home because of the high-density development
immediately adjacent to the property. And since the property is firmly inside the published
Town Center development boundaries, there would be much uncertainty on the part of any
potential residential buyer regarding the future development around the property.

It seems to me that the current residents have been very conscientious in meeting the requirements of 
the city of Sammamish, yet they are being held hostage to current political tensions.  Decisions by the city, 
which were beyond their control, are now impacting their quality of life, as well as the value of their home. 
I certainly understand the difficulty the Council may have in this decision due to the current sensitivity by 
residents to future growth. I understand, and respect, the anti-growth posture of many of your 
constituents.  They have valid concerns, but this is not a fight that should be waged against a single, long-
term resident of Sammamish who is simply trying to move to a more desirable local location.  Rezoning 
would make the property more marketable, and more in line with Town Center development goals. And 
rezoning does not in itself imply high-density housing.  By approving this rezoning, the Council would not 
be signing a blank check, and allowing any high-density plan a developer desires.  That actual plan would 
still need approval.  A speculative developer could potentially purchase the property at its current deflated 
value, then they reap the profit from a future rezoning, thus benefitting from the hardship imposed on a 
private resident.  If there is ever to be a rezoning, this is the time. 
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Please give these current residents the respect and consideration they deserve.  This is a difficult time 
for them.  And hopefully you can see this decision is not a growth vs. no-growth issue to be fought 
against a single household.  Fights with developers can still occur, on perhaps a more level playing field.  
But in the meantime, allow these residents to be treated fairly and get on with their lives. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Respectfully, 

Randy Neville 
Nevillex4@msn.com 
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To Whom it May Concern, 

I support the Santoni’s request to rezone their property from TC-E (Reserve) to TC-A (Mixed Use), but I disagree with the 
rezoning process they had to go though.  I came to this conclusion based on my discussions with Frank Santoni and my 
review of the Town Center plans on the city’s website.   

My support for rezoning the Santoni property:  

1) The city’s intent seems clear that all properties in Town Center, other than the civic land, would be TC-A, B or C.

a) On page 10 of the Town Center Plan on the Sammamish website, the “Preferred Alternative” shows the
land on SE 6th, including the Santoni’s property, as “Low Intensity (Townhouses)” which would relate to TC-A,
B or C.  The Town Center property immediately north is TC-A3, and to the west, TC-B.  Rezoning to TC-A would
make the most sense for the Santoni property.  That would give the city the most flexibility in its future
development since the Santoni property’s long edge butts up against the TC-A3 townhouse property to the
north, with little buffer between them.

b) From the Sammamish Municipal Code – “The Purpose of the reserve TC-E zone is to allow current uses to
remain while preserving the opportunity for future development.”  I’m sure the intent was for the
“opportunity for future development” by the city, not the owner. The Santoni’s were under the impression
that when they were ready to move, the property could be rezoned to fit into the Town Center plan to benefit
the city.  The reason they have asked for TC-A comes from a recommendation by the City Staff at the time that
they were being zoned to TC-E years ago.  The staff said it would make sense to ask for similar zoning to that
which is directly to the North of them which is TC-A.

c) Referencing the Sammamish city zoning map dated April 12, 2016 from the city’s website, it shows there are
only a few TC-E properties, approximately 5-7% of the total Town Center property.  Wasn’t it the initial intent
to eventually drive all the TC-E properties to TC-A, B or C?

d) This is prime property in a central location within Town Center.  A great benefit to the city.

e) The Santoni’s have worked with the Planning Commission and the commission recommends approval to at
least TC-B.  We assume the Planning Commission has the city’s and Town Center’s growth path in mind.

2) Because of the Town Center townhouses built immediately north of the Santoni’s property and because the Santoni’s
property is now in Town Center and underutilized per the plan, the Santoni’s property value as a single-family property
has decreased.  It will have little value in the future as a single-family property or properties. Allowing the rezone to TC-A
will allow them to recoup enough money with the sale to allow them to move to a new location, pay off their nearly
$40,000 in bills for the rezoning process and provide the city with flexible options for future development.

My disagreement with the rezoning process the Santoni’s had to go though: 

1) When the Santoni’s were zoned TC-E as the Town Center plan was being implemented, they were never told they
would have to pay for studies/paperwork to get rezoned to fit into the Town Center plan in the future. See 1 b) above.
Why did the Santoni’s have to do the paperwork and pay the fees for rezoning studies when, based on the Town Center
plan, it seems it was the city’s intent to eventually rezone the property anyway.

3) From the zoning map of dated April 12, 2016, all the TC-E property appears to be roughly 5-7% of the total Town
Center property.  Didn’t the initial Town Center plan include studies for traffic, environment, etc.?  Wouldn’t the TC-E
properties have been included?  The Santoni’s have gone through this rezone process for 1% (their 2.4 acres) of the
Town Center land.  The traffic and environmental effect for 1% of the Town Center land could have been assumed to be
negligible.  And the recent studies showed this.  Is this a value-added process for the city?  This seems to have been a
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waste of money and time for the Santoni’s as well as the city staff.  Will all TC-E property owners have to complete the 
rezoning process?  I don’t want my taxpayer money spent that way and don’t want to financially burden the other TC-E 
homeowners.  It’s bad enough they’re being forced to move. 
 
4) I think the Santoni’s should be reimbursed for their expenses of the rezoning process.  Though the money spent by 
the city staff supporting the rezoning seemed to be a waste of taxpayer money, I think it is still appropriate to spend 
more taxpayer money and reimburse the Santoni’s for this inappropriate rezoning task they were given.  That would 
show respect for our citizens. 
 
The Santoni’s are a retired couple and have been on their property since 1981, 18 years before the area even became a 
city.  I worked with Frank for over 20 years. They raised their family here and have been wonderful citizens of the 
community.   
 
Sincerely,  
 
William Bresley 
 
22923 NE 20th Place 
Sammamish 
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Oct 29th, 2019 

To:  Sammamish City Council  

From: Rich Ptacin (20+ year resident of Sammamish) 

Re: Support for a Rezone Request by Maureen & Frank Santoni 

Dear Council Members, 

I am writing to support a request by Frank & Maureen Santoni to rezone their current property along 
228th Ave NE in the Sammamish Town Center area, and request that you approve the rezone from a TC-E 
zone to that of a TC-A zone. 

To me there are 3 principles at stake here:   
Honoring of previous commitments, Equal treatment, & Integrity 

Honoring of Previous Commitments entails following through on agreements that your predecessors 
have made to long time citizens of Sammamish (Frank & Maureen).  As I understand it, agreements were 
put in place at the time of the “creation” of the Town Center vision and planning.  The Santoni’s were 
one of several families that were given certain zoning designations with the promise of allowing them to 
be upzoned at a future date.  That time is now for the Santoni’s, and the council should honor the 
commitment.  This does not cause any more buildings to be built at this time.  It simply enables the 
Santoni’s to recover some of the value impacted by the zoning of the parcels next door, and creates 
proper alignment of the zoning in this part of the town center.  The city still retains the control functions 
of deciding when or if any permits or construction should ever occur in the future. 

Equal Treatment involves being fair to all and not just some.  The area around the Santoni property has 
a large townhome development very close to their property.  Large developments a little further north, 
and what looks like a soon to be large development across 228th, and the reality that the property in 
question is approx. 100 yards from the city hall clearly put this parcel right in the middle of the Town 
Center that is following through on the vision described in years past.  It is clear to most people that the 
property in question is going to be developed into a higher density use….the question is just when.  
Given the zoning for the various projects around the property, it would only seem fair to apply the same 
zoning as the property right next door and across the street. 

Integrity is hard to measure, but obvious when demonstrated.  Integrity is about doing the right thing 
because you know it is right, not because it is convenient, not because it was easy, but because it is the 
right thing to do.  Integrity is also honoring commitments, and treating people with respect and fairness.  
This requested re-zoning is about demonstrating integrity…and that is how it will be seen at the end of 
the day.   

In my opinion, approval of this request is a win on all three areas listed above, and is in fact an easy win 
for the council since city studies have shown this re-zone will have no significant impact on traffic, the 
other parcels in the area, or the people of Sammamish 
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In closing,  I want to thank you for your willingness to serve the community, for the careful consideration 
you have given this decision, and for the opportunity to provide my perspective.  At the end of the day,  
I ask that you approve the rezone 

 

Sincerely 

Rich Ptacin 
23130 NE 14th Court 
Samammish, Wa 98074 
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Dear Miryam Laytner,       October 30, 2019    

I am writing this letter in response to the Santoni rezone being reviewed by the city council in 

the immediate future.  The property address is 22828 SE 6th PL Sammamish.  The 2.39 acre parcel is 

located on the east side of 228th just north of the Sammamish Hills Lutheran Church and south of a 

dense housing development.. 

Sammamish is always challenged in finding locations for more affordable housing.  I love the big 

private lots but there is a need for small more affordable parcels in a great city like Sammamish. Often 

times neighborhoods push back saying it will hurt their property values.  I find this is one of these unique 

win-win situations in Sammamish where a rezone to a more dense zoning would actually make sense. A 

review of the adjacent parcels  finds the current zoning of one home per acre  inappropriate, it is  

wedged between 75 townhomes and Sammamish Hills Lutheran church. The church is also used as a 

park n ride and for high school students in exchange for community service. 

As a member of Sammamish Hills Lutheran Church, I know future development of the property 

would only ever be wanted if they could create a more affordable housing situation for employees and 

people in more lower income brackets.  I also know the Santoni’s who have been very impacted by the 

large housing project to the north of their lot.  They have moved into a new home due to the 

development to the north. 

Being a Sammamish resident sense 1986 and watching the city grow the city has done well and 

made many good decisions. This rezone application just makes sense.  Densify between the church and 

Santoni’s parcel is good for Sammamish and its future growth. This could meet its needs for smaller 

more affordable housing in an area where people can appreciate it.  Closer access to the YMCA, the 

library, schools, etc. are nothing more than a win-win for Sammamish, Santoni’s and Sammamish Hills. 

I strongly support the rezone application and hope the council votes to approve the rezone as well. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Roger MacPherson 

21626 SE 28th St, Sammamish 
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ZONR2019-0061
Site-Specific Land Use 
Map Amendment

City Council Meeting
November 4, 2019  6:30 PM

Department of Community Development
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• Background Information

• Options for Consideration

• Applicant Presentation

• Questions

• Public Hearing

• Deliberation

Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendment
ZONR2019-00061

Information Only Direction Action
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Comprehensive Plan Amendment Proposals
Overview of Process

2015

2023

ANNUAL REVIEW
Site-Specific 

Land Use Map 
Amendments 

Updates or revisions 
to Comp Plan or 

development 
regulation text.

PERIODIC 
UPDATE

Review and 
revision (if needed) 

of Comp Plan & 
development 
regulations. 
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Process Overview
Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendment to Move-In

Docket 
Request

4 Months

Site-Specific Land 
Use Map 

Amendment

12 Months

Zone 
Reclassification

6 months

Land Use Review

9-12 months

Site 
Development

6-9 months

Building 
Permits

6-9 months

Project 
Completion
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Applicants: Frank & Maureen Santoni

Proposal: Change future land use map designation from TC-E to TC-A 

Location: 22828 SE 6th Place | Parcel 1241100042

Land Area: 2.39 acre (1 parcel )

Proposal Overview
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228
thAvenue SE

Aerial View Town Center Zoning Overlay
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SUMMARY OF TOWN CENTER ZONING DESIGNATIONS & STANDARDS

TC-A TC-B TC-C TC-D TC-E

DESIGNATION Mixed-Use Mixed Res. Lower 
Intensity Res. Civic Campus Reserve

ALLOCATED 
DENSITY

16 
dwelling units/acre

8 
dwelling units/acre

4 
dwelling units/acre

8 
dwelling units/acre

1 
dwelling unit/acre

MAXIMUM 
DENSITY

40 
dwelling units/acre

20
dwelling units/acre

8 
dwelling units/acre

20 
dwelling units/acre

1 
dwelling unit/acre

SINGLE-FAMILY Limited

DUPLEX Limited

COTTAGES Limited

TOWNHOMES

APARTMENTS

COMMERCIAL Limited Limited
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TC-E Zone
Background

Comprehensive 
Plan

Sammamish 
Municipal Code

Town Center 
Sub-Area Plan
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Project History
Overview of Process

Docket Request 
Submitted
09/27/17

12/05/17
Request Docketed

(R2017-761)

Preapplication 
Conference

11/08/18

03/04/19
Application 
Submitted

Completeness 
Determination

03/27/19

04/10/19
Notice of 

Application

Notice of SEPA 
Determination

06/25/19

MORATORIUM
10/03/17-12/15/18

TITLE 24A APPROVED
06/01/19

Comment Period 
06/25-07/09

Comment Period 
04/10-05/01
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Review Criteria
SMC 24.15.040 - Comp Plan Amendment Review Criteria for PC
a) What’s proposed to be changed & why
b) Anticipated impacts, including geographic area affected & issues presented
c) Why Comp Plan guidance shouldn’t continue/why existing criteria no longer apply
d) Compliance with GMA goals & requirements
e) Compliance with the Sammamish Vision Statement
f) How functional plans & capital improvement programs support the change
g) Public review of recommended change, necessary implementation & alternatives

SMC 24.25.050 – Review Criteria for SSLUMA
a) Change implements & supports goals of the Comp Plan
b) Proposed change is not incompatible with nearby land use & surrounding development 

pattern
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Project Review
Overview of Process

STAFF REVIEW Counterpart Outreach
Sammamish Municipal Code
Sammamish Comprehensive Plan
Town Center Sub-Area Plan

CONSULTANT REVIEW SEPA Analysis
Review of Applicant’s Traffic Analysis 
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Project Review
AHBL Findings

Proposed zoning 
consistent with FEIS

Limited scope 
Traffic Impact 

Analysis

Mitigation at project 
level review
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Final Environmental Impact 
Statement

Town Center Quadrants

Final Environmental Impact 
Statement Zoning - Town Center

NW NE

SW

SE

Currently Developed
75 Residential Units
6,500 SF Commercial
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• 2,000 Residential Units
Includes all incentives (TDRs 
& affordable housing pool)

• 600,000 SF Commercial

No residential or commercial 
space allocated to TC-E in 
adopted Town Center Plan.

Density Allocation and Caps
Town Center Zoning Map
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Options for Consideration
OPTION 1
Grant provisional approval of the application to change the future land use map for the parcel 
from TC-E to TC-A, as requested by the applicants.

OPTION 2
Grant provisional approval of the application as recommended by Planning Commission to 
change the future land use map for the parcel from TC-E to TC-B.

OPTION 3
Grant provisional approval of the application with a designation of TC-C (the other remaining 
applicable zoning designation option for Town Center)

OPTION 4
Deny the application to change the future land use map for the parcel.

PU
BLIC HEARIN

G
S #11.

Page 176 of 421



Review Criteria
SMC 24.15.040 - Comp Plan Amendment Review Criteria for PC
a) What’s proposed to be changed & why
b) Anticipated impacts, including geographic area affected & issues presented
c) Why Comp Plan guidance shouldn’t continue/why existing criteria no longer apply
d) Compliance with GMA goals & requirements
e) Compliance with the Sammamish Vision Statement
f) How functional plans & capital improvement programs support the change
g) Public review of recommended change, necessary implementation & alternatives

SMC 24.25.050 – Review Criteria for SSLUMA
a) Change implements & supports goals of the Comp Plan
b) Proposed change is not incompatible with nearby land use & surrounding development 

pattern
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CITY OF SAMMAMISH  

WASHINGTON 

ORDINANCE NO. XXX 

 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH, 
WASHINGTON, AMENDING THE LAND USE VOLUMES I 
AND II OF THE SAMMAMISH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
AND THE TOWN CENTER SUBAREA PLAN. 

WHEREAS, the City of Sammamish City Council adopted an updated Comprehensive 

Plan on October 13, 2015 by Ordinance O2015-396, in accordance with RCW 36.70A.130; and 

WHEREAS, the Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) requires internal 

consistency among Comprehensive Plan elements and applicable regional plans; and 

WHEREAS, to ensure that Comprehensive Plans remain relevant and up to date, the 

GMA requires each jurisdiction to establish procedures whereby amendments to the Plan are 

considered by the City Council (RCW 36.70A.130[2]), and limits adoption of these amendments 

to once each year unless an emergency exists; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Sammamish established a procedure for amending the 

Comprehensive Plan in Chapters 24.15 and 24.25 SMC; and 

WHEREAS, these procedures were repealed and replaced with Title 24A SMC through 

Ordinance No. 2019-483 which became effective on June 1, 2019; and  

WHEREAS, the applicants submitted a docket request for a Site-Specific Land Use Map 

Amendment application in 2017 for consideration as part of the 2018 docket; and 

WHEREAS, the request for a Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendment application was 

docketed by the City Council on December 5, 2017 through Resolution R2017-761; and 

WHEREAS, the applicants completed a Preapplication Conference on November 8, 

2018; and 

WHEREAS, the applicants submitted a Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendment and 

Zone Reclassification application (application number ZONR2019-00061) for parcel 

1241100042 to the City on March 4, 2019; and 
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WHEREAS, the applicant submitted a complete application under the former Title 24 

SMC, and thus the substantive approval criteria of the former Title 24 are being applied to 

evaluate the application for approval, while Title 24A SMC controls the procedures for 

processing the application; and 

WHEREAS, on September 19, 2019, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on 

the proposed Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendment application; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council conducted a public hearing on November 4, 2019 on the 

proposed Site-Specific Land Use Map Amendment application; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council found the application to meet the criteria of SMC 

24.15.040 and SMC 24.25.050; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to SMC 24A.10.020(3), if a site-specific land use map amendment 

would create an inconsistency with the currently applicable zoning map, the approval may be 

granted only contingently while awaiting approval of an associated zone reclassification 

application; and 

WHEREAS, under SMC 20.05.020 Exhibit A, a zone reclassification is a Type 3 quasi-

judicial decision rendered by the Hearing Examiner after an open-record hearing;  

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH, 

WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:  

Section 1. Contingent Approval. The City Council grants approval of the Site-Specific 

Land Use Map Amendment, ZONR2019-00061, to change the Comprehensive Plan’s Future 

Land Use Map designation from TC-E to XX, pursuant to SMC 24A.10.020(3)(f), contingent on 

“the subsequent approval of a zone reclassification”.  Upon completion of the associated zone 

reclassification by the Hearing Examiner, City staff shall inform the City Council at a regular 

City Council meeting whether the contingency has been satisfied. 

a) Should the associated zone reclassification be subsequently approved, the City Clerk 

will add a notation to this ordinance stating the that the continency was satisfied and 

providing the date of the Hearing Examiner’s approval.  
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b) Should the zone reclassification be denied by the Hearing Examiner, this ordinance 

will be rendered null and void, pursuant to SMC 24A.10.020(3), in which case the 

City Clerk will add a notation to this ordinance stating that the contingency was not 

satisfied and providing the date of the Hearing Examiner’s decision. 

c) Pursuant to SMC 24A.10.020(3)(i), this contingent approval shall be null and void if 

the associated zone reclassification application is not received by the City within 90 

days of the date of adoption of this ordinance or is not consistent with this contingent 

approval.  

Section 2. Land Use Volumes I and II and Town Center Subarea Plan Amended.  If 

the associated zone reclassification is approved by the Hearing Examiner, the Land Use volumes 

I and II and the Town Center Subarea Plan will be amended as set forth in Attachment A.    

ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AT A REGULAR MEETING THEREOF 

ON THE ________DAY OF __________,  2020. 

 

 
____________________________________ 
Christie Malchow, Mayor 

 
 
 
Attest/Authenticated: 
 
 
 
_________________________________ 
Melonie Anderson, City Clerk 
 
Approved as to Form 
 
 
_________________________________ 
Michael R. Kenyon, City Attorney 
 
 
Filed with the City Clerk:   
Date Adopted:   
Date of Publication: 
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Effective Date:  
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Attachment A: Changes Required Pending Approval of Site-Specific 
Land Use Map Amendment for ZONR2019-00061 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

− Map revision of Figure LU-1 (Future Land Use Map) in Land Use Volume I, page 33.

− Map revision of Background Figure LU-3 (Existing Sammamish Zoning Designations and Acreage)
in Land Use Volume II, page LU.12.

TOWN CENTER PLAN 

− Map revision of Figure 11. Town Center Planning Concept on page 16.

− Map revision of Figure 21. Town Center zones on page 25.

− GIS research needed for potential updates to Figure 22. Illustrating base and maximum
residential development allocations for the Town Center zones on page 28.

TITLE 21B SAMMAMISH MUNICIPAL CODE (TOWN CENTER DEVELOPMENT CODE) 

− GIS research needed for potential updates to SMC 21B.25.040(1)
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Agenda Bill 

 City Council Special Meeting 

November 04, 2019  

 

SUBJECT: 
 

A Public Hearing to consider a Resolution to adopt the Urban Forest 
Management Plan. 
 

DATE SUBMITTED: 
 

October 25, 2019 
 

DEPARTMENT: 
 

Community Development 
 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 
 ☑  Action     ☐  Direction     ☐  Informational      

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

Adopt the Resolution presented in Exhibit 1 of the City Council packet 
materials.  
 

EXHIBITS: 
 

1. Exhibit 1 - Resolution 

2. Exhibit 2 - Urban Forest Management Plan 

3. Exhibit 3 - Question and Answer Matrix 

4. Exhibit 4 - Amendment Matrix 

5. Exhibit 5 - Public Comment 

6. Exhibit 6 - Presentation 
 

BUDGET:  
Total dollar amount $119,500 ☑ Approved in budget 

Fund(s) 001-058-558-60-41-00 ☐ 

☐ 

Budget reallocation required 

No budgetary impact 
 

 

WORK PLAN FOCUS AREAS:  

☐  Transportation ☐  Community Safety 

☐  Communication & Engagement ☑  Community Livability 

☐  High Performing Government ☐  Culture & Recreation 

☑  Environmental Health & Protection ☐  Financial Sustainability 
 

 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 

A Public Hearing to consider a Resolution adopting the Urban Forest Management Plan. 

 

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY: 

Summary Statement 
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The City is in it's final phase of developing its first Urban Forest Management Plan (UFMP).  The 
purpose of UFMP is to provide a policy guide for managing, enhancing, and growing trees in the City of 
Sammamish over the next twenty years.     

  

Background 

The creation of the UFMP has involved an extensive process that started in 2017 when the City 
partnered with the University of Washington to provide an assessment of the City's existing tree 
canopy.  The City's consultant, Davey Resource Group (DRG), was brought on board in early 2018 to 
provide an analysis of this assessment and worked along with staff to conduct internal and external 
stakeholder interviews, as well as a substantial public engagement campaign that included open 
houses, workshops, a public survey, outreach at the City's Earth Day celebration and farmers markets, 
and the "My Sammamish Forest" photo contest and exhibit. 

  

Building on these efforts, DRG developed a preliminary draft of the UFMP which was reviewed by the 
Parks and Recreation Commission on September 5, 2018, Planning Commission on September 20, 2018 
and City Council on October 9, 2018.  During this first round of review, staff requested that the 
Commissions and Council focus on high-level feedback such as the draft Plan's discussion of the urban 
forest threats and opportunities, the inclusion or exclusion of certain background topics, and an 
assessment of whether the proposed strategic goals address the primary issues facing the City's urban 
forest resource.  

  

With the guidance of the Planning Commission, DRG and staff incorporated Commission and Council 
feedback into a final draft of the UFMP.  The draft plan provides an overview of the current state of our 
urban forest and, through feedback received from a range of stakeholders, the plan provides a shared 
vision for the City's urban forest along with goals and objectives to help the City work toward that 
vision.  This work lays the foundation for the future development of an Implementation Strategy that 
will help the City determine the resources required to adequately manage our urban forest.  This work 
is planned for early 2020 and after the UFMP has been adopted by the City Council.  

  

In 2019, three public meetings were held to discuss the final draft UFMP.  These included: 

  

1. May 16, 2019:  Staff presented the final draft of the UFMP for Planning Commission review and 
comment. 

2. June 20, 2019:  Planning Commission held a Public Hearing on the draft plan, deliberated, and 
voted 7-0 to recommend it (with amendments) to the City Council. 

3. October 15, 2019: Staff presented Planning Commission's recommended UFMP (Exhibit 2) for 
City Council review and comment (Exhibit 3). 

  

Staff incorporated the feedback received at the October 15, 2019 joint meeting into an amendment 
matrix (Exhibit 4) which will be presented to City Council on November 4, 2019. 

 

OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: 

On November 4, 2019, the City Council will complete a Public Hearing and take testimony from the 
public prior to considering a Resolution adopting the UFMP.   If needed, deliberations at this meeting 
may carry forward to a City Council meeting scheduled for November 19, 2019: 
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Option 1. Adopt the Resolution presented in Exhibit 1 of the City Council Packet Materials 

This option would adopt the UFMP providing the City with a policy guide for managing, enhancing, and 
growing trees in the City of Sammamish over the next twenty years as well as setting the framework 
for developing the Plan's implementation strategies.     

  

Option 2. Adopt the Resolution presented in Exhibit 1 of the City Council packet materials as further 
amended. 

This option would adopt the UFMP as further amended by the City Council.  The UFMP will provide the 
City with a policy guide for managing, enhancing, and growing trees in the City of Sammamish over the 
next twenty years as well as setting the framework for developing the Plan's implementation 
strategies. 

  

Option 3. Deny the Resolution presented in Exhibit 1 of the City Council packet materials.  

This option would deny the adoption of the UFMP which would result with the City not having a policy 
guide for managing, enhancing, and growing trees in the City of Sammamish over the next twenty 
years as well as not set the framework for developing the Plan's implementation strategies.  Should 
City Council select this option, direction to staff will be required as will possible amendments to the 
Community Development Department work program to accommodate such direction. 

 

RELATED CITY GOALS, POLICIES, AND MASTER PLANS: 

Comprehensive Plan Policy EC.10.10 - Create and support a robust and comprehensive Urban Forestry 
Management Plan starting in 2016. 
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 1  

CITY OF SAMMAMISH 
WASHINGTON 

Resolution No. R2019-___ 

___________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH, 

WASHINGTON RELATED TO ADOPTION OF THE URBAN 

FOREST MANAGEMENT PLAN AND INCORPORATION 

BY REFERENCE INTO THE SAMMAMISH 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

 

 

WHEREAS, the purpose of the Urban Forest Management Plan is to provide a policy guide 

for managing, enhancing, and growing trees in the City of Sammamish over the next twenty years.  

 

WHEREAS, the public process for the Urban Forest Management Plan provided for early 

and continuous public participation via a variety of engagement opportunities throughout the 

plan development process, including regular public meetings, open houses and workshops, a 

community survey, and multiple stakeholder discussions; and 

 

WHEREAS, joint public meetings were held between the Planning Commission and the 

Parks and Recreation Commission on February 1, 2018 and June 21, 2018; and 

 

WHEREAS, a work session was held by the Parks and Recreation Commission on 

September 5, 2018; and 

 

WHEREAS, study sessions were held by the City Council on February 5, 2018, July 9, 

2018 and October 9, 2018; and 

 

WHEREAS, work sessions were held by the Planning Commission on September 20, 

2018, and May 16, 2019, followed by a public hearing on June 20, 2019; and 

 

WHEREAS, on June 20, 2019, the Planning Commission voted to recommend that the 

City Council adopt the Urban Forest Management Plan, as amended; and 

 

WHEREAS, on July 18, 2019, the Planning Commission held a public hearing and voted 

to recommend that the City Council adopt related amendments to the Comprehensive Plan 

necessary to incorporate the Urban Forest Management Plan; and 

 

WHEREAS, a joint meeting was held between the City Council and the Planning 

Commission on October 15, 2019, and 

 

WHEREAS, on October 15, 2019, the City Council was presented with the Planning 

Commission’s recommended draft of the Urban Forest Management Plan, and the related 
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 2  

amendments to the Comprehensive Plan necessary to incorporate the Urban Forest Management 

Plan; and 

 

WHEREAS, on November 4, 2019 the City Council opened and closed a public hearing 

on the Urban Forest Management Plan; and 

 

WHEREAS, on November 4, 2019, the City Council also opened and closed a separate 

public hearing on the related amendments to the Comprehensive Plan necessary to incorporate 

the Urban Forest Management Plan; and 

 

WHEREAS, on November 4, 2019, City Council voted to approve the Urban Forest 

Management Plan as presented by staff for later adoption in the consolidated ordinance further 

described below; and  

 

WHEREAS, an environmental review of the Urban Forest Management Plan and the 

related amendments to the Comprehensive Plan was conducted in accordance with the 

requirements of the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), including review of a complete SEPA 

checklist; and 

 

WHEREAS, on August 5, 2019, a non-project SEPA threshold determination of non-

significance (DNS) was issued for the Urban Forest Management Plan and related amendments to 

the Comprehensive Plan and no appeals were filed; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City of Sammamish plans under Chapter 36.70A RCW, the Washington 

State Growth Management Act (“GMA”), which requires cities to adopt a comprehensive plan that 

is consistent with the GMA; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council updated the Sammamish Comprehensive Plan in accordance 

with RCW 36.70A.130 on October 26, 2015 (“2015 Comprehensive Plan”) by adopting Ordinance 

O2015-396; and   

 

WHEREAS, the City of Sammamish’s 2015 Comprehensive Plan includes policy 

EC.10.10, which calls for staff to “create and support a robust and comprehensive Urban Forestry 

Management Plan starting in 2016”; and  

 

WHEREAS, the GMA requires internal consistency among comprehensive plan elements 

and applicable plans; and 

 

WHEREAS, to ensure that comprehensive plans remain relevant and up to date, the 

GMA requires each jurisdiction to establish procedures whereby amendments to the Plan are 

considered by the City Council (RCW 36.70A.130(2)), and limits adoption of these amendments 

to once each year unless an emergency or other exception exists; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City of Sammamish has established a procedure for amending the 

Comprehensive Plan in Chapter 24A of the Sammamish Municipal Code (SMC), which 
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generally limits adoption of amendments to the Comprehensive Plan to no more than once 

each year; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted Resolution R2018-811 on December 4, 2018 

identifying the 2019 docketed Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendments, including an 

amendment to the Environment and Conservation Element of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan for 

consistency with the Urban Forest Management Plan; and 

 

 WHEREAS, to comply with RCW 36.70A.130(2), the 2020 adoption of previously 

docketed items will occur in early 2020 in the form of a consolidated ordinance adopting at one 

time all previously approved amendments; and 

 

WHEREAS, the consolidated ordinance adopting docketed Annual Comprehensive Plan 

Amendments in 2020 will include an amendment to the Environment and Conservation Element 

of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan, referencing the Urban Forest Management Plan; and  

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH, 

WASHINGTON, DO RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 

 

Section 1.  Urban Forest Management Plan Adoption.  The City Council of the City of 

Sammamish hereby approves the Urban Forest Management Plan in the form set forth in 

Attachment 1.  The City Council intends to incorporate into the Comprehensive Plan, by 

reference, the Urban Forest Management Plan as part of the consolidated ordinance adopting the 

docketed Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendments referenced above. 

 

Section 2.  Effective Date. This Resolution shall take effect and be in force upon passage 

and signatures thereon.  

 

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AT A REGULAR MEETING THEREOF ON 

THE ___ DAY OF ______________ 2019. 

      

 

  CITY OF SAMMAMISH 

 

 

 

       ________________________ 

     Mayor, Christie Malchow  

 

 

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED: 

 

 

 

_________________________ 

Melonie Anderson, City Clerk 
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Approved as to form: 

 

 

 

_________________________ 

Michael R. Kenyon, City Attorney 

 

 

Filed with the City Clerk:   

Passed by the City Council:   

Publication Date:   

Resolution No. 
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“There are many trees for us 
to observe, and as we study 
the complexity of trees, 
we realize maybe they are 
more like an encyclopedia 
than a poem.  They do make 
for a lovely poem, but it 
takes a lot of study to truly 
understand their value.”

LARRY CRANDALL,  
PLANNING COMMISSIONER 
(2016)
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The purpose of the Urban Forest 
Management Plan (UFMP) is to provide 
a policy guide for managing, enhancing, 
and growing trees in the City of 
Sammamish over the next twenty (20) 
years. The Plan includes long-range goals 
to promote resilience, species diversity, 
and sustainable canopy cover. An urban 
forest is defined as all of the trees and 
woody shrubs growing within an urban 
area, and the UFMP further delineates 
the publicly-managed trees along streets, 
in parks, and at City facilities as the 
community urban forest. The Plan also 
includes considerations for privately-
owned trees because of their function 
and contribution to the sustainability of 
the broader urban forest in Sammamish. 

The UFMP will:

• Illustrate the value and benefits of trees  
to the City.

• Promote a shared vision of the urban 
forest and sense of collaboration between 
community residents in support of it.

• Establish benchmarks and metrics  
to monitor the long-term success of  
management strategies.

• Enhance the health and sustainability  
of the community urban forest.

• Increase the benefits that are provided 
to Sammamish and the region by the 
community urban forest. 

• Ensure that resources are in place to 
support the care and management of the 
community’s trees. 

The Plan identifies both long- and short-
term goals in support of this purpose and 
determines the appropriate level of resources 
required to adequately manage community 
trees. It is designed to be flexible and 
dynamic, allowing for the exploration and 
implementation of the actions as funding  
and resources permit. 

ART IN THE URBAN FOREST 
MANAGEMENT PLAN

As part of the development of the UFMP, 
the City organized the “My Sammamish 
Forest” photo contest with help from 
the Sammamish Art Commission. The 
City created the contest to highlight the 
different ways that Sammamish residents 
appreciate and celebrate the City’s urban 
forest. Over 250 photo entries were 
submitted to the photo contest by nearly 
100 photographers. Many of these photos 
are included in this document. 

Scope & Purpose

SCOPE & PURPOSE

GOALS IN THE PLAN 
Watch for this icon. It indicates where the research 
and information presented in this plan has 
inspired specific goals or objectives in this plan.

6
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Spending any amount of time outdoors 
in the City of Sammamish will reveal  
the richness and diversity of the natural 
resources spread throughout the 
community. Because of the area’s  
historic association with logging 
operations, much of the community  
has an abundance of remnant forests, 
with many trees visible amongst 
buildings and roadways. A generous  
mix of native trees and planted nursery 
specimens populate the landscape 
throughout the community. 

These trees provide shade, freshen the air, soften the built 
environment, and allow residents and visitors to readily 
connect with nature. All the trees and woody shrubs that 
inhabit the community make up Sammamish’s urban forest 
resource. However, without active management, the health 
and vitality of the urban forest is at risk. In the past, logging 
was the primary threat to Sammamish’s trees, but today, 
urbanization and an increased pace of development have 
created uncertainty for the future of the urban forest. 

In 2015 the City adopted a Comprehensive Plan that formally 
recognizes the importance of conservation of the urban 
forest. The Urban Forest Management Plan (UFMP) is intended 
to be a policy document that aligns with and supports the 
Comprehensive Plan and emphasizes the City’s core values of 
environmental sustainability and forest health.

The structure and organization of the UFMP are based on 
the understanding of what we have, what we want, how 
we get there, and how we are doing. This structure, termed 
“adaptive management,” is commonly used for resource 
planning and management (Miller, R.W., 1988) and provides a 
useful conceptual framework for managing community forest 
resources. To understand the urban forest, the development 
of this plan process included an Urban Tree Canopy 
Assessment. This remote sensing project establishes baseline 
information about the extent of the urban forest in the City 
and was used to facilitate conversations about community 
values, existing regulations, and policies that protect 
community trees. In addition, there were multiple internal 
and external stakeholders who played a role in the planning, 
design, care, and advocacy of the community forest, including 
the public, City departments, and related community groups.

HOW ARE WE DOING? WHAT DO WE WANT?

WHAT DO WE HAVE?

HOW DO WE GET THERE?

Executive Summary
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

WHAT DO WE HAVE? 

Sammamish’s urban forest consists of public and private 
trees. The community urban forest is defined as the trees for 
which the City of Sammamish has responsibility. This includes 
trees in parks, along rights-of-way, and at City facilities. While 
public trees along major arterials and high-profile areas are 
well-known and routinely cared for by City staff, other public 
street trees are the responsibility of the adjacent property 
owner. Aside from the information collected in conjunction 
with individual development applications, the City has only 
recently begun to track the status and location of its trees. In 
the Department of Public Works, this began with a GIS survey  
of the rights-of-way in 2016, which found an estimated 15,988 
publicly managed trees. Within the Department of Parks and 
Recreation, sections of two (2) of their fourteen (14) parks have  
had trees assessed.

Recognizing the role of trees in the community and its 
obligation to manage them, Sammamish acknowledged 
the importance of its urban forest in its Comprehensive 
Plan. Updated in 2015, elements of the Comprehensive Plan 
introduce urban forest policy objectives that have since been 
the source for many of the City’s tree management decisions, 
including the development of detailed municipal codes related 
to tree protection, preservation, and planting. 

City staff were consulted during the development of the UFMP 
to review current practices. City code and public safety are 
the primary considerations in tree care decisions. Currently, 
managers take a reactive approach to tree care by performing 
work on trees as problems are discovered, rather than a 
proactive approach which plans for and prioritizes the care 
of all trees, although they do also look for opportunities to 
strategically plant trees in public places. 

The planning process for this UFMP included an assessment 
of tree canopy. The results of the study provide a clear 
picture of the extent and distribution of tree canopy across 
Sammamish, benchmarking the tree canopy cover at 48%. 

The primary challenges and opportunities for urban forest 
management are:

• There is limited knowledge about the community
urban forest resource.

• Tree management by city staff could transition to
pro-active management.

• Tree preservation and replacement codes provide an
essential function for ensuring canopy retention, but
oversight and enforcement of tree preservation and
planting activities could be improved.

• There is potential to increase the canopy to almost 60%,
but there are no formal planting plans or other strategic
direction to achieve this.

THE CITY
Acres 13,228

Park Trees Unknown 

Street Trees (2017) 15,988

LAND COVER (2015)
Tree Canopy 48%

Grass & Vegetation 23%

Impervious Surfaces 25%

Bare Soils 2%

Open Water 2%

POTENTIAL TREE CANOPY (2015)
Maximum Potential Canopy Cover 60%

High Priority Planting Acres 226.29

INVESTMENT (2018)
Human Population 63,470

Tree Care Per Capita $8.13 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 9

WHAT DO WE WANT?

The process of managing any resource begins with defining  
what is being managed and establishing benchmarks with 
clearly defined goals and expectations. The UFMP development 
process included substantial outreach to stakeholders, 
residents, and community groups. Through open house 
forums and public meetings, an engaged set of residents 
shared common values and the belief that trees help define 
the character of Sammamish. The process provided a broad 
perspective on the challenges and opportunities that face the 
urban forest. Opinions varied on matters pertaining to the care 
of the urban forest, but the consensus was clear: protect and 
conserve as much of the urban forest as reasonably possible. 

In general, stakeholders from both the community and City 
staff share the following desired outcomes for the UFMP:

• Preservation and enhancement of tree canopy

• Sustainability, health, and safety for the community
urban forest

• Preservation and enrichment of wildlife and habitat

• Improved outreach and education

• Increased collaboration with volunteers and nonprofit groups

9
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

HOW DO WE GET THERE?

The strategic goals identified by the UFMP are organized 
around three guiding principles of a sustainable urban  
forestry program:

Urban Forest Sustainability 

The urban forest is an asset which provides benefits that the 
community wishes to protect and maintain. Associated goals 
are intended to improve the urban forest resource over the 
next twenty (20) years by developing detailed expectations 
 for the urban forest. Goals include:

(Goal UA#1) Maintain city-wide canopy cover.

(Goal UA#2) Increase and promote resilience in the urban 
forest resource. 

(Goal UA#3) Assess effectiveness of design, construction 
and development  standards that apply to 
trees and planting sites.

(Goal UA#4) Establish tree bank (fund). 

(Goal UA#5) Assess the ecosystem services provided by 
public trees and natural areas.

(Goal UA#6) Collect and maintain a complete inventory 
database of the community tree resource.

(Goal UA#7) Care for the community urban forest using the 
best available science.

Efficiency in Municipal Operations 

The city organizes its urban forestry operations in an efficient 
manner. Associated goals are intended to drive improvements 
in City policy and practices by aligning with efforts within City 
departments. Goals include:

(Goal M#1) Maintain Urban Forest Management Plan 
alignment with other City plans and policies, 
including the Comprehensive Plan.

(Goal M#2) Ensure that staff are appropriately trained to 
work safely and effectively.

(Goal M#3) Establish a formal Interdepartmental 
Working Team.

(Goal M#4) Develop annual work plans that foster routine 
operations and predictable funding.

(Goal M#5) Enhance processes for tree planting and 
plant salvage.

(Goal M#6) Review tree ordinances every 5-10 years.

Community Collaboration and Engagement 

The community will be engaged and provide support for 
urban forest management. Associated goals build stronger 
community engagement and public participation in urban 
forest stewardship. Goals include:

(Goal C#1) Maintain an engaging, user-friendly Urban 
Forestry web page

(Goal C#2) Develop outreach materials to engage and 
educate on key topics.

(Goal C#3) Pursue and maintain Tree City USA status.

(Goal C#4) Collaborate and nurture partnerships with 
other organizations.

(Goal C#5) Establish Arborist Businesses License.

(Goal C#6) Develop a wood re-use/recycle program.

HOW ARE WE DOING?

The UFMP provides an overarching framework for forestry 
operations, policies, and programs. It provides a high-level 
review of urban forest management in the City, including 
historical context and an exploration of the many benefits 
provided by Sammamish’s trees. Building upon that 
information, the Plan connects the community’s vision  
for the urban forest with appropriate goals and actions. 

The Plan provides direction and vision for the next twenty 
(20) years. Short and long-term goals will be achieved by
adapting the Plan to a five-year (5-year) cyclical review and 
adjustments to operational objectives.  The City will complete 
an annual” State of the Urban Forest” report to provide routine 
updates on the progress made on the goals of the plan. The 
City will also conduct community satisfaction surveys to 
ensure that tree management activities continue to align  
with community values.  

The City will measure its success in achieving the vision 
and goals of the UFMP, and in doing so will be able to 
demonstrate the increased value of the urban forest to the 
community and the environment. Ultimately, the purpose 
of this Plan is to protect, enhance, and celebrate the City’s 
urban forest resource. 

10
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Introduction
to the extent that trees are defined as a valued community 
resource, an important component of the urban infrastructure, 
and an integral part of the City’s identity.

VISION

The Sammamish Comprehensive Plan establishes a vision of 
the community as family-friendly, attractive, sustainable, and 
with a beautiful natural environment. In its introduction, it 
specifically recognizes the value of tree canopy as contributing 
to that vision: 

“Sammamish is a vibrant bedroom community blessed with a well-
preserved natural environment, a family-friendly, kid-safe culture, 
and unrivaled connectedness. From its expanding tree canopy, to 
its peaceful neighborhoods, to its multi-modal transportation 
resources, Sammamish captures the best of the past even as 
it embraces a burgeoning digital future and meets housing 
affordability through balanced, sustainable housing. It is a state-
of-the art community—engaged, responsive and generous in its 
support for the full range of human endeavor.” 

In aligning with this vision, this UFMP will serve as a guiding 
document for management of the urban forest in ways that 
balance our community responsibilities of environmental 
stewardship with the necessities of “human endeavor.” It will 
provide strategies for City staff to manage the forest resource, 
focusing on public lands and rights-of-way. Relating to the 
portion of the urban forest resource located on private lands, 
the UFMP will guide educational and incentive programs to 
encourage appropriate and effective tree management.

Trees play an essential role in the community 
of Sammamish, providing numerous tangible 
and intangible benefits to residents, visitors, 
neighboring communities, and wildlife. Research 
demonstrates that healthy urban trees can 
improve the local environment and lessen the 
impact of urbanization and industry (U.S. Forest 
Service, Pacific Southwest Division, 2017). Trees 
improve air quality, reduce energy consumption, 
help manage stormwater, reduce erosion, provide 
critical habitat for wildlife, and promote a 
connection with nature.

In addition to these direct improvements, healthy urban trees 
increase the overall attractiveness of a community. Research 
from Portland, Oregon, found that street trees add an average 
of $8,870 to the sales price and reduce time on the market for 
home sales by 1.7 days (Donovan and Butry, 2010). Studies 
on the business benefits of trees have shown how well-
canopied retail districts promote longer and more frequent 
shopping and greater sales (Wolf, 2007). Urban trees support 
a more livable community, fostering psychological health 
and providing residents with a greater sense of place (Kuo, 
2003). Community trees, both public and private, soften the 
urban hardscape by providing a green sanctuary and making 
the City of Sammamish a family-friendly community with 
unrivaled connectedness to nature. The City has emphasized 
the importance of trees within its Comprehensive Plan (2015) 

Trees provide a beautiful and peaceful 
aesthetic to my home, neighborhood, 
and community that is extraordinary 
and beyond value.”

SAMMAMISH RESIDENT

INTRODUCTION 11
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BENEFITS OF THE URBAN FOREST

Urban and natural forests work constantly to mitigate the 
effects of urbanization and development and to protect and 
enhance the livability of the community. This is increasingly 
evident as communities have gained tools to calculate the 
benefits of their urban forest using a complete inventory or 
sample data in conjunction with the USDA Forest Service’s 
i-Tree software. This state-of-the-art, peer-reviewed software 
suite considers regional environmental data and costs to 
quantify the ecosystem services unique to a given urban  
forest resource. 

Individual tree owners can calculate the benefits of trees to 
their property by using the National Tree Benefit Calculator 
(www.treebenefits.com/calculator) or with i-Tree Design 
www.itreetools.org/design). The National Tree Benefit 
Calculator was developed by Casey Trees and Davey 
Tree Expert Company to aid in the understanding of the 
environmental and economic value trees provide on an  
annual basis. 

To help understand these benefits, four (4) trees commonly 
found in Sammamish were selected for an introduction to tree 
benefit calculations in the following discussions; Purple leaf 
plum (Prunus cerasifera), Red maple (Acer rubrum), Douglas-fir 
(Pseudotsuga menziesii) and Big leaf maple (Acer macrophylum). 
The benefits provided by these trees vary according 
to their size and leaf area. In general, there are five (5) 
important benefits that trees provide: Water Quality, Carbon 
Sequestration, Energy Savings, Air Quality, and Socioeconomic. 

• Increasing soil capacity and infiltration – Root growth 
and decomposition increase the capacity and rate of soil 
infiltration through rainfall and snowmelt, resulting in 
slower percolation rates and increasing the filtration of 
contaminants (Xiao, et al., 2007). 

• Reducing soil erosion – Tree roots reduce the flow and 
volume of stormwater runoff, avoiding erosion and 
preventing sediments and other pollutants from entering 
streams, rivers, Lake Washington, and the Puget Sound 
(Washington Department of Ecology, 2011). 

• Providing fish and wildlife habitat – Shade from trees 
helps to cool warm urban runoff, which poses a threat 
to anadromous fish, such as salmon. Shade from trees 
provides lakeside and riparian habitat for salmon and cools 
water temperatures, increasing dissolved oxygen, which is 
essential to salmon survival (Puget Sound Partnership, 2012).

In Sammamish, a red maple (12” DBH) growing along a 
residential street would intercept an estimated 909 gallons  
of stormwater from entering City storm sewers in 2018, 
avoiding $25.25 in stormwater management costs  
(www.treebenefits.com, 2018). 

Water Quality

Urban stormwater runoff is a major source of contamination 
for the Puget Sound and riparian areas throughout 
Sammamish, threatening both human health and wildlife, 
including salmon populations. Surface water management 
regulations are becoming more stringent and costly for both 
developers and the City. By incorporating the right mix of 
urban trees into stormwater management planning, runoff 
volumes, peak stream flows, and flooding incidents may all be 
reduced; this strategy may lessen the need for constructing 
stormwater management facilities and reduce the cost 
of treatment to remove sediment and other pollutants. A 
well-functioning green infrastructure system can deliver 
water availability and filtration, flood control, and shoreline 
protection equivalent to a major physical infrastructure project 
(Action 2020, 2018). Trees improve and protect water quality in 
the following ways:

• Interception – Trees intercept rainfall in their canopy, which 
acts as a mini-reservoir. Some water evaporates from the 
canopy and some slowly soaks into the ground, reducing 
the total amount of runoff (Xiao, et al., 2000). Canopy 
interception also lessens soil compaction, which in turn 
further reduces runoff.

TABLE 1:  ANNUAL STORMWATER BENEFITS OF SOME COMMON SAMMAMISH TREES

Common  
Name

Scientific  
Name

DBH  
(inches)

Average Annual 
Benefits

Intercept Stormwater 
Runoff (gals)

Stormwater 
Value

Purple leaf plum Prunus cerasifera 6.00 $57.00 258.00 $7.18

Red maple Acer rubrum 12.00 $133.00 909.00 $25.25

Big leaf maple Acer macrophyllum 24.00 $191.00 2,035.00 $57.05

Douglas fir Pseudotsuga menziesii 24.00 $224.00 2,964.00 $82.37

Western red cedar Thuja plicata 24.00 $224.00 2,964.00 $82.37

12 INTRODUCTION

URBAN FOREST GOAL #UA5
Assess the ecosystem services provided by public 
trees and natural areas to establish additional 
metrics for management.
Objective A. Complete a resource analysis (using 
iTree or another model).
Objective B. Periodically review changes and 
improvements to benefits, composition, and  
benefit versus investment ratio.
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Carbon Sequestration

As environmental awareness continues to increase, 
governments are paying particular attention to the effects 
of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. As energy from the sun 
(sunlight) strikes the Earth’s surface, it is reflected back into 
space as infrared radiation (heat). GHGs absorb some of 
this infrared radiation and trap this heat in the atmosphere, 
increasing the temperature of the Earth’s surface. Many 
chemical compounds in the Earth’s atmosphere act as GHGs, 
including methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), carbon dioxide 
(CO2), water vapor, and human-made gases/aerosols. As GHGs 
increase, the amount of energy radiated back into space is 
reduced, and more heat is trapped in the atmosphere. An 
increase in the average temperature of the earth may result 
in changes in weather, sea levels, and land-use patterns, 
commonly referred to as climate change. In the last 150 years, 
since large-scale industrialization began, the levels of some 
GHGs, including CO2, have increased by 25% (U.S. Energy 
Information Administration, 2003). 

Trees absorb atmospheric carbon, which reduces GHGs. The 
carbon-related function of trees is measured in two (2) ways: 
storage (total stored in tree biomass) and sequestration (the 
absorption rate per year). Urban trees act as a sink of CO2 by 
storing excess carbon as biomass during photosynthesis and 
the amount of CO2 stored is proportional to the biomass  
of the trees (Gómez-Baggethun and Barton, 2013).

Urban trees reduce atmospheric carbon dioxide (CO2) in  
two (2) ways: 

• Directly – Through growth and the sequestration of CO2  
as wood and foliar biomass.

• Indirectly – By lowering the demand for heating and air 
conditioning, thereby reducing the emissions associated 
with electric power generation and natural  
gas consumption.

While the City of Sammamish does not have specific goals 
related to reducing GHG emissions, many municipalities now 
recognize how trees in the urban forest can be an important 
contributor to such efforts, especially with carbon dioxide 
(Blum, 2016). 

In Sammamish, a red maple (12” DBH) growing along a 
residential street would annually reduce* over 267 pounds 
of atmospheric carbon (www.treebenefits.com , 2018). This 
reduction can be valued at $0.46, based on a market value 
of $133.04 per ton (EPA, 2015; Interagency Working Group on 
Social Cost of Carbon, 2015). This benefit is realized from both 
sequestered and avoided atmospheric carbon. 

*Annual reductions in carbon include both carbon sequestered through tree 
growth, and carbon avoided through energy benefits.

TABLE 2:  ANNUAL CARBON SEQUESTRATION BENEFITS OF SOME COMMON SAMMAMISH TREES

Common  
Name

Scientific  
Name

DBH  
(inches)

Average Annual 
Benefits

Reduced atmospheric 
carbon (lb)

Carbon  
Value

Purple leaf plum Prunus cerasifera 6.00 $57.00 110.00 $0.36

Red maple Acer rubrum 12.00 $133.00 267.00 $0.84

Big leaf maple Acer macrophyllum 24.00 $191.00 731.00 $2.22

Douglas fir Pseudotsuga menziesii 24.00 $224.00 466.00 $1.42

Western red cedar Thuja plicata 24.00 $224.00 466.00 $1.42

13INTRODUCTION 13
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INTRODUCTION

Energy Savings

Energy costs are influenced by both generation and 
consumption. On the generation side, Puget Sound Energy 
(PSE), which serves the City of Sammamish, has initiatives 
to reduce its carbon footprint by fifty (50) percent by 
2040 through the transition from coal to cleaner energy, 
development of new product and resource development, 
and cleaner transportation (PSE, 2018). While most energy 
reduction activities on the consumption side of the equation 
focus on changing habits at home, urban trees can also play 
an important role.  They moderate air temperature in urban 
areas, which in turn creates energy savings that reduce power 
plant emissions (McPherson and Simpson, 2003). Urban trees 
and forests help conserve energy in four (4) principal ways:

Shade dwellings and impervious surfaces – Impervious 
surfaces in 2015 were assessed as 25% of the total land base 
(see tree canopy results section). Shade from trees reduces 
the amount of radiant energy absorbed and stored by these 
impervious surfaces, thereby reducing the urban heat island 
effect. Urban heat island effect is a term that describes the 
increase in urban temperatures in relation to surrounding 
locations (Simpson and McPherson, 2000). Shade from trees 
also reduces the amount of energy used to cool a structure 
(Simpson, 2002). 

Transpiration – Transpiration releases water vapor from 
tree canopies, which cools the surrounding area. Through 
shade and transpiration, trees and other vegetation within an 
urban setting modify the environment and reduce heat island 
effects. Temperature differences of more than 9°F (5°C) have 
been observed between City centers without adequate canopy 
cover and more forested suburban areas (Akbari, et al., 1997).

Wind reduction – Trees reduce wind speeds by up to 50% 
and influence the movement of air and pollutants along 
streets and out of urban canyons. By reducing air movement 
into buildings and against conductive surfaces (e.g., glass, 
metal siding), trees reduce conductive heat loss from 
buildings, translating into potential annual heating savings of 
25% (Heisler, 1986).

Green Roofs – Native trees and vegetation on rooftops can 
help reduce the urban heat island effect, decreasing heat loss 
(U.S. Department of Energy, 2004). 

In Sammamish, a red maple (12” DBH) growing along a 
residential street would conserve about 50 Kilowatt / hours of 
electricity that would otherwise be expended for cooling, and 
reduce consumption of oil or natural gas by two (2) therm(s) 
(www.treebenefits.com , 2018). This can be represented 
as about $5.49 in energy savings. A 24” DBH Douglas fir 
conserves 90 Kilowatt / hours valued at $7.19 per tree. 

TABLE 3:  ANNUAL ENERGY BENEFITS OF SOME COMMON SAMMAMISH TREES

Common  
Name

Scientific  
Name

DBH  
(inches)

Average Annual 
Benefits

Conserved 
(Kilowatt hours)

Energy  
Value

Purple leaf plum Prunus cerasifera 6.00 $57.00 15.00 $1.74

Red maple Acer rubrum 12.00 $133.00 50.00 $5.49

Big leaf maple Acer macrophyllum 24.00 $191.00 88.00 $7.75

Douglas fir Pseudotsuga menziesii 24.00 $224.00 90.00 $7.19

Western red cedar Thuja plicata 24.00 $224.00 90.00 $7.19

Sammamish’s quality of life is enhanced 
by the presence of urban forests and 
large old growth trees. The Beauty of 
the city, the reduction of heat island 
effect, the increase in air quality, the 
presence of wildlife, all contribute in 
making Sammamish unique and where  
I want to live.”

SAMMAMISH RESIDENT
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INTRODUCTION

Air Quality

Urban trees improve air quality in five fundamental ways:

• Reducing particulate matter (e.g., dust and smoke)

• Absorbing gaseous pollutants

• Providing shade and transpiration

• Reducing power plant emissions

• Increasing oxygen levels

Trees and forests protect and improve air quality by 
intercepting particulate matter (PM10), including dust, ash, 
pollen, and smoke. The particles are filtered and held in the 
tree canopy where they are eventually washed harmlessly to 
the ground. Trees and forests also absorb harmful gaseous 
pollutants like ozone (O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), and sulfur 
dioxide (SO2). A net effect of increased tree cover in urban 
areas is a reduction in ozone concentrations (Dixon and Wolf, 
2007). Urban forests have a positive impact on air quality 
through absorption of pollutants by vegetation canopy, 
sequestration of atmospheric carbon dioxide in woody 
biomass, and reduction of summertime air temperatures 
and associated ozone formation. Shade and transpiration 
reduce the formation of O3, which is created during higher 
temperatures. Scientists are now finding that some trees 
may absorb more volatile organic compounds (VOCs) than 
previously thought (Karl, T. et al 2010; Science NOW, 2010). 
VOCs are a class of carbon-based particles emitted from 
automobile exhaust, lawnmowers, and other human activities.  
         

TABLE 4:  ANNUAL CARBON SEQUESTRATION BENEFITS OF SOME COMMON SAMMAMISH TREES

Common  
Name

Scientific  
Name

DBH  
(inches)

Average Annual 
Benefits

Reduced Atmospheric 
Carbon (lb) Carbon Value

Purple leaf plum Prunus cerasifera 6.00 $57.00 110.00 $0.36

Red maple Acer rubrum 12.00 $133.00 267.00 $0.84

Big leaf maple Acer macrophyllum 24.00 $191.00 731.00 $2.22

Douglas fir Pseudotsuga menziesii 24.00 $224.00 466.00 $1.42

Western red cedar Thuja plicata 24.00 $224.00 466.00 $1.42
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Health, Aesthetic, Habitat, and Socioeconomic Benefits

While perhaps the most difficult to quantify, the health, 
aesthetic, habitat, and socioeconomic benefits from trees are 
among their greatest contributions. These benefits include:

• Human health

• Reduced illness and reliance on medication

• Quicker recovery from injury or illness

• Reduction in violent crime

• Beautification, comfort, and aesthetics

• Shade and privacy

• Wildlife habitat

• Opportunities for recreation

• Creation of a sense of place and history

• Heightened business activity

• Increased property values

Research has found that exposure to nature, including trees, 
has a healthy impact on humans both mentally and physically. 
Children with ADHD experienced reduced symptoms when 
they were exposed to green environments and spent time in 
nature (Faber and Kuo, 2006). Encounters with nearby nature 
(e.g., forest bathing, sitting under individual trees, time spent 
in parks and gardens) are important for walkability, weight 
loss, immune function, child development, mental health, and 
the treatment of senior dementia (Wolf, 2016). Research has 
also shown that hospital patients with access to live vegetation 
experienced shorter hospitalizations, faster recovery times, 
fewer intakes of postoperative analgesics, more positive 
physiological responses, and less pain, anxiety, and fatigue. 
Patients with views of living plants in their rooms also felt 
more positively about their rooms and evaluated them with 
higher satisfaction (Park, 2006). 

Sociologists have found that green spaces also increase 
community health by reducing crime and aggressive behavior. 
Research shows that the more greenery around a building’s 
surroundings the fewer total crimes are committed. Residents 
in public housing in Chicago reported 25% fewer domestic 
crimes when landscapes and trees were planted near their 
homes (Kuo and Sullivan, 2001). Further, a study of individuals 
living in twenty-eight (28) identical high-rise apartment units 
found residents who live near green spaces had a stronger 
sense of community, better mental health, coped better with 
stress and hardship, were less violent, and managed problems 
more effectively than those living away from green space (Kuo 
and Sullivan, 2001). Green stormwater infrastructure is also 
associated with reduced narcotic use and distribution (Kondo 
et al., 2015). While some of these benefits are intangible and/
or difficult to quantify, empirical evidence of these benefits 
does exist (Kaplan, 1989; Ulrich, 1986). 

INTRODUCTION16

PU
BLIC HEARIN

G
S #12.

Page 205 of 421



Trees and forest lands provide habitat (foraging, nesting, 
spawning, etc.) for mammals, birds, fish, and other aquatic 
species. Trees preserve habitat and create movement 
corridors for wildlife. Further, trees can offer pollinators a 
valuable source of flowering plants. By including an array of 
flowering trees that provide pollen and nectar in the urban 
forest, honeybees are provided with additional food sources. 
Habitat creation and enhancement increase biodiversity 
and complement many other beneficial functions of the 
urban forest (Haddad et al., 2015). This indicates a solution 
for conservation and restoration measures that improves 
landscape connectivity, which will reduce extinction rates  
and help maintain ecosystem services.

There is evidence that trees promote economic activity by 
stimulating more frequent and extended shopping and a 
willingness to pay more for goods and parking (Wolf, 2007). 
Shoppers are willing to travel more often, for more time, and 
over greater distance to a retail district with trees, and once 
arrived, would spend more time at the destination (Wolf, 
2013). Proximity to trees generates better school performance, 
lessens workplace illness, and improves concentration, all of 
which yield an increase to overall productivity. In addition, 
trees throughout the urban environment (and especially 
among vacant lot conversions and streets) promote active 
living connectors and reduce crime rates. Thus, trees provide 
for their community by generating new economic income and 
removing judicial system costs (Wolf, 2013).

Some of these benefits are captured as a percentage of 
property values, through higher sales prices where individual 
trees and forests are located. According to Donovan and Butry 
(2010), street trees increase residential property value and 
reduce the average time of selling a residential property. Their 
research also found that the benefits of street trees spill over 
to neighboring residences. 

In Sammamish, a red maple (12” DBH) growing along a 
residential street increases adjacent property value by 
$99 and increases leaf surface area by 233 square feet per 
year (www.treebenefits.com, 2018). Douglas fir (24” DBH) 
increases adjacent property value and leaf surface area by 
$128 in property value and 301 square feet of leaf surface 
area per tree.            

TABLE 5:  ANNUAL BENEFITS TO PROPERTY VALUE FOR SOME COMMON SAMMAMISH TREES
Common  

Name
Scientific  

Name
DBH  

(inches)
Average Annual 

Benefits
Leaf Surface  

Area (ft2)
Property  

Value

Purple leaf plum Prunus cerasifera 6.00 $57.00 111.00 $47.00

Red maple Acer rubrum 12.00 $133.00 233.00 $99.00

Big leaf maple Acer macrophyllum 24.00 $191.00 281.00 $119.67

Douglas fir Pseudotsuga menziesii 24.00 $224.00 301.00 $128.00

Western red cedar Thuja plicata 24.00 $224.00 301.00 $128.00
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What do we have?
COMMUNITY HISTORY

Prior to the 1800’s, Sammamish was home to Native 
Americans, including Duwamish and Snoqualmie tribes. 
English settlements began to appear in the 1880s and 1890s 
associated with logging and farming activity. In the late 1930s 
through the 1970s, resorts in places like Pine Lake and Beaver 
Lake helped increase the popularity of the Sammamish 
plateau. As the region’s population grew, development on 
the plateau increased, and by 1985 the community began 
discussing incorporation. The discussion continued over 
many years, and on August 31, 1999, the City of Sammamish 
was officially incorporated (Dougherty, 2008). Sammamish’s 
population continued to grow and, from 2018 estimates, is 
currently 63,470 over a land area of 20.4 square miles. To this 
day, and as evidenced by the abundance of remnant forest 
from the area’s historical logging operations, the character  
 of the City is defined by its trees.

To effectively manage the urban forest, it is 
essential to have knowledge and understanding 
of what exists today. This section lays the 
groundwork for the goals and policies of the 
UFMP with historical context, current policies, 
practices, and data-based understanding about 
the existing state of the urban forest. As a 
summary and synthesis of available information, 
this section can be referenced as a benchmark 
when evaluating and implementing actions that 
will impact the urban forest in the future.
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HISTORY OF URBAN FORESTRY IN SAMMAMISH

As a relatively new city in King County, most of the current 
forest conditions can still be traced back to early logging 
and agricultural practices. More recent changes in the urban 
forest have been influenced primarily by new development. 
Homeowners in older homes around the City often have 
mature native trees like Douglas-Fir, Western red cedar and 
Big leaf maple around their property that could be considered 
second growth forest. Newer neighborhoods typically have a 
more diverse species palette of younger urban trees. 

Prior to the City’s incorporation, the land was governed and 
managed by King County. Early environmental planning to 
manage the growing population became a legal obligation 
with the state’s adoption of the Growth Management Act in 
1990. Once the City incorporated, it was required to adopt 
a Comprehensive Plan (CP), which it did in 2003. This set an 
early stage for the City to adopt its own guiding principles 
and environmental quality goals that complied with this 
legislation, and trees were quickly recognized as important to 
Sammamish. In 2004, the City adopted a Parks Recreation and 
Open spaces Plan (PRO Plan), which gave additional direction 
to managing public natural areas in the City. The PRO Plan was 
revised in 2012 and included a vision to “serve as a steward 
of the environment to preserve and protect our natural 
resources.”   

A third Plan, the Trails, Bikeways and Paths Plan (2004), 
included urban forest management in the City as part of a 
vision for an integrated system of transportation options that 
de-emphasized the differences between recreation facilities 
and transportation facilities. It considered environmental 
sensitivity to significant trees in trail development and 
referenced the importance of keeping room for trees in the 
streetscape environment for pedestrian value as Plan goals.

During the last decade, the City revised the CP and the PRO 
Plan in 2015 and 2018, respectively. While working through 
these Plan updates, the City began to develop more specific 
definitions and rules related to trees, resulting in further 
protections through ordinances passed in 2015.

From these related events, it is clear that the community  
has assumed an increasing level of care for the urban forest 
and would benefit from focused long-term strategic planning. 
Increasingly complex regulations from the State and Federal 
Government relating to environmental stewardship 
requirements have also played a significant role in  
defining the level of care for the urban forest that  
exists in Sammamish today.

SAMMAMISH HERITAGE SOCIETY

By 1930, most of the area along the eastern 
shore of Lake Sammamish and in the hills just 
above the lake had been logged out and logging 
operations had moved several miles east onto 
the Plateau. By the 1940s, much of this inland 
area on the Plateau was logged out as well.”
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THE URBAN FOREST RESOURCE

Sammamish’s urban forest includes all public and private 
trees within the limits of the city. A subset of the overall 
urban forest, the community tree resource, is comprised of 
publicly-owned trees on rights-of-way, in parks, and at city 
facilities. The community tree resource is actively managed by 
the City of Sammamish. Private trees, the other large subset 
of the urban forest, are managed by property owners.  This 
subset has additional challenges as owners may prioritize 
the care of their trees against other property maintenance 
costs and their vision for their properties. However, since 
all trees contribute to the quality of life and provide critical 
environmental benefits to the community, there are policies 
and requirements for the preservation of the entire resource.  

To gain a more comprehensive understanding of the urban 
forest, the City of Sammamish partnered with the University 
of Washington (UW) to provide an assessment of the status 
of the tree canopy and other primary land cover across the 
City. The assessment, completed in early 2018, was the result 
of a UW research project (Dyson and Patterson, 2018) that 
evaluated two (2) sources of high-resolution aerial imagery: 
the National Agriculture Imagery Program, and aerial imagery 
from the 2015 Regional Aerials (City Consortium project). A key 
outcome of the project is a Geographic Information System 
(GIS) map layer of tree canopy across Sammamish. 

Tree canopy is measured as the layer of leaves, branches, 
and stems of trees and other woody plants that cover 
the ground when viewed from above. The amount and 
distribution of leaf surface area is the driving force behind an 
urban forest’s ability to produce benefits for the community 
(Clark et al, 1997). As canopy cover increases, so do the 
benefits. Understanding the location and extent of tree 
canopy is important to developing and implementing sound 
management strategies. 

The results of the study provide a clear picture of the extent 
and distribution of tree canopy within Sammamish. The 
dataset enhances the City’s existing GIS database and provides 
countless opportunities to analyze tree canopy in conjunction 
with other geographic, demographic, and socio-economic 
data layers. Analysis can be performed at virtually any level 
from the city as a whole down to the individual parcel level. 
This information provides a foundation for making informed 
decisions about management and polices affecting the urban 
forest, including:

• Benchmarking the location and extent of tree canopy along
with other primary land cover

• The ability to assess changes over time

• Identification and prioritization of potential planting sites
and underserved areas

• Opportunities for enhancing wildlife corridors and trail
systems with contiguous tree canopy

The data, combined with existing best management practices 
and emerging research, will help urban forest resource 
managers identify and assess urban forest opportunities and 
find a balance between growth and preservation. 

Land Cover Summary

The City of Sammamish encompasses a total area of 20.4 
square miles (13,228 acres) with 6,357 acres of tree canopy 
(Figure 6). Davey Resource Group (DRG) analyzed the land 
cover data developed by UW to develop the following 
information that characterizes existing land cover in 
Sammamish:

• 48% (6,357 acres) existing canopy coverage, including trees 
and woody shrubs

• 51% is coniferous tree type

• 49% is deciduous tree type

• The majority of this canopy (75%) is in good health

• 25% impervious surfaces, including roads, parking lots, and 
structures (3,311 acres)

• 12% (1,542 acres) is pervious surface, typically grass

• 14% (1,794 acres) have understory and low growing vegetation

• 2% (254 acres) open water

• A potential for 59.8% canopy cover, considering suitable 
planting sites (1,556 acres) and the existing canopy (6,357 
acres), for a total of 7,913 acres

• 51.3% (5,659 acres) of existing canopy is on privately-owned land

• 363 acres of tree canopy in 680 acres of parks

• The average canopy in parks is 57.6% with Beaver Lake Park 
having the highest level at 73.6% (58.31 acres)

• Trees are providing nearly $3.1 million annually through air 
quality improvements and stormwater mitigation

• Stored carbon, as woody biomass, is valued at $28.2 million

FIGURE 6: Land Cover Distribution
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FIGURE 7: Map Illustration of Land Cover Distribution

FIGURE 9: Forest Composition

Relative to its neighbors, Sammamish has a high level of tree 
canopy. Based on a 2006 assessment, only Issaquah’s canopy 
has been measured to be higher (51%); however, conditions 
may have changed over the last 12 years. Understanding 
regional canopy cover can provide greater context for urban 
forest planning in Sammamish.

Forest Composition

The UW land cover assessment provides a basic indication 
of the forest composition, estimating that conifer species 
account for 51% of Sammamish’s urban forest. Deciduous 
species account for the remaining 49%. The overall species 
composition was not determined.

FIGURE 8: Percentage Canopy of Neighboring Cities
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URBAN FOREST GOAL #UA1
Maintain Overall Canopy Cover
Objective C. Assess urban canopy every ten (10) 
years to determine changes and evaluate progress.
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Very Good 35%

FIGURE 10: Tree Canopy Health
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Good 40%

Tree Canopy Health

Using methodology developed at the University of 
California, Davis (Xiao and McPherson, 2005), DRG analyzed 
multispectral, high-resolution, spatial data to remotely assess 
the overall health of the urban forest. The methodology 
applies algorithms that generate a relative health index rating 
based on the reflection of infrared light off the canopy. While 
this process does not result in a condition (or health) rating 
for individual trees, it does identify areas where canopy is 
showing stress. The resulting GIS map layer can be used to 
target areas where further inspection is warranted. A site 
inspection, including observation, verification, and sampling 
(foliar/soil) can provide additional information for diagnosis 
and treatment if necessary. 

The analysis determined that approximately 75% of tree 
canopy is in good health. 6% of the overall tree canopy is 
showing indications of poor health and another 3% appears to 
be dead or dying (Figure 10). This information indicates at least 
some level of functional loss in environmental benefits from 
9% of the overall urban forest canopy. City staff have observed 
signs of laminated root rot, drought and other emerging pests 
or diseases of concern that may be accounted for within this 
assessment. 

Watershed Sub-Basins

The City of Sammamish has identified and mapped 14 
watershed sub-basins within city limits. Stormwater runoff from 
these sub-basins flows into creeks and streams and eventually 
into Lake Sammamish. The Monohon sub-basin has greatest 
canopy cover (57%), followed by Panhandle (56%), and Beaver 
Lake (52%). Mystic Lake has the lowest canopy cover at 30%.

The largest sub-basin, Laughing Jacobs (2,129 acres) has 939 
acres of tree canopy and an overall canopy cover of 44%. 
Based on existing land cover, the Laughing Jacobs sub-basin 
has the potential to support a total of 1,256 acres of tree 
canopy and 59% canopy cover.

Water quality mapping has identified the Pine Lake Creek 
and Beaver Lake sub-basins as critical drainage areas with 
sensitive lakes (Sammamish, 2017). Beaver Lake currently 
has 52% canopy cover that could potentially be increased to 
61%. Pine Lake Creek currently has 49% canopy cover that 
could be increased up to 62% with additional tree planting. 
By identifying canopy metrics for sub-basins, the City has 
baseline measures to support targeted improvements using 
trees to improve water quality and watershed health.

Environmental Services

Sammamish’s land cover was analyzed using i-Tree Hydro 
and Canopy to estimate the environmental benefits that 
trees provide for to stormwater management, atmospheric 
carbon reduction, and decreased air pollution. To date, trees in 
Sammamish are storing 800,558 tons of carbon in their leaves 
and woody biomass, valued at $28.2 million.*

Each year, the urban forest provides nearly $3.1 million in 
additional benefits, including:  

• Capturing 87.8 million gallons of stormwater runoff, valued
at more than $2.4 million.**

• Improving air quality by removing 180 tons of pollutants
(CO, NO2, O3, SO2, and PM10), valued at $626,579.

• Sequestering an additional 26,859 tons of carbon, valued
at $946,916.

*Carbon valuations are for stored, sequestered and avoided
carbon based on approximately $133 per ton (EPA, 2015).

**Stormwater benefits derived from value of avoided runoff 
at $0.00279 per gallon (McPherson, 2002)

URBAN FOREST 
GOAL #UA2
Increase and promote 
resilience in the 
urban forest. 
Objective C. Develop 
an integrated Pest 
Management Program 
to assess and mitigate 
forest health issues.
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*Tree Canopy Acres may not equal original land cover metrics. The 7-class landcover dataset with the tree canopy for conifer/deciduous did not
have data for the two missing areas with corrupt tiles. Evergreen canopy information was unavailable in those areas.

FIGURE 11:  Tree Canopy By Watershed Sub-Basin (2015)
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TABLE 12:  ANNUAL STORMWATER BENEFITS OF SOME COMMON SAMMAMISH TREES

Sub Basin
Basin 
Acres

Coniferous 
Acres*

Coniferous 
% of Total 

Canopy
Deciduous 

Acres*

Deciduous 
% of Total 

Canopy
Canopy 
Acres*

Canopy 
Cover %

Maximum 
Potential 

UTC %

Allen Lake 322 46 36 82 64 128 40 49

Mystic Lake 112 12 36 21 64 34 30 45

Beaver Lake 793 193 46 223 54 416 53 61

Evans Creek 1944 566 57 425 43 991 52 61

Patterson Creek 968 157 43 207 57 365 38 52

North Fork Issaquah 
Creek 689 167 60 111 40 278 40 49

Laughing Jacobs 2129 526 56 413 44 939 44 59

Inglewood 1701 365 47 418 53 783 46 59

Thompson 774 194 54 168 46 362 47 66

Panhandle 1043 281 48 300 52 582 56 62

Monohon 1253 365 51 354 49 719 57 68

Pine Lake Creek 1212 298 50 294 50 591 49 62

Zackuse 253 64 51 61 49 125 49 60

Issaquah Creek 29 3 35 6 65 9 56 76

Average 945 231 48 220 52 452 47 59
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Tree Canopy by Park

Sammamish has twelve (12) public parks across 368 acres. 
The average canopy cover in these areas is 64% (Table 13). 
Steven and Rosina Kipper Preserve has the highest overall tree 
cover (97.5%), followed by Beaver Lake Preserve (95%), and 
Northeast Sammamish Park (82%). Illahee Trail Park has the 
lowest canopy cover at 11.7%.

Sammamish’s largest park is Beaver Lake Park (79.2 acres), 
which has 73% (58.3 acres) canopy cover. Northeast 
Sammamish Park is the smallest park (5.8 acres) with 4.7 acres 
of canopy (82.0% canopy cover).

Outside of the City Limits, the City manages two parks, Evans 
Creek Preserve and 30-Acre Park.  Both were excluded from 
the tree canopy analysis because they were outside the 
City boundaries but will be subject to the goals and policies 
established in this Plan.

Overall, the land cover analysis identified 46 acres across all 
parks where additional trees might potentially be planted. 
Sammamish Commons has the greatest area of potential 
planting sites (18 acres). 

Tree Canopy and Golf Courses

There are two private golf courses in the City that manage over 
129 acres of tree canopy within the City. These include the 
larger Sahalee Golf & Country Club, which has 44% (93.7 acres) 
tree canopy coverage, while the smaller, Plateau Golf and 
Country Club, has fewer canopied acres. Both properties have 
almost the same theoretical maximum UTC (44.75%).  

These properties that have special landscaping goals and 
objectives focused on maintaining the quality of the golf 
course. This can constrain new tree planting and limit potential 
increases in canopy cover.    

Park Acres
 Canopy 

Acres
Canopy 

Cover (%)

Preferred 
Plantable 

Acres
Preferred 

Plantable (%)

Maximum 
Potential 
UTC (%)

Beaver Lake Park 79 58 74 4 6 79

Beaver Lake Preserve 56 53 95 0 1 96

Big Rock Park 36 24 65 11 31 97

East Sammamish Park 19 8 42 1 6 48

Ebright Creek Park 12 5 42 3 28 70

Illahee Trail Park 13 1 12 4 30 42

Klahanie Park 64 36 57 0 1 57

NE Sammamish Park 6 5 82 0 7 89

Pine Lake Park 19 13 70 0 3 72

Sammamish Commons 39 8 22 18 47 68

Sammamish Landing Park 7 5 71 1 19 90

Steven & Rosina Kipper Preserve 17 17 97 0 0 98

TOTAL 368 234 64% 46 12% 76%

TABLE 13: SUMMARY OF TREE CANOPY BY PARK (2015)

Golf Course Acres
 Canopy 

Acres
Canopy 

Cover (%)

Preferred 
Plantable 

Acres
Preferred 

Plantable (%)

Maximum 
Potential 
UTC (%)

Sahalee Golf & Country Club 212 94 44 2 1 45

Plateau Golf & Country Club 100 36 36 8 8 44

TOTAL 312 129 41 10 3% 45%

TABLE 14: SUMMARY OF TREE CANOPY BY GOLF COURSE (2015)
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WHAT DO WE HAVE?

General Land Use Translation Acres
 Canopy 

Acres
Canopy 

Cover (%)

Preferred 
Plantable 

Acres

Preferred 
Plantable 

(%)

Maximum 
Potential 
UTC (%)

Low-Density residential (R-1 thru R-4) 8893 4921 55% 1047 12% 67%

Medium-Density Residential (R-6 thru R-8) 2272 946 42% 332 15% 56%

High-Density Residential (R-12 thru R-18) 205 67 33% 17 8% 41%

Commercial / Office (CB, NB, O) 75 11 14% 4 5% 19%

Town Center (all zones) 240 107 45% 58 24% 69%

TABLE 16: SUMMARY OF TREE CANOPY BY ZONE

Tree Canopy by Zone

One way to explore urban tree canopy (and understand its 
potential) is to look at how it relates to zoning. Zoning is the 
practice of mapping designated zones to regulate the use, 
form, design, and compatibility of property development to 
manage and direct development. Tree canopy cover can vary 
widely between different zoning classifications. The zoning 
classifications of Sammamish can be generally categorized as 
Commercial, Residential, and Town Center. 

Residentially zoned parcels make up the largest proportion 
of the City’s area (11,370 acres, or 86%). Residentially zoned 
parcels have a total of 5,934 acres of tree canopy and a canopy 
cover of 52%. Commercially zoned parcels have a much lower 
canopy cover (14%). 

FIGURE 15: Percentage Canopy Cover Within Zones
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Tree Canopy and Development

The urban tree canopy is routinely impacted by development. 
City regulations are intended to moderate canopy loss 
and require replacement tree plantings when a property is 
developed. Through a GIS query of undeveloped properties 
(2018), the City estimates there are 779 remaining acres of 
land with a high potential for development. These parcels 
currently have 561.6 acres of tree canopy. This represents 
nearly 9% of the overall tree canopy in Sammamish. If these 
areas were completely developed with no canopy retention, 
overall canopy cover in the community would be reduced 
to less than 44%. While this is an unlikely scenario, as most 
properties require some tree retention and replanting during 
development, this remaining canopy cover represents a 
significant proportion of the City’s existing urban forest 
resource. 

The following table illustrates a range of impacts to the UTC 
in hypothetical scenarios where tree retention and tree 
replacement (as required in existing City code) is successful. 
Scenarios like this are important for the City to consider in 
order to successfully evaluate and mitigate development 
impacts to the tree canopy.

*Assumed Medium size crown diameter of 30 ft (0.162 acres of canopy)

Land Use Acres
 Canopy 

Acres
Canopy 

Cover (%)

Citywide Total 13,228.85 6,357.42 48.06%

Potential Development Acres 778.90 561.59 72.10%

Future Canopy Scenarios Land Acres Potential  
Canopy Acres Potential Canopy

After Development - No Significant Tree Retention 13,228.85 5,795.83 43.81%

After Development - 25% Significant Tree* Retention 13,228.85 5,936.23 44.87%

After Development - 40% Significant Tree* Retention 13,228.85 6,020.47 45.51%

TABLE 17: TREE CANOPY AND DEVELOPMENT

URBAN FOREST GOAL #UA1
Maintain Overall Canopy Cover
Objective B. Enhance canopy in key areas

26

PU
BLIC HEARIN

G
S #12.

Page 215 of 421



WHAT DO WE HAVE?

Owners of residential homes and developed property are 
permitted to remove either up to sixteen or twenty-four (16  
or 24) significant trees within a rolling ten-year (10-year) 
period, depending on the zoning of the property. In the 
unlikely scenario where all property owners applied for their 
maximum annual removal of significant trees and assuming 
these are medium stature trees (0.016 acres of canopy), the 
City could see the permitted removal of 2,302 acres of canopy, 
reducing community-wide canopy to 30.7% in 10 years’ time. 

Both of these scenarios explore the impacts of tree removal 
to the overall tree canopy. However, these scenarios do not 
account for tree replacements (planted trees), which would 
provide additional mitigation to the impacts from tree 
removal. Under current code requirements, for every tree 
removed in these scenarios, at least one (1) tree needs to be 
planted. Tree replacement requirements have the potential to 
replace some of lost canopy over time, recognizing that it may 
take 15 years or more for newly planted trees to mature to a 
moderate stature.

TABLE 18: TREE CANOPY AND DEVELOPMENT

General Land Use Translation Acres
Canopy 
Acres

Canopy 
Percentage 

(2015)

Removal 
Rate Per 

Acre – # of 
Significant 
Trees over 
10 years 
period

Canopy 
Acres 

Removed 
per acre of 

Lot

Canopy 
Acres 

Retained

Future 
Canopy 

Percentage 
(2025)

Low-Density Residential 
(R-1 thru R-4) 8,893 4,921 55% 24 0.39 3,002 34%

Medium-Density Residential 
(R-6 thru R-8) 2,272 946 42% 24 0.39 577 25%

High-Density Residential 
(R-12 thru R-18) 205 67 33% 10 0.16 56 27%

Commercial / Office 
(CB, NB, O) 75 11 14% 16 0.26 8 11%

Total 11,445 5,945 52% 3,643 32%

Citywide 13,229 6,357 48% 4,056 31%

URBAN FOREST GOAL #UA3
Assess effectiveness of design, construction and development standards that apply to trees and 
planting sites.
Objective D. Establish tree inspections or audit requirements in development projects to ensure 
trees planted or protected, remain healthy.
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Canopy Fragmentation

The quality of tree canopy cover can be further understood by 
analyzing forest fragmentation. The overall health of the urban 
ecosystem is highly dependent on the ability of the trees, 
plants, wildlife, insects, and humans to interact symbiotically.  
Forest fragmentation helps to describe this symbiotic 
relationship since the ecosystem health and diversity are 
supported when core canopy is contiguous, providing 
linkages between multiple patches of forest. DRG analyzed 
Sammamish’s tree canopy for fragmentation to help identify 
where additional tree planting can reduce fragmentation and 
provide greater support for wildlife corridors and trail systems 
(Map 18). 

Canopy fragmentation analysis identified the following:

• 1641 acres of Core and Perforated Canopy (25.82% of total 
canopy cover) – Tree canopy that exists within and relatively 
far from the forest/non-forest boundary (i.e., forested areas 
surrounded by more forested areas) is core canopy. Patches 
of small clearings can be described as perforated canopy.  
In the analysis methods provided by the UW, these two 
were combined.

• 2,159 acres of Edge Canopy (33.97% of total canopy cover) – 
Tree canopy that defines the boundary between core forests 
and large core forests and large non-forested land cover 
features, approximately 328 feet. When large enough, edge 
canopy may appear to be unassociated with core forests. 

• 2,557 acres of Patch Canopy (40.22% of total canopy cover) – 
Tree canopy of a small-forested area that is surrounded by 
non-forested land cover. 

The City of Sammamish has been working with King County 
to realize the vision for an approximately 28-mile greenbelt 
encircling Sammamish. This effort is referred to as the Emerald 
Necklace, where the City is partnering to create a recreational 
loop trail experience while reducing the effects of forest 
fragmentation. The trail corridor will run along the eastern 
edge of Sammamish to link parks and public lands throughout 
the area. With the inclusion of a forest fragmentation GIS map 
layer, the City can prioritize planting efforts to strengthen the 
effectiveness of these forest corridors.

The future “Emerald Necklace” trail will provide 
a recreational loop trail experience while 
reducing the effects of forest fragmentation. 
The trail corridor will run along the eastern edge 
of Sammamish and link parks and public lands 
throughout the area. 

Figure 20: Map illustration of canopy fragmentation.  
The future “Emerald Necklace” is also shown.
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Priority Planting

Some planting sites have greater potential to maximize the benefits of trees than others. 
With this in mind, canopy assessment results were analyzed to identify and prioritize 
planting potential areas.  The analysis determined, the local benefits to stormwater 
interception, erosion control, urban heat islands, and existing canopy for all areas. As 
Sammamish evaluates where to prioritize planting more trees, this data, combined with 
existing and emerging urban forestry research and applications, can help guide decisions 
that will yield the highest rate of environmental benefits. 

While the environmental factors and most optimal mix of trees for each site will vary, 
increasing the number and size of trees in high priority sites will yield the highest return 
on investment.  The analysis identified 1,500.4 acres of potential planting area and 
ranked them from very low to very high priority (Table 20).  A very low priority area is one 
where planting a tree will do little to impact stormwater, heat islands, and environmental 
conditions, and a very high priority planting site likely has high rankings in at least two (2) 
factors, and thus, tree planting in these areas is considered strategically valuable in that it 
is addressing multiple urban issues at once. 

Priority planting sites available on private property far outweigh those available on public 
property.  Often, the reason particular locations are ideal for trees is because there is a 
slope and fragmented canopy, both of which can come from private properties owners 
who have views or desire more sunlight on their property for other uses (Figure 19). As 
the City considers tree planting efforts driven by this UFMP, the real opportunities to 
enhance the urban forest will be a smaller subset of acres from this priority planting 
analysis. The strategies for tree planting will have to be developed with recognition that 
many of the best places to plant trees are on private property. 

Figure 21:  Map illustration of priority planting opportunities. 

TYPE

City-Owned 
Parcels 
(Acres)

Public 
Rights-of-

Way (Acres)

Private 
Property 
(Acres)

Very high priority planting acres 10.75 17.41 197.87

High priority planting acres 18.48 19.80 234.92

Moderate priority planting acres 23.24 22.98 326.26

Low priority planting acres 35.47 27.13 310.90

Very low priority planting acres 20.19 19.94 208.63

TOTAL ACRES 108.12 107.26 1278.59

TABLE 22: ACRES AVAILABLE FOR TREE PLANTING IN THE CITY 
PRIORITIZED BY POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS. 

URBAN FOREST GOAL #UA2
Increase and promote resilience in the urban forest
Objective A. Develop a city-wide planting plan.
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Park Trees 

The City of Sammamish includes fourteen (14) parks organized 
into two categories: city parks, and nature preserves. Together, 
these parks encompass 368 acres (2.7% of all land area). In 2017, 
the Parks and Recreation department began a partial inventory 
and inspection of trees in areas where there was concern over 
the presence of root disease within Beaver Lake Park and Pine 
Lake Park. This is a common risk management approach to 
trees in parks. The results of these partial inventories help 
prioritize tree work and identify other tree maintenance 
needs for improved forest health.  Parks staff have utilized 
this information to plan and budget for tree care work. The 
department anticipates collecting additional inventory data 
within these parks and others in the coming years. 

Street Trees

Trees within or adjacent to the public right-of-way are 
referred to as “street trees.” For safety and liability reasons, 
street trees generally require the most active and intensive 
management. These trees often pose challenges to adjacent 
infrastructure, lifting sidewalks and pavement. They require 
pruning to maintain visibility and clearance for vehicles and 
pedestrians. According to a 2016 GIS survey commissioned by 
the City, there are an estimated 15,988 trees within the right-
of-way that are owned by the City (Figure 21). The project used 
remote sensing and did not include any assessment of tree 
health or maintenance needs. It did, however, identify tree 
type, with 2,245 trees identified as conifer species and 7,643 as 
deciduous. The project identified an additional 6,100 clusters 
of trees of unknown tree type category.

The information gathered from this project provides very few 
metrics useful for planning and management. As a result, the 
City is still reliant on public reports and staff inspections to 
identify tree maintenance concerns within the right-of-way. 
A complete accounting of safety risks and liabilities remains 
largely unknown, which creates challenges for anticipating and 
budgeting for maintenance needs from year to year.

THE COMMUNITY URBAN FOREST RESOURCE 
(PUBLIC TREES)

The community urban forest consists of public trees along rights-
of-way, in parks, and at city facilities. These trees are actively 
managed by the City and provide the best opportunities to 
showcase well-managed and sustainable urban forest conditions. 
Since trees are relatively long-lived organisms, the urban 
forest often develops into a combination of well-adapted, high-
performance species mixed with other species that over time have 
proven to be less desirable and require more frequent care. As an 
urban forest evolves, managers revise their objectives for individual 
tree species based on past performance and emerging prospects 
to make efficient use of funding and labor resources. In 2017, the 
City began formally collecting information about public trees in 
parks. That same year, the Department of Public Works conducted 
a remote sensing project that identified the location of street trees. 
Both of these projects were intended to increase awareness of 
issues and liabilities and increase operational efficiency.

Figure 23: A map illustration of the Sammamish’s street 
tree population (2017)

URBAN FOREST GOAL #UA6
Collect and maintain a complete 
inventory database for the community 
tree resource (public trees).
Objective A. Develop a standard tree 
inspection protocol.
Objective B. Integrate inventory data  
into accessible management system.
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SUMMARY CONSIDERATIONS ABOUT THE 
URBAN FOREST

The UTC assessment establishes a GIS data layer that can 
be used in conjunction with other map layers to identify and 
prioritize planting sites and strategically increase canopy cover. 
With this UTC assessment, urban forest managers have the 
following opportunities to help balance development and tree 
preservation:

• Identify data-supported canopy objectives for the 
community and identify actions that will support policy 
objectives within the Comprehensive Plan.

• Use priority planting site analysis to identify new tree 
planting locations that maintain the City’s forested character 
or contribute towards reaching the City’s canopy goal.

• Use GIS canopy and land cover mapping to explore lower-
canopied watersheds (sub-basins) and identify potential 
planting sites when off-site restoration efforts are required 
from other projects. 

• Increase canopy with tree planting in areas of patch and 
fragmented canopy to reduce forest fragmentation and 
improve wildlife habitat and corridors.

In addition, urban forest managers have the following 
opportunities to leverage this information to manage  
risks and liabilities:

• Prioritize inspection of public trees based on preliminary 
canopy health assessments.

• Utilize forest fragmentation results to investigate trees 
along canopy edges for laminated root rot.

• Refine development regulations to offer more options 
for tree preservation objectives.  Improve alignment with 
canopy cover objectives rather than specific tree retention 
requirements.

SAMMAMISH RESIDENT

Trees are a big part of nature. 
The main reason why we moved  
to Sammamish is because of 
its natural beauty, namely the 
abundance of green space  
and trees.”

31

PU
BLIC HEARIN

G
S #12.

Page 220 of 421
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URBAN FOREST MANAGEMENT

The care and management of Sammamish’s urban forest 
is performed by a combination of City staff and contracted 
professional services. Currently, management of the 
community urban forest is focused primarily on public safety 
and responding to environmental stewardship expectations. 
The following sections provide greater detail about the 
City’s current operations and policies. These sections 
also explore how the community supports urban forestry 
through volunteer efforts and engagement with local non-
profit organizations who share similar values and desires for 
Sammamish’s urban forest: 

COMMUNITY TREE CARE

Currently, three (3) departments share responsibility for 
the protection and management of Sammamish’s urban 
forest Community Development (DCD), Public Works (DPW), 
and Parks and Recreation (DPR). Which department has 
management and decision-making authority is based on 
the location of the trees. There is no single position or 
leadership team with overarching responsibilities for guiding 
the management, preservation, and care of the urban forest. 
Areas of responsibility are as follows:

• DCD oversees the development and implementation of 
permits, codes, and land use rules. They are the main 
department in oversight of trees located on private 
property. 

• DPW developed the approved tree list (Public Works 
Standards, Appendix F, 2016) and performs service calls to 
reactively solve tree conflicts near the Rights-of-Way. 

• DPR provides planning and care for trees within City parks. 

As issues arise, the responsible department assigns staff and 
identifies actions to resolve the situation (Table 24).

Tree Location Trees on Private Property Trees in Parks
Trees within City Rights-of-Way 

and City Facilities

City Department Community Development Parks and Recreation Public Works  

Responsibility
Oversees Tree Management in 

Developments
(Permits Required) (No Permits Required)

• Permits for Tree Removal

• Permits for Tree Pruning

• Permits for Tree Planting

• Hazardous Tree Inspections 

• Tree Pruning

• Tree Removal

• Tree Planting

• Hazardous Tree Inspections 

• Tree Pruning

• Tree Removal

• Tree Planting

URBAN FOREST GOAL #UA2
Increase and promote resilience 
in the urban forest.
Objective D. Develop an approved 
tree list as a separate policy 
document that can be updated 
routinely and independently from 
other city policy documents.

URBAN FOREST GOAL #UA5
Assess the ecosystem services 
provided by public trees and 
natural areas to establish 
additional metrics for 
management.
Objective C. Report changes and 
progress in the State of the Urban 
Forest Report.

URBAN FOREST GOAL #UA6
Collect and maintain a complete 
inventory database for the 
community tree resource  
(public trees).
Objective C. Develop a policy that 
assigns responsibility for keeping 
inventory data current.

TABLE 24: RESPONSIBILITY MATRIX FOR URBAN FOREST MANAGEMENT IN SAMMAMISH
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Urban Forest Maintenance

Pruning serves to maintain the health, safety, structure, 
and aesthetic value of individual trees and is required to be 
completed on a periodic basis as trees grow and increase 
in diameter and canopy. Tree longevity and stability are 
enhanced with structural pruning from a young age, and 
structural pruning can also reduce the cost of maintenance 
over time by reducing the number and size of branches that 
require removal from mature trees and the amount and size 
of tree debris. Industry best practices recommend rotational 
pruning every five to seven years for all public park and street 
ROW trees. 

Maintenance for public trees generally fits into two main 
categories: rotational (routine) pruning and safety (risk 
management), although risk reduction is also a goal of routine 
pruning. In instances where trees are near busy streets, 
playgrounds, multi-use paths, and pedestrian areas, pruning 
can significantly reduce the risk of tree failure. Pruning is also 
required to ensure visibility in the “sight triangle” at street 
intersections as well as for traffic signals and signs. 

Currently, most of the City’s tree maintenance is performed 
on a reactive basis using internal staff. Work is prioritized 
based on safety, risk, and available resources. Both DPW and 
DPR conduct maintenance with a combination of City staff 
and contractors. City staff perform light tree pruning from the 
ground and removal of small trees. Larger tree projects are 
handled by contracted arborists. Tree maintenance on private 
property is the responsibility of the property owner; however, 
a permit is required for tree removals.

Staffing Levels

Currently, an estimated sixteen (16) City staff positions 
respond to or manage tree issues at least every week. 
Leadership within the three departments will collaborate on 
projects and share resources when necessary (such as in tree 
planting projects) but there is no formal policy on resource 
sharing, and no department has a position designated as a 
Full-Time Employee (FTE) solely dedicated to urban forestry. 
City staff also use contractors for both tree care consulting 
and tree work to meet workload demands. The following table 
benchmarks the time contributions required by City staff.

TABLE 25: CITY STAFFING LEVELS FOR URBAN FOREST MANAGEMENT

*NOTE: “0” estimated hours per week does not mean that no time is spent on the activity, but that the time spent is very occasional and not
measurable on a weekly basis.

City Services Common Urban Forestry Related Activities Estimated Hours per Week*

Permit Intake and Review

Development plan review for compliance with tree protection codes

Processes tree permits

Responds to public inquiries (online, phone and counter) 

20 hours (DCD)

Code Enforcement &  
Complaint Investigation

Investigates and resolving tree complaints

Investigates and resolves infrastructure damage complaints.
5-10 hours (DCD)

Parks & Public Tree 
Maintenance

Tree planting and establishment 25 hours (DPW)

Structural pruning on smaller trees

Inspects and identifies of hazardous trees

18 hours (DPR)

Contract Management Manages contract tree crews 2 hours (DCD)

Emergency Response
Community Service Requests

Response Management
0

Comprehensive (Long-range) 
Planning

Urban Forest Management Plan stewardship

Federal, state grant procurement
0

Community Education 
Action & Outreach

Volunteer events

Coordinated tree planting

Neighborhood association Support

Website Content and Public Education

30 hours

Tree Board Meetings Addresses public issues related to trees
0 (No equivalent 
currently exists)

URBAN FOREST GOAL #UA3
Assess effectiveness of design, construction and 
development standards that apply to trees and 
planting sites.
Objective A. Require compliance with ANSI A300 as 
the standard for care in all tree work.

MUNICIPAL GOAL #M3
Establish a formal interdepartmental working team.
Objective A. Designate an urban forester within 
City staff to provide leadership to the working team.
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Service Levels - Streets and Public Property (not parks)

DPW handles tree maintenance on all rights-of-way and all 
public property except parks. While the City does own a 
chipper truck for routine debris cleanup, but most tree care 
projects that require such equipment are contracted out. DPW 
does not need to submit removal tree permits to remove high-
risk trees from the ROW. DPW does not maintain consistent 
information about their tree work. Although staff have access 
to a GIS application (ArcGIS Collector App), which allows staff 
to easily add lines, points, and shapefiles to GIS databases, 
they do not keep detailed records of the trees they inspect or 
perform work on. Staff have explored using the Tree Collection 
App that is pre-built for street tree inventory management but 
have not implemented it.

Service Levels - Parks

DPR handles the planning and maintenance of public trees 
on park lands with thirteen (13) staff members. In 2017, 
DPR had conducted partial tree health assessments for two 
(2) parks as part of a parks tree inventory program. The
health assessments are conducted to record the structural
and biological health of trees. Inspection priority was given
to trees located in areas with a history of storm damage
from southerly winds. The DPR is integrating tree health

assessments as part of its routine duties, but most tree 
maintenance occurs as public safety or tree health issues 
are identified and prioritized.

Service Levels - Private Property

Sammamish has extensive tree protections and replacement 
requirements which impact tree management on private 
property in their development code (Chapter 21A.37 SMC). 
Trees on private property are the responsibility of the property 
owner and can be cared for without a permit. However, once a 
tree is considered for removal, property owners are required 
to communicate and seek approval by DCD through a permit 
process. This approval is considered either through a tree 
removal permit, or it may be included in conjunction with 
another land use approval process such as a preliminary plat 
grading permit.

Staff Training

The science of arboriculture and the management of urban 
forests are domains that are increasingly recognized as special 
areas of expertise. Credentials are increasingly requested 
by many municipalities as evidence of competency, and 
bachelor’s degrees in Forestry, Urban Forestry, Environmental 
Sciences, and Horticulture are often the base requirements 
for leadership roles in urban forest management. Professional 
credentials can also demonstrate competency, with the most 
widely accepted credentials in Washington State coming from 
the International Society of Arboriculture (ISA). 

The City provides ongoing training to any staff handling 
tree maintenance equipment including chainsaws, chippers 
and truck safety. Stakeholder interviews revealed that City 
landscape maintenance workers receive routine (annual) 
training on structural pruning or tree care. The following is a 
summary description of staff resources and training within 
individual City departments:

• In DCD, staff are trained to interpret ordinances related to
trees, but rely on reports by ISA certified arborists when
necessary to render more complex decisions. Department
staff have backgrounds in various fields but there are no ISA
certified arborists among them.

• The DPW has a director with degrees in civil engineering and
organizational development. In addition, the department
has engineers on staff who can successfully consider

relevant tree issues in terms of asset and infrastructure 
management, but tree care expertise is not required for any 
staff in this department. Tree-related issues are resolved 
based on previous experiences with similar issues at the 
City. When additional expertise is necessary, ISA-certified 
arborists are contracted. Typically, two (2) to three (3) 
tree care consultants are held on retainer for operational 
maintenance and plan review.

• DPR leadership includes staff with advanced degrees in
landscape architecture.

Equipment and Tools

City staff use common arborist tools (chainsaws, shovels, 
pruning saws etc.). The City has plans to purchase a lift truck 
in 2019 which will enhance their ability to perform tree work 
without using contractors. When tree work is substantial, 
the City will contract arborist companies (with ISA-certified 
arborist supervision). City staff relayed that they do not have 
a suitable truck for watering new plantings.

Ongoing Enforcement Challenges

The absence of consistent on-site monitoring and follow-
through for trees, plantings and mitigation is an ongoing 
challenge for the City’s ability to effective enforce its tree 
regulations. For small development projects, building inspectors 
are the only stop gap to ensure that tree retention, protection 
and planting are enforced. However, the City’s inspectors do not 
have the expertise to evaluate site conditions as it pertains to an 
arborist report, and given current staffing and workload levels, 
there is little time available to conduct follow-up inspections. 
Furthermore, issued building permits are valid for two years, 
so depending on the timing of construction, months can 
pass between inspections that are supposed to be ensuring 
compliance with the tree code.  

URBAN FOREST GOAL #UA7
Care for the community urban forest using the 
best available science.
Objective A. Require compliance with ANSI A300 
Tree Care Standards.
Objective B. Set policies that tree workers comply 
with ANSI Z133 Safety Standards.
Objective C. Set Policies that urban forestry work 
consider best management practices as advised 
by the International Society of Arboriculture.

MUNICIPAL GOAL #M1
Maintain UFMP alignment with other City  
Plans and Policies.
Objective B. Collaborate with City Staff experts  
to establish a risk management policy for trees.

URBAN FOREST GOAL #UA3
Assess effectiveness of design, construction 
and development standards for care in all 
tree work.
Objective B. Develop design standards for 
large-stature trees.
Objective C. Develop requirements that 
landscape designs and planting plans consider 
existing infrastructure above and below grade.
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TREE ACQUISITION AND QUALITY CONTROL

When the City is required to plant trees to meet City code 
requirements, these trees are often planted with the help of 
machinery due to the size requirements defined in municipal 
code. DPR performs visual inspections of trees as part of 
routine safety inspections, but inspections are undocumented. 
Most proactive tree management on park properties are 
typically associated with care for trees after planting to 
encourage successful establishment. Activities include 
watering, installing or removal of stakes and light pruning. 

Discussions with City staff involved in acquiring and planting 
trees did not reveal any standard practices to ensure the quality 
of the trees during acquisition. As trees are planted, there is no 
planned follow-up or warranties managed with new trees. When 
trees are transplanted from an existing site to a new site, there 
is no follow-up. The City collaborates with volunteer groups 
and non-profits, some members of which will temporarily store 
trees scheduled to be replanted on public property.

FUNDING

Stable and predictable funding is important to effective and 
efficient management of the urban forest. Trees are living 
organisms, constantly growing and changing over time and 
responding to their environment. Tree health and structure are 
influenced by a variety of biotic and abiotic factors, including 
nutrition, available water, pests, disease, wind, and humidity. With 
regular monitoring and maintenance, the negative consequences 
of these external influences on tree health and structure can be 
mitigated and the benefits and longevity increased. 

Young trees benefit from early structural pruning and training. 
Simple, minor corrections can be applied cost effectively when a 
tree is young; however, if left unattended, these structural issues 
can increase the City’s liability and be very expensive to correct 
as trees mature. Eventually they may be impossible to correct 
without causing greater harm to the overall health of the tree.

Through regular monitoring of tree health, many nutritional 
deficiencies or toxicities, pest infestations, and diseases can 
be mitigated. Managers can also take preventative measures 
to ensure that these issues do not affect a greater part of 
the population. Some pests and diseases can be extremely 
destructive and costly to respond to, such as the issues of 
laminated root rot already found in some Sammamish parks.

Consistent funding is also critical for effective management of 
trees as they near the end of their life cycle. Over-mature trees 
often require more frequent inspection and removal of dead 
or dying limbs to reduce the risk of unexpected failure. A stable 
budget allows urban forest managers to program the necessary 
tree care at the appropriate life stage when it is most beneficial 
and cost effective.

As of 2017, the City budget for urban forestry services 
is $518,274, approximately 0.3% of the overall municipal 
budget. This figure is not a specific line item in the budget 
and is represented by many budget lines items. The total 
urban forestry budget is the sum of budgets from three 

Urban Forestry Item Expenditure
ROW Landscape $173,774 

Typical Capital Project $100,000 

Arborists $96,000 

Tree Removal $60,000 

Tree Maintenance $36,000 

Volunteer Activities $30,000 

Assessments/Reports $15,000 

Office & Operating $7,500 

Total $518,274.00 

Sammamish Population 63,470

Budget Per Capita $8.13 

TABLE 26: 2017 MUNICIPAL URBAN 
FORESTRY BUDGET

Figure 27: 2017 Urban Forestry Budget by Department

Public Works 
$363,774  
70%
Community Development 
(Planning Division)  
$30,000  
6%
Parks and Recreation 
$124,500  
24%

MUNICIPAL GOAL #UA5
Enhance processes for tree planting and 
plant salvage.
Objective A. Develop a staging site or green house 
location for the city to receive and care for trees and 
other plant materials.
Objective B. Acquire a watering truck to ensure 
successful tree establishment.
Objective C. Manage warranties from nurseries.
Objective D. Provide training for tree planting 
volunteer/staff to ensure proper tree planting.

MUNICIPAL GOAL #M4
Develop annual work plans for routine 
operations and predictable budgets.
Objective A. Annual Operational Objectives.
Objective B. Develop an annual urban forestry 
operations budget.
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Tree City USA

The Arbor Day Foundation is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit conservation 
and education organization founded in 1972 in Nebraska, 
United States by John Rosenow. It is the largest nonprofit 
membership organization dedicated to tree planting and 
provides the framework necessary for communities to manage 
and expand their public trees (The Arbor Day Foundation, 
2012). Participation in their Tree City USA program helps 
residents feel good about the place they live and work. Annual 
recognition shows visitors and prospective residents that 
trees, conservation, and the environment are important to the 
community. The Tree City USA status can also improve working 
relationship with your state forestry agency and other groups 
by demonstrating basic commitments to care of the urban 
forest. Cities achieve Tree City USA status by meeting four core 
standards of quality urban forestry management: 

(1) Maintain a tree board or department that is legally
responsible for the care of city trees.

(2) Enact a community tree ordinance which provides clear
guidance for planting, maintaining, and removing trees
from streets, parks, and other public places.

(3) Document the spending of at least $2 per capita toward
the planting, care, and removal of city trees.

(4) Celebrate Arbor Day!

As of this publication, the City of Sammamish dedicates 
$518,274 towards total community forestry expenditure, 
and with a population of roughly 63,470, has a per capita 
investment of $8.13. The City is not currently a Tree City USA, 
but many neighboring cities have been received this award for 
years, including Redmond, Issaquah, Bellevue and Snoqualmie 
(https://www.arborday.org/programs/treecityusa).

(3) departments: Parks and Recreation, Public Works,
and Community Development (Planning Division), which
together manage the urban forest. Each department has
their own distinct budget for tree management based on
their responsibilities. For example, the Parks and Recreation
department has $30,000 allocated for tree-related
volunteer activities while the Public Works department
has $20,000 allocated for storm response and clean-up
($10,000 for arborists and $10,000 for tree removals). 70%
of the total urban forest budget is assigned to the Public
Works department, in large part because the Public Works
department is responsible for rights-of-way landscaping.
Beginning in 2019, the cost estimates for Right-of-Way
landscaping increase to $429,456 as prevailing wage laws have
changed to include landscape maintenance contractors. This
has more than doubled the cost of landscaping in the City.

With a population of roughly 63,470, the City’s urban forestry 
budget represents a per capita investment of $8.13, which 
is higher than the national average of $7.50 (Arbor Day 
Foundation, 2016).  Similarly, a report published through the 
American Public Works Association found that cities with a 
population between 50,000 to 99,000 typically spend $7.50 
per capita (APWA, 2006). To maximize the value and measure 
the effectiveness of the budget, community outreach events 
provide an opportunity to measure community satisfaction 
with tree care and forestry operations and gauge the 
sufficiency of the budget to meet the expectations of the 
community. In addition, regular assessments can quantify 
the benefits of the urban forest and show the return on 
investment for urban forestry expenditures. 

MAJOR CHANGES AND THREATS TO THE URBAN FOREST

The City recognizes that strategic planning efforts must 
include consideration of the major changes and threats 
to urban forest sustainability that are above and beyond 
the natural processes that occur within the ecosystem, 
thus should include a long-term response in this plan. In 
particular, the City recognizes how climate change, wildfires, 
development (human population growth) and major diseases 
and pests can have significant impacts on the sustainability of 
the urban forest as it exists today and in the future.

Climate Change

Projections of climate change suggest that Washington will 
have increased temperatures and decreased precipitation 
during future growing seasons (WA DNR, 2018). These changes 
will contribute to tree stress, making them more susceptible 
to insects and diseases. Historical evidence suggests that 
tree mortality is likely to increase significantly. The extensive 
droughts of 2012 and 2015 contributed to greater than 
expected tree mortality and damage across the state. 
Extraordinary weather events are likely to increase in years 
to come, including more frequent and stronger wind events. 
Climate changes will also create changes in the population 
dynamics of forest insects and pathogens. Research on climate 
change in these complex ecosystems is challenging and still 
evolving, and there is no clear consensus on future outcomes.

URBAN FOREST GOAL #UA4
Establish tree bank (fund) applications 
beyond parks.
Objective A. Consider development of tree in-lieu 
fund to create provisions for trees to be planted 
on private properties.
Objective B. Ensure funds are dedicated 
specifically for tree care operations, including 
planting and replacement.
Objective C. Identify opportunities for additional 
sources of revenue.

COMMUNITY GOAL #C3
Pursue and Maintain Tree City USA Status
Objective A. Create a citizen’s Tree Board
Objective B. Ensure annual urban forestry 
expenditures are above $2 per capita.
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Wildfire Management

The City of Sammamish is a city in a forest with a municipal 
boundary that borders rural communities.  With rising 
temperatures and more frequent summer droughts, the risk 
of wildfire is increasing in forested lands and open spaces.  
The Department of Natural Resources and the King County 
Water and Natural Resources Division’s Forestry Program both 
provide assistance to local communities and fire districts to help 
evaluate the risk of wildfires and assist with the development of 
community prevention plans. This type of strategic planning can 
help residents stay aware of the dangers of forest fires and take 
steps to make their properties less vulnerable.

Development (Transitions to Urban Forest)

Expanding infrastructure such as buildings and roads is a 
necessary part of serving the needs of a growing city.  As the 
population increases in a city, the associated development can 
have challenging impacts on the environment. Development 
can impact the urban forest and reduce overall canopy, 
health, and resilience, and in a densely forested area such as 
Sammamish, will often require the removal of trees either 
for the structure itself or for the access routes necessary 
to construct and use the structure. In addition to the net 
loss of trees and canopy, there is also the threat of forest 
fragmentation. 

Forest fragmentation is the disruption of large, contiguous, 
forested areas into smaller pieces of forest. These pieces are 
typically separated by roads, agriculture, utility corridors, 
subdivisions, or other human development. Fragmentation 
often leads to a decline in habitat quality and the degradation 
of ecosystem health. Furthermore, this degradation causes 
an imbalance to microclimates which increases their risk and 
susceptibility to invasive species damaging urban forest health 
and sustainability.

Diseases and Pests

Another important aspect to tree maintenance is staying alert 
to emerging diseases and pests that can be costly to control 
with individual trees. For the sustainability of the entire urban 
forest, these are potentially catastrophic matters to consider. 
Among the many diseases and pests that affect trees, City 
staff and residents remain alert to the following:

• Laminated Root Rot (LRR) is one of the most damaging
root diseases amongst conifers in the pacific northwest.
LRR is caused by the fungus Phellinus weirii. The disease
is widespread in southern British Columbia, Washington,
Oregon, northern California, western Montana, and
northern Idaho (Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research
Station, 1995). Symptoms include crown yellowing and
thinning, red brown stained outer heartwood, and laminate
decay. The trees die from failure to take up water and
nutrients because of the decay in the main roots. Their
death is also accelerated by wind that downs trees.

• Swiss Needle Cast (SNC) is the name of the foliage disease of
Douglas-fir caused by the fungal pathogen Phaeocryptopus
gaeumannii. SNC disease symptoms include chlorotic
(yellow) needles and decreased needle retention, resulting
in sparse crowns and reduced diameter and height growth
(OSU, 2017). Mortality from this disease is considered
rare, but tree care and maintenance of this disease can be
expensive and necessary in an urban setting.

• Douglas-fir Tussock Moth (DFTM) is a moth found in western
North America. Its population periodically erupts in cyclical
outbreaks (Wickman et al., 1998). Outbreaks of the Douglas-
fir tussock moth appear to develop almost explosively,
and then usually subside abruptly after a year or two. The
caterpillars feed on the needles of Douglas fir, true fir,
and spruce in summer. Forestry management to prevent
tree damage from tussock moth outbreaks include four
(4) activities: early detection, evaluation, suppression, and
prevention. These four activities must be well integrated to
insure adequate protection from the pest.

• Dutch Elm Disease (DED) has devastated American elm
populations, which are some of the most important street
trees in the twentieth century. Since first reported in the
1930s, it has killed over fifty (50) percent of the native elm
population in the United States (Forest Service, Northeastern
Area State and Private Forestry, 2005). However, some elm
species have shown varying degrees of resistance.

Nature provides balance and respite from 
the stress of work and traffic. Trees that 
have survived hundreds of years provide 
perspective about the relative scope of 
daily problems.”

SAMMAMISH RESIDENT
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URBAN FOREST GOAL #UA2 
Increase and promote resilience in the urban forest.
Objective D. Develop recommendations to 
address defensible space around homes and in 
neighborhoods, reduction of fuel loading in the 
urban forest, and selective thinning of urban 
forest particularly along City ROWs.
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critical habitat and prohibits the destruction of that habitat. 
Sammamish has identified critical areas as identified in 
the Growth Management Act (see below), which includes 
consideration of critical habitat identified in the ESA, in city 
ordinances to further ensure compliance with the ESA. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (1918)

The Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) protects all 
common wild birds found in the United States except house 
sparrow, starling, feral pigeon, and resident game birds 
such as pheasant, grouse, quail, and wild turkeys. The MBTA 
makes it unlawful for anyone to kill, capture, collect, possess, 
buy, sell, trade, ship, import, or export any migratory bird, 
including feathers, parts, nests, or eggs. When tree work and 
other ground- disturbing activities cannot be avoided during 
the nesting season, managers, supervisors, and crews are 
responsible for ensuring that activities do not result in any 
violation of the MBTA, as well as, the Federal Endangered 
Species Act which makes it illegal to sell, harm, harass, possess 
or remove protected animals from the wild. 

State Environmental Policy Act (1971)

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) applies to decisions 
by every state agency, county, city, port, and special districts 
(such as a school or water district) within Washington State. 
SEPA’s basic policy of maintaining and improving environmental 
quality is implemented primarily through extensive procedural 
requirements designed to ensure that governmental agencies 
give proper consideration of environmental matters in making 
decisions on actions, whether proposed by private parties or 
the governmental entities themselves, that may impact the 
environment. Therefore, the SEPA process identifies and analyzes 
environmental impacts associated with decisions made by 
the City of Sammamish government. These decisions may be 
related to issuing permits for private projects, constructing public 
facilities, or adopting regulations, policies, and plans.

• Other Diseases and Pests. Information on specific diseases
and insects that damage trees in our region have been
identified by the Washington State Department of Natural
Resources. Current online information is at:
www.dnr.wa.gov/ForestHealth.

REGULATIONS AND POLICIES

City policies must comply with state and federal regulations. 
As such, this plan has been developed with consideration 
of such laws. The two most relevant laws that directly 
influence the management of urban forestry and land use in 
Sammamish are the State Environmental Policy Act (1971) and 
the Growth Management Act (1990). In addition, the City has 
developed comprehensive plan policy documents and parks 
planning documents that provide overarching policy guidance 
in the development of this plan.

Endangered Species Act (1973)

The Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) makes it illegal 
to sell, harm, harass, possess or remove protected animals 
from the wild. ESA also provides for the designation of 

The SEPA review process helps agency decision-makers, 
applicants, and the public understand how the entire proposal 
will affect the environment. SEPA can be used to modify or deny 
a proposal to avoid, reduce, or compensate for probable impacts.

Growth Management Act (1990)

All cities and counties in Washington are required to adopt 
critical areas regulations by the Washington State Growth 
Management Act (GMA, Chapter 36.70A RCW) and urban forest 
management can support critical area regulations within this 
Act. In 1990, the State Legislature adopted the GMA on the basis 
that uncoordinated and unplanned growth posed a threat to 
the environment, sustainable economic development and the 
overall quality of life in Washington. Unique among states, the Act 
requires that municipalities prepare their own comprehensive 
plans that provide for growth and development in a manner that 
is locally and regionally consistent, achievable, and affordable. 

The GMA defines critical areas as:

a. Wetlands;

b. Areas with a critical recharging effect on aquifers used
for potable water;

c. Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas;

d. Frequently flooded areas; and

e. Geologically hazardous areas.

Sammamish has established environmental quality goals 
within the Comprehensive Plan that support the legislation’s 
objective to protect critical areas. Cities are required to include 
the best available scientific research in developing policies and 
regulations to protect the functions and values of critical areas. 
Further, to that end, jurisdictions must review, evaluate, and, 
if necessary, revise their critical areas ordinances per a state-
mandated update schedule. Sammamish has an inventory of 
critical areas, and protection of these critical areas overlaps 
with the protection of the urban forest. 

The trees in the urban forest increase soil security to protect 
wetlands, waterways and flooded areas, and the branches and 
canopy provide ample real estate for wildlife to call home. It is 
important that the City plan for all the trees in the urban forest 
as a whole, not just critical areas. This notion is reinforced 
in Washington Administrative Code (365-190-060(1)), which 
specifies when classifying forest land resources that “Cities 
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are encouraged to coordinate their forest resource lands 
designations with their county and any adjacent jurisdictions. 
Counties and cities should not review forest resource lands 
designations solely on a parcel-by-parcel basis.”

Evergreen Communities Act (2008)

The Washington legislature passed regulations in 2008 
designed to provide leadership and guidance for municipalities 
in the state related to urban forest management. Nicknamed 
the Evergreen Communities Act (Chapter 35.105 RCW), the 
regulations create the criteria by which cities can be assessed 
and recognized as an Evergreen Community. Although there 
is no current recognition being provided by the state because 
of this Act, the City of Sammamish continues to align with the 
criteria to be considered an evergreen City. 

GUIDING POLICY DOCUMENTS (MUNICIPAL)

Two (2) overarching documents have been created to provide 
strategic guidance that is integrated into this plan: the 
Sammamish Comprehensive Plan (2015), and the Sammamish 
Parks Recreation and Open Space (PRO) Plan (2018). 

The Comprehensive Plan (2015) 

As the overarching guiding policy document for the City, the 
Comprehensive Plan aggregates other City visions and plans into 
one (1) cohesive source. The City of Sammamish’s Comprehensive 
Plan (CP) guides the community’s desires to balance future 
development with principles of conservation. The plan guides 
decisions on eight (8) elements, as mandated by the GMA: land 
use, environment & conservation, housing, transportation, 
utilities, capital facilities, shoreline, and parks, recreation and 
open spaces. Each of these elements receives a dedicated 
chapter of the CP with goals and priorities that are formed to 
support the collective vision of the future for Sammamish.

The City has prioritized sustainability and health as overriding 
core values for the Comprehensive Plan. This core value 

reflects long-standing community values and a clear vision of 
Sammamish’s commitment to quality of life issues, including 
those supported by this Urban Forest Management Plan. The 
CP included the following specific goals within its Framework 
for Health and Sustainability:

• HS.1 Create and protect healthy habitat.

• HS.2 Maintain a diverse ecosystem supporting a variety
of wildlife.

• HS.3 Maintain Sammamish’s forested character.

• HS.4 Conserve energy usage in buildings.

• HS.5 Conserve water and protect water quality.

• HS.6 Protect air quality.

• HS.7 Reduce energy consumption and emissions related to
mobility.

• HS.8 Foster healthy neighborhoods and promote a citywide
culture of environmental and human health.

• HS.9 Promote sustainable development through the use
of environmentally sensitive building techniques and low
impact stormwater methods.

• HS.10 Minimize the paved area of rights-of-way to the
minimum infrastructure required for mobility and safety.

• HS.12 Promote inclusive citizen involvement in shaping
decisions for Sammamish’s future.

• HS.13 Support a regional economy that provides
opportunities for economic vitality.

These goals and priorities can be achieved with the inclusive 
management of the urban forest. Goals and priorities HS. 1 
through 8 will all be reinforced by an expanded urban forest 
canopy because of the many benefits provided by trees. The 
success of goals HS.9 and HS.10 will increase the potential 
space for additional urban tree canopy. Goal HS.12 is being 
honored within this Plan because community input is a 
fundamental component to its development.

More specifically in the CP’s Environment and Conservation 
element, Goal EC.10 directs the City to “maintain and improve 
the City’s forested character” through the following policies: 

• Policy EC.10.1 Preserve and enhance the City’s urban forest.
Use trees and other vegetation, both native and non-native,
as appropriate, in all restoration.

• Policy EC.10.2 Preserve trees on all public properties and
facilities to the maximum extent possible.

• Policy EC.10.3 Maintain and enhance a street tree maintenance
program. Use trees and other vegetation, both native and non-
native, as appropriate, in all restoration.

• Policy EC.10.4 Encourage community residents and property
owners to preserve the green and wooded character of
existing neighborhoods.

• Policy EC.10.5 Within the city, allow off-site options for
replanting and restoration where not feasible on-site in order
to meet tree retention requirements and achieve tree canopy
coverage and stormwater capture.

• Policy EC.10.6 Develop and enforce effective regulatory
penalties and practices for unauthorized removal or
damage of trees.

• Policy EC.10.7 Prioritize restoration and enhancement of
environmentally critical areas and buffers, with the aim of
enhancing ecosystem function.

• Policy EC.10.8 Consider incentivizing retention of trees
on existing lots, prioritizing clusters and/or a continuous
canopy with trees on adjacent lots when feasible.

• Policy EC.10.9 Promote regulatory tools that take into
consideration the case-by-case context-sensitive nature of
tree retention and canopy coverage.

• Policy EC.10.10 Create and support a robust and comprehensive
Urban Forestry Management Plan starting in 2016.

• Policy EC.10.11 Develop incentives to prioritize the retention
of high value trees, including heritage and/or landmark trees.

The City’s attention to urban forestry matters in the CP is very 
detailed in its mandate for active management of the forest. 
The CP vision statement includes expanding the tree canopy 
and there are associated goals of maintaining the City’s forested 
character with specific policies that influence how to achieve it. 
With the CP’s strong and explicit direction as a foundation, this 
UFMP provides the necessary ‘roadmap’ for success.

MUNICIPAL GOAL #M1
Maintain UFMP alignment with other City plans 
and Policies.
Objective A. Review and revise the UFMP every 
five to ten years (5-10 years)
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The PRO Plan (2018) 

The Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PRO) Plan provides 
high-level guidance on the management and development 
of Sammamish’s parks, recreation and open spaces, and 
the services provided by City staff. The PRO plan is part of 
the City’s broader CP and is consistent with the guidelines 
established by the GMA. The PRO plan has been regularly 
updated (2004, 2012, 2018) to remain relevant to Sammamish 
as the City evolves and maintains very specific objectives that 
influence how the urban forest is managed within City parks 
and properties.

The Parks and Recreation department is responsible for 
maintaining the 600 acres of developed parks, preserves, 
natural areas and special facilities. The PRO plan defines a 
mission for the department that is especially important to 
urban forestry:

Mission: Sammamish’s Parks and Recreation system 
contributes to the quality of life for the community by creating 
a legacy of diverse and quality parks, exceptional recreation 
programs and protected natural resources. (PRO Plan, 2018)

The PRO Plan also enumerates a series of goals and objectives 
that have been identified for the parks system. In particular, 
the goal for maintenance and stability includes specific 
direction in support of urban forest management:

GOAL 4: Maintain Sammamish parks and recreation facilities 
to ensure longevity of assets, a positive aesthetic and sensory 
experience, preservation of habitat and natural systems, and 
safety for park patrons.

4.2 Maintain an inventory of assets and their condition; update 
the inventory as assets are added, updated or removed from 
the system and periodically assess the condition of park and 
recreation facilities and infrastructure.

The trees in Sammamish are beautiful on 
their own. They not only create a better 
environment but also make me happy to 
live here.

SAMMAMISH RESIDENT

4.8 Establish a plant salvage program, in coordination with 
local nonprofits, volunteer groups and developers, that 
will support ecological restoration and public landscaping 
within the City of Sammamish, and that could include space 
for salvaged plants to be stored, watered and possibly 
propagated.

4.12 Support the implementation of the Urban Forestry 
Management Plan and the management practices to ensure 
the long-term health of the urban forest.

(PRO Plan, 2018)

These PRO plan goals provide the strategic alignment necessary 
to ensure that actions by the DPR, staff and volunteers, are 
appropriately considerate of the urban forest and trees as 
essential assets to fulfilling the Department’s mission.
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Trees are lifeline, what we exhale is what 
they breathe and what they exhale is what 
we breathe. Without trees there is no life.”

SAMMAMISH RESIDENT

Land Acquisition Strategy & Implementation Program

In 2017, the City adopted a strategy to acquire land within 
and adjacent to the City limits for the purpose of “preserving 
open space so that future generations may benefit from the 
natural beauty of Sammamish.” This strategy was developed 
in response to concerns over increasing development activity, 
and provides policy guidance for the City to pursue land 
acquisitions with the following objectives:

• Preserving natural resources

• Protecting habitat

• Retaining tree canopy

In the Strategy, the City developed 10 criteria with which to 
evaluate land for acquisition. Included in these criteria will be 
evaluations of the existing tree canopy, the ecological value of 
the land, and its connectedness (or fragmentation) from other 
natural areas. With new information now available about the 
urban tree canopy, the City can adapt this strategy to include 
information established within this UFMP.

MUNICIPAL ORDINANCE – THE TREE CODE

Cities commonly adopt ordinances to direct management 
of the urban forest. The National Arbor Day Foundation 
recognizes the value of such regulations as a minimum 
requirement for their Tree City USA certification. Although 
tree-related regulations may be variable in terms of their 
location in municipal code, they are often referenced 
collectively as a City’s “tree code.” The following sections 
briefly review the City of Sammamish’s tree code to describe 
the framework within which the City staff and the community 
are required operate.

WHAT DO WE HAVE? 41
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Tree Protection During Construction requires special 
protections to ensure the viability of trees during construction, 
when there are many opportunities for damage.

• Chapter 18.45 SMC defines measures that must be taken in
order to retain and protect trees from construction damage
during land development projects.

Tree Removal Permits are issued to allow tree removal on 
private property and in parks. Regulations limit the number 
of removals in any given year depending on property size. 

• SMC 21A.37.240 (1) limits the number of significant trees that
may be removed after a tree removal permit is obtained.

• SMC 21A.37.240 (2) limits the number of significant trees
that may be removed on lots of different sizes

There are four different types of permits:

• A Healthy Tree Removal permit is for removal of healthy
significant trees.

• A Hazard Tree Removal permit requires the designation
of “hazardous tree” through an assessment conducted
by a Tree Risk Assessment Qualified Arborist (ISA-TRAQ)
submitted to the City.

• An Unhealthy Tree Removal permit requires the
designation of “unhealthy tree” through an assessment
conducted by an ISA-TRAQ arborist submitted to the City.

• An Imminent Threat Tree Removal permit allows property
owners the ability to remove significant trees on their property
that could cause serious or life-threatening injury or death at
any time without a permit. A permit is not required prior to
removing an imminent threat tree, but following removal, a
report must be submitted to the city. If the imminent threat is
disputed, a retroactive permit will be required.

Authorization of Power authorizes the City to manage trees.

• Chapter 2.10 SMC gives the City Manager the authority to
appoint a designee.

• Chapter 21.10 SMC defines the “Director” as the director of
the Sammamish DCD or their designee.

• Chapter 21A.05 SMC gives the Director (as defined above)
the ability to use his/her best judgment on the use and
enforcement of regulations as they relate to development
and land use.

• Chapter 21A.100 SMC gives the Director the authority to
make decisions on denying or approving permits.

Definitions related to infrastructure, development, and the 
environment. 

• Chapter 21A.15 SMC defines many key terms related to the
management of the urban forest including a definition of
when a tree is of sufficient size to become subject to tree
codes and protections.

• Significant trees are either a coniferous tree with a
diameter of eight (8) inches or more DBH or a deciduous
tree with a diameter of twelve (12) inches or more DBH. The
code does not distinguish between street trees, park trees,
or private trees.

• Heritage trees are trees greater than 22 inches in diameter.

• Landmark trees are trees greater than 32 inches in diameter.

Trees in Shoreline Areas, Critical Areas, and Buffers are 
protected and are subject to special environmental laws and 
regulations. 

• Chapter 25.06 SMC requires that all development projects
in these special jurisdictions shall include measures to
lessen the environment impacts and promote ecological
restoration.

• Chapter 21A.50 SMC provides special exemptions and
regulations in critical areas for the removal of vegetation or
trees in hazardous areas.

Tree-Related Fees and Penalties penalize violations of public 
tree codes and encourage compliance: 

• SMC 18.45.070 sets a maximum fine and sentencing for the
violation of SMC Title 21.

Private Land Clearing is defined as the clearing and removal 
of vegetation (including trees) on private property.  

• Chapter 16.15 SMC requires a permit for private land clearing.

MUNICIPAL GOAL #M6
Review tree ordinances every 5-10 years.
Objective A. Evaluate the value and benefits 
of removal and replacement rations to canopy 
objectives.
Objective B. Consider existing ordinances 
exemptions for utilities to control costs.
Objective C. Develop incentives for development 
projects to retain native trees.
Objective D. Consider revisions to tree removal 
and replacement requirements on development 
properties to incentivize retention of healthy 
trees and removal of unhealthy trees.
Objective E. Evaluate exceptions for tree 
removal permits.
Objective F. Provide options for private property 
tree management plans to streamline permitting 
on properties where canopy is consistent with 
City goals.
Objective G. Develop flexibility for the requirement 
that replacement coniferous trees shall be at least 
eight feet in height.

42

PU
BLIC HEARIN

G
S #12.

Page 231 of 421



WHAT DO WE HAVE?

Tree Retention Standards establish the minimum percentage of 
trees that must be retained as part of development projects.

• SMC 21A.37.250 defines tree retention requirements
for development proposals, which depend on the
zoning designation of the lot and include protections for
environmentally critical areas.

Tree Replacement Standards define replacement rates and 
standards for the replacement of trees. 

• SMC 21A.37.280 defines the replacement requirements
for removed trees and establishes different replacement
criteria for significant, heritage and landmark trees.

REGIONAL RESOURCES

Regional urban forestry resources are organizations which 
provide services to aid in the protection, maintenance, and 
development of the urban forest. These services range from 
active volunteer groups in the City to nonprofits, academic 
institutions, state and federal government agencies. Some of 
the organizations and programs described below have been 
used by the City. Others may be good choices for the future.

Washington State Urban and Community Forestry 
Program

Under the Washington State Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR), the Washington State Urban and Community Forestry 
(UCF) Program provides technical, educational and financial 
assistance to Washington’s cities and towns, counties, tribal 
governments, nonprofit organizations, and educational 
institutions. The mission of the UCF is: 

“To provide leadership to create self-sustaining urban and 
community forestry programs that preserve, plant and manage 
forests and trees for public benefits and quality of life.”

A key service provided by the UCF is its collection of financial 
assistance programs including: Community Forestry 
Assistance Grants (the City of Sammamish received one of 
these grants in support of the development of this Plan), 
Tree City USA Tree Planting & Maintenance Grants, Arbor Day 
Tree Reimbursements, Landscape Scale Restoration Grants, 
Scholarships, and Internships. All forms of financial assistance, 
their availability in a given year, and their associated dollar 
amounts are dependent on continued funding through annual 

grant allocations from the USDA Forest Service. The UCF 
communicates events, educational opportunities, and other 
information through a Tree Link Newsletter. 

The Washington Community Forestry Council advises the DNR 
on policies and programs. The program does this by teaching 
citizens and decision-makers about the economic, environmental, 
psychological, and aesthetic benefits of trees. The program also 
helps local governments, citizen groups, and volunteers’ plant 
and sustain healthy trees throughout Washington. The council 
was established under Chapter 76.15 RCW.

FORTERRA Green City Partnerships

The Green City program helps urban communities in the 
Puget Sound region effectively steward their natural open 
spaces through best practices. Forterra partners with local 
municipalities to develop achievable goals, shared visions, 
long-term plans, and community-based stewardship programs 
to care for the valuable forests and natural areas in our urban 
environments. Specific services include: 

• Citywide forested park and natural area assessment

• Strategic and restoration planning

• Volunteer program development and guidance

• Education and training for volunteers

• Restoration tracking systems

• Green City outreach and community engagement

• On the ground stewardship projects and event support

The Green City Partnerships share three core goals:

• Improve the quality of life, connections to nature, and
enhance forest benefits in cities by restoring our forested
parks and natural areas

• Galvanize an informed and active community

• Ensure long-term sustainable funding and community support

These unique public/private partnerships bring together 
public, private, and nonprofit stakeholders to create a 
sustainable network of healthy forested parks and natural 
areas throughout the region.

43

COMMUNITY GOAL #C2
Develop outreach materials to engage 
and educate on key topics.
Objective D. Partner with other City 
Departments, non-profits, and other 
groups to incorporate shared information 
and outreach goals when possible.

COMMUNITY GOAL #C4
Collaborate and nurture partnerships 
with other organizations.

Objective A. Collaborate and partner 
with City Departments, nonprofits and 
neighborhood groups for tree replacement 
and improvements to streetscapes.

43

PU
BLIC HEARIN

G
S #12.

Page 232 of 421

https://www.dnr.wa.gov/urbanforestry
https://www.dnr.wa.gov/urbanforestry
https://forterra.org/service/green-city-partnerships


WHAT DO WE HAVE?

Futurewise

Futurewise is a non-profit that has worked to prevent 
sprawl in order to protect the resources of communities in 
Washington State. Futurewise was founded to help support 
implementation of Washington State’s Growth Management 
Act, and to focus on preventing the conversion of wildlife 
habitat, open space, farmland, and working forests to 
subdivisions and development.

Futurewise provides data analysis and research, community 
and environmental planning and policy development, 
community engagement and outreach, grassroots organizing 
and advocacy, legislative initiatives, and litigation. These 
services are all provided through strategic collaboration with 
businesses, governments, community organizations, and 
nonprofit partners.

The University of Washington Restoration Ecology Network

The UW-Restoration Ecology Network (UW-REN) is a tri-campus 
program, serving as a regional center to integrate student, 
faculty, and community interests in ecological restoration 
and conservation. Students in the program are required to 
complete capstone projects in which students of different 
academic backgrounds work together to complete a local 
restoration project. Students learn how to plan, design, install, 
and monitor a restoration project while working in teams. The 
Capstone spans three academic quarters beginning in the fall. 
Communities collaborate with the program to develop RFPs 
which then provide volunteers for the community and excellent 
learning experiences for the students.

Municipal Research and Services Center

The Municipal Research and Services Center (MRSC) is a nonprofit 
organization that helps local governments across Washington 
State better serve their citizens by providing legal and policy 
guidance on a wide variety of topics. The MRSC collects state and 
local information from parks and recreation departments, land 
use planners, utilities, and citizen organizations to promote and 
manage urban forestry resources. 
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Sammamish Stormwater Stewards

The Sammamish Stormwater Stewards are leading a group of 
concerned citizens and community leaders focused on being 
stewards for the stormwater system in Sammamish. The 
organization’s goals are to educate citizens about stormwater 
systems and advocate for the prioritization, implementation, 
and maintenance of stormwater systems. To accomplish 
these goals, the stewards train and support a volunteer 
core and promote stormwater programs. The “Adopt-a-
Stormwater Pond” project encourages the planting of native 
species around stormwater facilities, where appropriate 
and allowable. The stewards also strive towards a Citywide 
pollinator pathway. This group comprises residents of the City 
of Sammamish that have dedicated themselves to the cause 
of high-quality municipal stormwater systems and restoration, 
where possible, of native habitat around stormwater systems.

Sammamish Community Wildlife Habitat Project

The initial goal of the Sammamish Community Wildlife Habitat 
Project when it was formed in November 2008 was to help 
Sammamish become a certified Community Wildlife Habitat 
with the National Wildlife Federation. The City earned its 
certification in 2011, becoming the 12th in Washington State 
and only the 51st in the country. The organization’s ongoing 
goals are to focus on continuing education of Sammamish 
residents about sustainable garden practices (such as reducing 
or eliminating chemical fertilizers and pesticides, conserving 
water, planting native plants, removing invasive plants and 
composting), and holding community events and educational 
programs. The mission is to make the Sammamish community 
healthier for local residents and wildlife.

Sammamish Native Plant Stewards

After completing the Washington Native Plant Society’s 
Stewardship Program, these plant stewards promote the 
appreciation and conservation of Washington’s native plants 
and their habitats through study, education, and advocacy. 
The Native Plant Stewardship program educates community 
volunteers about the region’s native plants and plant 
communities and provides planning and organization for the 
conservation and restoration of Sammamish parks.

EarthCorps

EarthCorps is a human capital development program in which 
members learn leadership skills by working collaboratively, 
leading community volunteers, and executing technical 
restoration projects along shorelines, trails, and in forests. 
Puget Sound Stewards help EarthCorps run restoration events, 
monitor plant growth, adapt management plans, and educate 
the community. EarthCorps collaborates with businesses, 
nonprofits, and communities to offer volunteers who are 
passionate about conservation and restoration.

COMMUNITY GOAL #C6
Develop a wood re-use/recycle program
Objective A. Collaborate with end-users (artists, 
craftsmen) to identify needs and opportunities.
Objective B. Develop city website to foster 
a social network of wood waste utilization 
opportunities for the City.
Objective C. Improve communication of plant 
salvage opportunities in development projects.
Objective D. Designate areas as free wood 
chip sites.
Objective E. Utilize wood chip waster to mulch 
landscape beds in parks, open space, and City 
Facilities.
Objective F. Incorporate wood waste into parks.
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WHAT DO WE HAVE?

COMPARISON MATRIX / OTHER CITIES 

The following neighboring jurisdictions were evaluated within 
this UFMP to provide additional context to urban forest 
management in the City. Of these cities, only Bellevue has a 
specific goal for their urban forest canopy, and Kirkland is the 
only city with an overarching urban forest management plan.

Municipality Benchmarks Policy Documents

City of Bellevue 40% Canopy goal in 2015 Comp Plan

No stand-alone forest policy document, 
but they do have a formally described 
forest management program and a City 
staff arborist.

Urban Ecosystem Analysis completed in 
2008

City of Issaquah No Canopy Goal No stand-alone forest policy document.

City of Kirkland No Canopy Goal
Adopted an Urban Forest Strategic 
Management Plan in 2013 with a six-year 
review cycle.

City of Mercer Island No Canopy Goal No stand-alone forest policy document.

City of Redmond No Canopy Goal
Currently drafting a Tree Canopy Strategic 
Plan (as of 2018)

TABLE 28: COMPARISON MATRIX OF NEIGHBORING CITIES
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WHAT DO WE HAVE?

Existing tree planting and replacement projects are opportunistic 
rather than the result of a strategic planting program, and 
without an approved tree planting list of desirable species, 
the City’s ability to influence the future of the forest is limited. 
Ideally, a planting program is driven by canopy cover goals, 
environmental services, and equity considerations. An approved 
tree planting list is an intentional approach to influencing species 
diversity and age distribution and is critical to resource resilience.  
There is a widely accepted rule of thumb that no single species 
should represent greater than 10% of the total population, 
and no single genus more than 20% (Clark et al, 1997). This 
strategy provides greater protection and resilience in an urban 
forest resource by minimizing losses when a catastrophic pest 
or disease is introduced (e.g., Dutch elm disease (Ophiostoma 
ulmi) and emerald ash borer (Agrilus planipennis)). A diverse 
species composition also provides protection in the face of 
extreme storms, drought, climate fluctuations, and the myriad 
of other stressors that impact the health of an urban forest. 
In addition, promoting resilience provides stability in the flow 
of environmental benefits and in the costs associated with 
maintaining an urban forest. As we gain a better understanding 
of the effects of a changing climate, the emerging consensus 
among industry leaders is that we should be increasing diversity 
in new tree plantings so that over time no species represents 
more than 5% of an urban forest resource.

Funding for the management of the community tree resource 
is currently oriented toward reactive tree care. As the City 
transitions to a more proactive approach additional resources 
and sustainable funding streams will need to be identified and 
committed to, including exploring collaborations, engaging 
partners, and identifying grant opportunities. 

Researchers and industry professionals have developed 
standards and best management practices (BMPs) for the 
stewardship of urban forests worldwide. This combined 
knowledge and experience has resulted in sustainability 
indicators for evaluating urban forest programming (TABLE 
29: Indicators of a Sustainable Urban Forest, The Management 
Approach). These indicators highlight the performance levels 
for Sammamish as they exist today and suggest additional 
actions for increasing resilience and sustainability.

SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS

Forested land in Sammamish is in transition.  In conjunction 
with development and population growth, the second growth 
forests from historic logging practices are being replaced in 
the landscape with a broader mix of urban-adapted species.  
As the landscape incorporates a more diverse range of land 
uses, management strategies for the urban forest will need to 
adapt as well. Unlike traditional forest lands, an urban forest 
requires a proactive management approach to ensure that 
trees are structurally pruned and maintained for clearance, 
safety, and to fulfill their intended role in the landscape. 
The urban environment poses particular challenges to tree 
health, including planting site limitations, compacted soils and 
reduced organic matter, disruptions to soil biota, pollution, 
and increased exposure to mechanical injury (e.g., from 
vehicles, pedestrians, and pets). Regular inspections and 
routine maintenance are necessary to support tree health and 
promote greater longevity and sustainable benefits. To date, 
the City of Sammamish has managed the community urban 
forest with a reactive approach that assigns resources and 
staff to address issues as they occur or when notification is 
received from the public or field staff.

To transition urban forest operations to a more proactive 
approach, the City will need to advance its knowledge of the 
urban forest resource by completing an inventory of the public 
tree resource and identifying a means and methodology for 
maintaining current tree data. Ideally, an inventory database 
will track the location of trees along with species, relative age 
(DBH), general condition, maintenance needs, and relevant 
history (e.g., previous failure, inspections). The information can 
be used to develop annual work plans and projected budgets.    

Currently, urban forest operations are divided between three 
departments. Regulations, including city code and development 
standards, support tree protection; however, for a variety of 
reasons including the lack of staff resources and training, these 
policies are not sufficiently-enforced. Program efficiency can be 
improved by creating a position for a high-level urban forestry 
planning professional to lead a multidisciplinary team. This will 
facilitate interdepartmental cooperation and more complete 
enforcement of policies and codes.

We moved to Sammamish because of its 
“away from the big busy city” feel. The 
trees are a big part of that.”

SAMMAMISH RESIDENT
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WHAT DO WE HAVE?

Indicators of 
a Sustainable 
Urban Forest  

THE 
MANAGEMENT 

APPROACH

Sammamish Today

Performance Levels

Overall Objective
Low Moderate Good

Tree Inventory The city has started to inventory 
parks and has no inventory of 
trees in the rights-of-way,

No inventory or out-of-date 
inventory of publicly-owned trees.

Partial or sample-based inventory 
of publicly-owned trees, 
inconsistently updated.

Complete, GIS-based inventory of 
publicly-owned trees updated on a 
regular, systematic basis.

Comprehensive, GIS-based, 
current inventory of all intensively-
managed public trees to guide 
management, with mechanisms 
in place to keep data current and 
available for use. Data allows 
for analysis of age distribution, 
condition, risk, diversity, and 
suitability.

Canopy 
Assessment

First assessment of the city was 
completed in 2018 based on 2015 
imagery.

No tree canopy assessment Sample-based canopy cover 
assessment

High-resolution tree canopy 
assessment using aerial 
photographs or satellite imagery

Accurate, high-resolution, and 
recent assessment of existing and 
potential city-wide tree canopy 
cover that is regularly updated and 
available for use across various 
departments, agencies, and/or 
disciplines.

Management 
Plan

The city is developing a strategic 
urban forest management plan 
and anticipates implementation  
in 2019

No urban forest management plan 
exists.

A plan for the publicly-owned 
forest resource exists but is 
limited in scope, acceptance, and 
implementation.

A comprehensive plan for the 
publicly owned forest resource 
exists and is accepted and 
implemented.

Existence and buy-in of a 
comprehensive urban forest 
management plan to achieve 
citywide goals. Re-evaluation is 
conducted every 5 to 10 years.

Risk 
Management 
Program

Inventories have provided 
information on risk issues. 
Imminent threats are addressed, 
though much of remaining risk 
abatement work is done reactively

Request-based, reactive system. 
The condition of publicly-owned 
trees is unknown.

There is some degree of risk 
abatement thanks to knowledge of 
condition of publicly-owned trees, 
though generally still managed as a 
request-based reactive system.

There is a complete tree inventory 
with risk assessment data and a 
risk abatement program in effect. 
Hazards are eliminated within a set 
time period depending on the level 
of risk

All publicly-owned trees are 
managed for maximum public 
safety by way of maintaining a 
city-wide inventory, conducting 
proactive annual inspections, and 
eliminating hazards within a set 
timeframe based on risk level. Risk 
management program is outlined in 
the management plan.

Current Status

TABLE 29:  INDICATORS OF A SUSTAINABLE URBAN FOREST, THE MANAGEMENT APPROACH
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WHAT DO WE HAVE? 49

Indicators of 
a Sustainable 
Urban Forest  

THE 
MANAGEMENT 

APPROACH

Sammamish Today

Performance Levels

Overall Objective
Low Moderate Good

Maintenance 
Program of 
Publicly Owned 
Trees (trees 
managed 
intensively)

Few of Sammamish’s trees have 
been assessed and inventoried, 
and there is almost no information 
documented about in the public 
rights-of-way or city managed 
facilities

No maintenance plans are in effect. Only reactive management 
efforts to facilitate public use (risk 
abatement).

Maintenance plans are in place for 
publicly-owned areas focused on 
managing ecological structure and 
function and facilitating public use.

The ecological structure and 
function of all publicly-owned trees 
are protected and enhanced while 
accommodating public use where 
appropriate.

Planting 
Program

Currently there is no discrete 
budget item for annual planting 
work across departments. Planting 
locations are more opportunistic, 
less strategic.

Tree establishment is ad hoc. Tree establishment is consistently 
funded and occurs on an annual 
basis.

Tree establishment is directed by 
needs derived from a tree inventory 
and other community plans and is 
sufficient in meeting canopy cover 
objectives.

Comprehensive and effective 
tree planting and establishment 
program is driven by canopy cover 
goals, equity considerations, 
and other priorities according 
to the plan. Tree planting and 
establishment is outlined in the 
management plan.

Tree Protection 
Policy

Regulations are in place via tree 
ordinances and development 
code. An arborist is involved in 
plan reviews and inspections. 
Code enforcement is limited after 
permits are issued.

No tree protection policy Policies are in place to protect 
trees, but the policies are not well-
enforced.

Protections policies ensure the 
safety of trees on public and private 
land. The policies are enforced and 
supported by significant deterrents 
and shared ownership of city goals.

Comprehensive and regularly 
updated tree protection ordinance 
with enforcement ability is based 
on community goals. The benefits 
derived from trees on public and 
private property is ensured by the 
enforcement of existing policies.

City Staffing 
and Equipment

Staff are trained for tree work, but 
ISA certified arborists are needed 
for supervision. ISA certified 
arborists are contracted to fill in 
gaps.

Insufficient staffing levels 
insufficiently trained staff, and/or 
inadequate equipment and vehicle 
availability.

Certified arborists and professional 
urban foresters on staff have some 
professional development, but are 
lacking adequate staff levels or 
adequate equipment.

Multi-disciplinary team within 
the urban forestry unit, including 
an urban forestry professional, 
operations manager, and 
arborist technicians. Vehicles 
and equipment are sufficient to 
complete required work.

Adequate staff and access to 
the equipment and vehicles to 
implement the management 
plan. A high-level urban forester 
or planning professional, strong 
operations staff, and solid certified 
arborist technicians.

Funding Public funding supports primarily 
reactive tree care.

Funding comes from the public 
sector only and covers only reactive 
work.

Funding levels (public and 
private) generally cover mostly 
reactive work. Low levels of risk 
management and planting in place.

Dynamic, active funding from 
engaged private partners and 
adequate public funding are used to 
proactively manage and expand the 
urban forest.

Appropriate funding in place to 
fully implement both proactive 
and reactive needs based on 
a comprehensive urban forest 
management plan.

Current Status

TABLE 29:  INDICATORS OF A SUSTAINABLE URBAN FOREST, THE MANAGEMENT APPROACH
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WHAT DO WE WANT?

What do we want?
Stakeholder Interviews

In January 2018, a team from DRG met with several municipal 
and regional urban forest stakeholders. These stakeholder 
interviews occurred over three days and included urban 
planners, utility experts, public works, local business owners, 
City staff, and City leadership. Their valuable contributions 
guided the framework of the UFMP.

Community Workshops

To better inform the community about the scope and purpose 
of the Urban Forest Management Plan and the function of 
urban forest management practices, the City conducted three 
community workshops that were open to the public. The first 
public education workshop, held on January 31, 2018, invited 
members of the community to learn about DRG and the work 
they do, as well as what an Urban Forest Management Plan 
is During this meeting, issues, concerns and values about the 
urban forest were explored with participants. 

The second public education workshop, held on March 
28, 2018, featured two speakers from the University of 
Washington’s Urban Ecology Research Laboratory, and 
focused on the study of urban ecology, the ways in which 
urban design can promote the forest canopy, and what cutting 
edge research has to say about the most important future 
challenges facing the urban forest.

The third and final workshop, held on April 26, 2018, featured 
an ISA-Certified Arborist who discussed best practices for home 
tree care, including identifying and managing pests and native 
species, as well as how to select the best sites for tree planting. 

Commission and Council Input

City staff and DRG met with the City’s Parks and Recreation 
Commission, Planning Commission, and City Council 
numerous times throughout the development of the UFMP to 
understand their priorities and identify their primary concerns 
regarding the urban forest, report on public engagement, 
receive feedback on draft versions of the UFMP, and ultimately 
approve it. 

Educational Pop-Ups

To raise awareness in the community and initiate relationships 
for long-term stewardship, the City conducted pop-up events 
throughout the spring and summer of 2018. The City set up a 
kiosk with educational resources at each pop-up event. The 
first pop-up was conducted on April 21 at Beaver Lake Park as 
part of the City’s Earth Day celebration. The second and third 
pop-ups were conducted during the City’s Farmers Market on 
May 16 and May 30.

The pop-up kiosk contained informational flyers, half a dozen 
educational storyboards, and various trinkets and small items 
as keepsakes for visitors. Visitors could place stickers to “vote” 
their support around different ideas. 

The educational storyboards covered the following topics:

• Land cover and canopy cover

• Benefits of the urban forest

• Pests, diseases, and threats to the urban forest

• Desired outcomes from the UFMP

• Canopy health

• Forest fragmentation

• Satisfaction with public tree care

COMMUNITY INPUT

Sammamish conducted substantial outreach to public 
stakeholders, residents, and non-profit agency stakeholders 
during the development of this Plan. This provided important 
context for understanding the current status of the community 
forest resource and the challenges that it faces . Connections 
and relationships that develop among stakeholders are 
valuable outcomes of the urban forest outreach process. As 
community awareness and actions associated with urban 
forestry move forward, it will be the people of Sammamish 
that ultimately realize the value of their contributions to their 
community in the trees that grow around them. 
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ONLINE COMMUNITY SURVEY

As part of the City’s initial stakeholder outreach, an online 
survey was developed with the intention of understanding 
and benchmarking Sammamish’s community values and 
views on the urban forest. The survey was advertised on the 
City website and through its social media platforms, which 
suggests that selection bias may play a role in the results.  
The survey was open from April 20, 2018 to June 4, 2018 and 
resulted in 331 responses (Appendix B).

The results showed that ninety-eight percent (98%) of 
respondents “agree” or “strongly agree” that public trees are 
important to the quality of life in Sammamish. When asked to 
rank the most valued ecological benefits of the urban forest, 
respondents expressed the greatest appreciation for wildlife 
habitat, with 84% indicating that it is the most important 
benefit, followed by slowing runoff from precipitation (59%) 
and improving air quality (44%). Improving water quality was 
ranked of least importance at 19% (Figure X). 

Eighty-one percent (81%) of respondents “agree” or “strongly 
agree” that Sammamish needs more public trees. The most 
popular location for more trees is in streetscapes (69%), 
followed by parks (66%), commercial areas (62%), then open 
spaces and natural areas (62%), and trails and bike paths 
(40%). Five (5) respondents (1.5%) indicated a preference for 
fewer trees.

WHAT DO WE WANT?

Online Community Survey Initial Results

331 responses over 7 weeks

TREES ARE IMPORTANT 
TO QUALITY OF LIFE IN 

SAMMAMISH

98% 
Agree or Strongly Agree

SAMMAMISH NEEDS MORE 
PUBLIC TREES

81% 
Agree or Strongly AgreeFIGURE 31: Where should the City be adding more trees?
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FIGURE 30: What urban forest benefits are most important to citizens?
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WHAT DO WE WANT?

In general, respondents expressed contentment with the 
current level of maintenance, with 58% saying they are 
“satisfied.” Only 13% of respondents indicated they are 
“Dissatisfied” with the care of public trees. When asked 
how often respondents encounter several tree issues, 62% 
never encounter trees blocking the right-of-way, 64% never 
encounter trees with poor structure, and 45% never encounter 
trees in poor health. Of those respondents who do encounter 
issues, less than 10% of responses found issues more 
frequently than a several times a year. 

When asked to rank their top concerns for trees in 
Sammamish, respondents expressed that the removal of 
healthy trees during development as most important (80%), 
followed by loss of wildlife habitat (74%) and canopy loss 
(63%). Trees blocking personal views was considered of 
least importance at 5% (Figure 32). Healthy trees removed 
during development garnered many passionate comments. 
Anecdotes from the public workshops and pop-ups affirmed 
that people are often surprised by land clearing associated 
with development. They often question the way trees are 
selected for removal or retention with the impression that too 
many trees are being removed in developments.

Forty-four percent (44%) of respondents are aware of the 
City’s tree regulations because of news articles and 38% are 
aware because of personal experience. 20% of respondents 
reported that they were not aware of City tree regulations. Of 
respondents who had experience with these regulations, 15% 
reported that their experience was easy and reasonable while 
9% reported their experience was difficult and too strict. 56% 
reported that they had no opinion, or the question was not 
applicable.  

WHAT IS YOUR SATISFACTION LEVEL WITH 
CARE OF PUBLIC TREES?

58% 
Satisfied

29% 
Neutral

13% 
Dissatisfied

HOW OFTEN DO YOU ENCOUNTER...

Trees blocking 
the right-of-way 

62% 
Never

Trees with 
poor structure 

64% 
Never

Trees in 
poor health 

45% 
Never

Aware from 
personal 

experience

38% 

Aware 
from news 

articles 

44% 

Was 
not 

aware 

20% 

WHAT IS YOUR AWARENESS OF 
CITY TREE REGULATIONS?

FIGURE 32: Top concerns for trees

No concerns

Unable to remove 
trees in my yard

Trees blocking my view

Safety hazards

Loss of wildlife habitat

Trees shading my yard

Canopy loss

Healthy trees removed 
during development

Trees debris in my yard

COMMUNITY GOAL #C1
Maintain an engaging, user-friendly Urban 
Forestry web page.
Objective A. Create a main dashboard for tree 
related questions and facts.
Objective B. Maintain and enhance the urban 
forest story map.
Objective C. Add landing pages to support the 
interests of the community.

COMMUNITY GOAL #C2
Develop outreach materials to engage and 
educate on key topics.
Objective A. Develop a state of the urban 
forest report.
Objective B. Determine what methods of outreach 
are most used and appreciated by the community.
Objective C. Develop outreach materials that 
communicate specific topics about trees, the 
urban forest and environmental benefits.
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WHAT DO WE WANT?

SUMMARY CONSIDERATIONS FOR UFMP 
(CONCLUSIONS)

Already considered an asset by residents, 
Sammamish has an opportunity to further 
improve its urban forest resource through 
increased public outreach, streamlined 
permitting, and the addition of a City arborist 
position. Public engagement on urban forestry 
issues has demonstrated that the public is 
generally satisfied with the City’s activities on 
public property. Community members had 
a wide range of views regarding existing tree 
regulations and associated processes. 

There is general agreement from survey 
respondents that too many healthy trees are 
removed from properties during development, 
and the issue strikes residents as the primary 
tree issue in Sammamish. This is especially 
important because the community views 
trees and the urban forest are fundamental to 
Sammamish’s identity as a community. 

Respondents were asked to indicate their level of support 
for different types of urban forestry policies and initiatives. 
When asked “Would you support the creation of a business 
licensing process to categorize and monitor businesses 
practicing arboriculture in the City? “83% answered “Yes” or 
“Maybe (with conditions).” 97% of respondents answered 
“Yes” or “Maybe (with conditions)” in support of punitive 
policies for developers who violate tree regulations. 
Finally, 68% of respondents supported the creation of a 
special property tax to directly fund the urban forestry 
program. As a related topic, 88% of respondents supported 
the creation of a City staff arborist position to serve the 
community as a point of contact for tree issues.

DO YOU SUPPORT...

Business 
License for 
Arborist? 

83% 
Yes or Maybe 

(With Conditions)

Punitive 
Policies for 
Violations? 

97% 
Yes or Maybe 

(With Conditions)

Special Property 
Tax for Urban 

Forestry? 

68% 
Yes or Maybe 

(With Conditions)

Tree regulations were a polarizing topic among survey 
respondents. Many respondents felt that the City’s existing 
regulations were too burdensome for single property 
owners, citing the cost of the required Arborist’s report 
associated with removal permits as an example. Others 
felt that large developments remove trees without 
consideration for the overall health of the forest, that tree 
retention requirements are not being sufficiently enforced, 
and that the penalties for violating the code were not 
strong enough. Multiple respondents lamented the lack 
of city resources available to individual homeowners and 
HOAs to assist and support them in their tree management 
activities. 

WHAT IS YOUR EXPERIENCE WITH 
CITY TREE REGULATIONS?

Easy and 
Reasonable 

15% 
Difficult and 

Too Strict 

9% 
No 

Opinion 

56% 
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COMMUNITY GOAL #C5
Establish Arborist Business License
Objective A. Determine the number of companies 
doing business in landscaping or arboriculture and 
have the necessary insurance.
Objective B. Ensure all tree work within the City 
is performed in a safe, professional manner and 
according to ANSI A300 standards for care.

Objective C. Host learning forums for businesses 
performing tree work.
Objective D. Host learning forums for general 
contractors about urban forestry and tree protection.
Objective E. Create provisions for revoking licenses to 
business in cases where arborists are disregarding city 
code or best practices in Arboriculture.

53

PU
BLIC HEARIN

G
S #12.

Page 242 of 421



HOW DO WE GET THERE?

How do we get there?
Over the next 20 years, the City of Sammamish will be 
able to improve management of the urban forest through 
implementation of actions recommended in this plan. The 
decision to develop a plan with a 2040-time horizon was 
primarily based on the precedent established by the City with 
other long-range planning documents. Additionally, growing 
and improving Sammamish’ urban forest are slow processes; 
tree physiology for most trees in Western Washington can take 
up to seven (7) years to establish after planting, and another 
ten (10) years before they reach functional maturity, when 
they provide the majority of their ecosystem services. For this 
additional reason, it is essential that urban forest planning 
consider at least twenty (20) years within the Plan framework 
as a reasonable expectation for achieving the desired state of 
the urban forest.

The long-range strategic goals provided in this plan will 
address three (3) guiding principles of a sustainable urban 
forestry program:

• Urban Forest Sustainability – That the urban forest is an
asset which provides benefits that the community wishes
to protect and maintain. Associated goals are intended to
improve the urban forest resource over the next twenty
(20) years by developing detailed expectations for the
urban forest. To accomplish these goals, the most common
tactic will be to increase the amount of information the
City maintains about its urban forest resource. This
includes activities like routine tree canopy assessments
and maintaining a public tree inventory, both of which
are fundamental to management. Since these activities
require substantial expenses to an urban forestry program,
maintaining this information requires significant planning
and consideration.

• Efficiency in Municipal Operations – That the city organizes
its urban forest activities in ways that are efficient.
Associated goals are intended to drive improvements in City
policy and practices by improving efficiency and alignment
of efforts within City departments. The common tactics for
accomplishing these goals center around developing policies
that promote routine tree inspection and formalized tree
management strategies for City-owned trees. These goals
encourage the City to improve its awareness and mitigation
of tree hazards and eliminate barriers to effective urban
forest management.

• Community Collaboration and Engagement – That the
community can be engaged and provide support for
urban forest management. Associated goals build stronger
community engagement and public participation in urban
forest stewardship. Common actions include coordinating with
the public and encouraging the participation of citizens and
businesses to align with the City’s vision for the urban forest.

The research into the City’s current and historical efforts 
in urban forestry has revealed numerous opportunities to 
enhance the understanding of the urban forest resource 
as well as improve efficiency and effectiveness in tree 
maintenance operations. Through the implementation of this 
plan, criteria and indicators will become increasingly available 
for establishing performance measures to guide managers 
in improving the health of the urban forest resource and the 
effectiveness of their management approach. The criteria 
and indicators proposed by Kenney, et al (2011) were used 
as a reference standard to assess the current urban forestry 
practices in the City and provided the framework for the 
following recommended goals. An overview of this reference 
standard as it applies to Sammamish is in Appendix A.

The trees were a key factor in choosing the 
best place to raise out family. We strongly 
value the wildlife, beauty and fresh air, and 
forests in Sammamish.”

SAMMAMISH RESIDENT
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HOW DO WE GET THERE? 55

URBAN FOREST SUSTAINABILITY GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Urban Forest Goal #UA1 – Maintain overall canopy cover
Objectives: 

A. Develop and adopt an overall canopy goal.

B. Enhance canopy in key areas.

C. Assess urban tree canopy every ten (10) years to determine changes and evaluate progress.

Urban Forest Goal #UA2 – Increase and promote resilience in the urban forest.
Objectives: 

A. Develop a city-wide planting plan

B. Develop an approved tree list as a separate policy document that can be updated routinely and independently from other city policy documents.

C. Develop an Integrated Pest Management Program to assess and mitigate urban forest health issues.

D: Develop recommendations to address defensible space around homes and in neighborhoods, reduction of fuel loading in the urban forest, and selective thinning of urban forest particularly along City ROWs.

Urban Forest Goal #UA3 – Assess effectiveness of design, construction and development standards that apply to trees and planting sites.
Objectives: 

A. Require compliance with ANSI A300 as the standard for care in all tree work.

B. Develop design standards that include optimal design standards for large-stature trees.

C. Develop requirements that landscape designs and planting plans consider existing infrastructure above and below grade.

D. Establish tree inspections or audit requirements in development projects to ensure trees planted or protected remain healthy.

Urban Forest Goal #UA4 – Establish tree bank (fund) for applications beyond parks
Objectives: 

A. Consider development of tree in-lieu fund to create provisions for trees to be planted on private properties.

B. Ensure funds are dedicated specifically for tree care operations, including planting and replacement.

C. Identify opportunities for additional sources of revenue.

Urban Forest Goal #UA5 – Assess the ecosystem services provided by public trees and natural areas to establish additional metrics for management.
Objectives: 

A. Complete a resource analysis (using i-Tree or another model).

B. Periodically review changes and improvements to benefits, composition, and benefit versus investment ratio.

C. Report changes and progress in the State of the Urban Forest Report.
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Urban Forest Goal #UA6 - Collect and maintain a complete inventory database for the community tree resource (public trees)
Objectives: 

A. Develop a standard tree inspection protocol.

B. Integrate inventory data into accessible data management system.

C. Develop a policy and assign responsibility for keeping inventory data current.

Urban Forest Goal #UA7 – Care for the community urban forest using the best available science.
Objectives: 

A. Set policies that any tree work complies with ANSI A300 Tree Care Standards.

B. Set policies that tree workers comply with ANSI Z133 Safety Standards.

C. Set policies urban forestry work consider best management practices as advised by the International Society of Arboriculture.

MUNICIPAL OPERATIONS GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Municipal Goal #M1 – Maintain Urban Forest Management Plan alignment with other City plans and policies.
Objectives:

A. Review and revise the UFMP every five to ten (5-10) years.

B. Collaborate with city staff experts to develop and establish a risk management policy for trees.

C. Include urban forestry concerns in emergency response plans.

D. Work with State and County agencies to develop wildfire prevention plans

Municipal Goal #M2 – Ensure staff that are appropriately trained to work safely and effectively.
Objectives:

A. Formalize a policy for ongoing training to staff working in urban forestry.

B. Establish a policy that all tree work be supervised by an ISA certified arborist.

C. Require that all tree work procedures comply with ANSI Z133 safety standards.

Municipal Goal #M3 – Establish a Formal Interdepartmental Working Team
Objectives:

A. Designate an Urban Forester within City staff to provide leadership to the working team.

Municipal Goal #M4 – Develop annual work plans for routine operations and predictable budgets.
Objectives:

A. Operational objectives

B. Develop an annual urban forestry operations budget.
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Municipal Goal #M5 – Enhance processes for tree planting and plant salvage
Objectives:

A. Develop a staging site or green house location for the City to receive and care for trees and other plant materials.

B. Acquire a watering truck to ensure successful tree establishment.

C. Manage warranties from nurseries

D. Provide training for tree planting volunteers/staff to ensure proper tree planting.

Municipal Goal #M6 – Review tree ordinances every 5-10 years.
Objectives:

A. Evaluate the value and benefits of removal and replacement ratios to canopy objectives

B. Consider existing ordinances exemptions for utilities to control costs.

C. Develop incentives for development projects to retain native trees.

D. Consider revisions to tree removal and replacement requirements on development properties to incentivize retention of healthy trees and removal of unhealthy trees.

E. Evaluate exceptions for tree removal permits

F. Provide options for private property tree management plans to streamline permitting on properties where canopy is consistent with city goals.

G. Develop flexibility for the requirement that replacement coniferous trees shall be at least eight feet in height.

COMMUNITY COLLABORATION AND ENGAGEMENT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Community Goal #C1 – Maintain an engaging, user-friendly Urban Forestry web page
Objectives:

A. Create a main dashboard for tree related questions and facts

B. Maintain and enhance the urban forest story map.

C. Add landing pages to support the interests of the community

Community Goal #C2 – Develop outreach materials to engage and educate on key topics
Objectives:

A. Develop an Annual State of the Urban Forest Report

B. Determine what methods of outreach are most used and appreciated by the community

C. Develop outreach materials (pamphlets, articles, etc.) that communicate specific topics about trees, the urban forest, and environmental benefits

D. Partner with other city departments, nonprofits, and other groups to incorporate shared information and outreach goals when possible.
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Community Goal #C3 – Pursue and maintain Tree City USA status

Objectives:

A. Create citizens’ Tree Board

B. Ensure annual urban forestry expenditures are above $2 per capita.

Community Goal #C4 – Collaborate and nurture partnerships with other organizations

Objectives:

A. Collaborate and partner with city departments, nonprofits and neighborhood groups for tree replacement and improvements to streetscapes.

Community Goal #C5 – Establish Arborist Business License

Objectives:

A. Determine the number of companies doing business in landscaping or arboriculture and have the necessary insurance.

B. Ensure that all tree work within the city is performed in a safe, professional manner and according to ANSI A300 standards for tree care.

C. Host learning forums for businesses performing tree work.

D. Host learning forums for general contractors about urban forestry and tree protection.

E. Create provisions for revoking licenses to business in cases where arborists are disregarding city code or best practices in arboriculture

Community Goal #C6 – Develop a wood re-use/recycle program

Objectives:

A. Collaborate with end-users (artists, craftsmen) to identify needs and opportunities

B. Develop city website to foster a social network of wood waste utilization opportunities in the city.

C. Improve communication of plant salvage opportunities in development projects.

D. Designate areas as free wood chip sites.

E. Utilize wood chip waste to mulch landscape beds in parks, open space, and city facilities.

F. Incorporate wood waste into parks.
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Our moderate temperature, lack of landslides, cleaner 
water, cleaner air, songs of birds and tree frogs, a feeling 
of peace when surrounded by them vs buildings and 
concrete. Start replacing them and so if the get too tall, 
there are ones growing to replace!”

SAMMAMISH RESIDENT
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How are we doing?
Community Satisfaction

The results of the UFMP will be measurable in terms of 
improvements to efficiency and reductions in costs for 
maintenance activities. Attainment of the goals and actions 
will support better tree health, greater longevity, and a 
reduction of tree failures. Furthermore, one of the greatest 
measurements of success for the UFMP will be its ability to 
meet community expectations for the care and preservation 
of the urban forest resource.

Community satisfaction can be measured through surveys 
as well as by monitoring public support for realizing the goals 
and actions of the Plan. Satisfaction can also be gauged by the 
community’s level of engagement and support for urban forest 
programs. An annual survey of urban forest stakeholders will 
help managers ensure activities continue to be aligned with 
the community’s vision for the urban forest.

Monitoring and Measuring Results

The UFMP includes a framework for measuring the City’s 
progress in implementing the actions and strategies that will 
be necessary to achieve the community’s vision for its urban 
forest resource. It is intended that the Plan serves as a living 
document. As new information becomes available, this section 
of the UFMP will be reviewed and amended using routine plan 
updates, annual reports, and community satisfaction surveys.

5-10 Year Plan Update (Planning through 2040)

The UFMP is an active tool that will guide management and 
planning decisions over the next 20 years. The goals and 
actions will be reviewed every five to ten (5 -10) years for 
progress and integration into an internal work plan. The UFMP 
presents a long-range vision and target dates are intended to 
be flexible in response to emerging opportunities, available 
resources, and changes in community expectations. Each year, 
specific areas of focus should be identified to inform budget 
and time requirements for urban forest managers.

Annual State of the Urban Forest Report

This report, delivered annually, should include numbers of 
trees planted and removed and any changes to the overall 
community urban forest (e.g., structure, benefits, and value). 
It will serve as a performance report to stakeholders and 
an opportunity for engagement. The report should also 
highlight the successful attainment of UFMP actions as well 
as information about any issues or stumbling blocks. This 
information can be integrated into urban forest managers’ 
Annual Reports and will be used to pursue additional project 
support and funding from state agencies and Tree City USA 
applications.

When walking in forests  
I feel joyful and grateful.”

SAMMAMISH  
RESIDENT

60

PU
BLIC HEARIN

G
S #12.

Page 249 of 421



APPENDICES

Appendices
APPENDIX A: REFERENCES

Action2020, 2018, http://action2020.org/business-solutions/
investing-in-natural-infrastructure

Akbari, H., D. Kurn, et al. 1997. Peak power and cooling energy 
savings of shade trees. Energy and Buildings 25:139–148.

American Public Works Association Press. 2016.  Urban 
Forestry Best Management Practices for Public Works 
Managers. https://www2.apwa.net/Documents/About/
CoopAgreements/UrbanForestry/UrbanForestry-1.pdf

Blum, J., 2016. Contribution of ecosystem services to air quality 
and climate change mitigation policies: the case of urban 
forests in Barcelona, Spain. In Urban Forests (pp. 21-54). Apple 
Academic Press.

Casey Trees and Davey Tree Expert Company. The National 
Tree Benefit Calculator, 2017. http://www.treebenefits.com/
calculator/ 

City of Sammamish. 2004. Trails, Bikeways, and Paths Plan. 
Department of Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services.

City of Sammamish. 2015. Streetscape Plan. Department of 
Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services.

City of Sammamish. 2016. Citizens’ Tree Board.

City of Sammamish. 2016. Comprehensive Plan. Department of 
Development Services, Planning Division.

City of Sammamish. 2016. Parks, Recreation and Open Spaces 
Plan. Department of Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services.

City of Sammamish. 2017. Urban Tree Canopy Assessment 
Report. City of Sammamish Department of Development 
Services.

City of Sammamish. 2018. City of Sammamish Municipal Code. 
http://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Sammamish/

City of Sammamish. 2017, Stormwater Map Series, https://
www.sammamish.us/government/departments/public-works/
maps-and-gis-data/

Clark, James, N. Matheny, G. Cross, V. Wake, 1997, A Model 
of Urban Forest Sustainability, Journal of Arboriculture 23(1): 
January 1997

Dixon, K. K., and K. L. Wolf. 2007. Benefits and Risks of Urban 
Roadside Landscape: Finding a Livable, Balanced Response. 
Proceedings of the 3rd Urban Street Symposium (June 24-27, 
2007). Washington D.C.: Transportation Research Board of the 
National Academies of Science.

Donovan, G.H. and Butry, D.T., 2010. Trees in the city: Valuing 
street trees in Portland, Oregon. Landscape and urban 
planning, 94(2), pp.77-83.

Dougherty, Phil, 2008. Sammamish incorporates on August 31, 
1999. 3rd Edition. http://www.historylink.org/File/7466

Dyson, Karen, and Patterson, M.S., 2018. City of Sammamish 
Land and Canopy Cover Analysis: Methods and Results. 
University of Washington. 

Energy Information Administration, 2003, Emissions of 
Greenhouse Gases in the United States 2003. http://www.eia.
doe.gov/oiaf/1605/ggrpt/

Faber Taylor, A. and Kuo, F.E., 2006, “Is contact with nature 
important for healthy child development?” State of the 
evidence. In Spencer, C. & Blades, M. (Eds.), Children and 
Their Environments: Learning, Using and Designing Spaces. 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, U.K.

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 2015; Interagency 
Working Group on Social Cost of Carbon. www3.epa.gov/
climatechange/Downloads/EPAactivities/social-cost-carbon.pdf

Gómez-Baggethun, E. and Barton, D.N., 2013. Classifying and 
valuing ecosystem services for urban planning. Ecological 
Economics, 86, pp.235-245.

Haddad, N.M., Brudvig, L.A., Clobert, J., Davies, K.F., Gonzalez, 
A., Holt, R.D., Lovejoy, T.E., Sexton, J.O., Austin, M.P., Collins, 
C.D. and Cook, W.M., 2015. Habitat fragmentation and its 
lasting impact on Earth’s ecosystems. Science Advances, 1(2), 
p. e1500052.

Heisler, G.M., 1986, “Energy savings with trees.” Journal of 
Arboriculture, 12, 113-25

Taylor, Katherine, 2017. Beaver Lake South, Arborist Report 
Project No. Ts – 5834, Tree Solutions Inc.

Taylor, Katherine, 2017. Beaver Lake North, Arborist Report 
Project No. Ts – 6055, Tree Solutions Inc.

Taylor, Katherine, 2017. Pine Lake Beach Park South, Arborist 
Report Project No. Ts – 6035, Tree Solutions Inc.

Taylor, Katherine, 2017. Pine Lake Beach Park North, Arborist 
Report Project No. Ts – 6055, Tree Solutions Inc.

i-Tree. 2018. Tools for Assessing and Managing Community 
Forest. www.itreetools.org

Kaplan, Rachel and Stephen. 1989. The Experience of Nature: A 
Psychological Perspective. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Karl, Tom., P. Harley, L. Emmons, B. Thornton, A. Guenther, 
C. Basu, A Turnipseed, K. Jardine. 2010, Efficient Atmospheric 
Cleansing of Oxidized Organic Trace Gases by Vegetation. 
Web 11/9/2010. <http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/content/
abstract/330/6005/816>

61

PU
BLIC HEARIN

G
S #12.

Page 250 of 421



APPENDICES

Kenney, W.A., Van Wassenaer, P.J. and Satel, A.L., 2011. 
Criteria and indicators for strategic urban forest planning and 
management. Arboriculture & Urban Forestry, 37(3), pp.108-117.

Kondo, M.C., Low, S.C., Henning, J. and Branas, C.C., 2015. 
The impact of green stormwater infrastructure installation 
on surrounding health and safety. American journal of public 
health, 105(3), pp. e114-e121

Kuo, F.E., and Sullivan, W.C., 2001. Environment and crime in 
the inner city: Do vegetation reduce crime? Environment & 
Behavior, 33(3), 343-367.

Kuo, F.E., 2003. The role of arboriculture in a healthy social 
ecology: Invited review article for a Special Section. Journal of 
Arboriculture 29(3), 148-155.

McPherson, E.G., and J. R. Simpson. 2003. Potential Energy 
Savings in Buildings by an Urban Tree Planting Program in 
California. Urban Forestry & Urban Greening, 2, 2003, pp. 73- 86. 

McPhersion et al. 2002.  Western Washington and Oregon 
Community Tree Guide: Benefits, Costs and Strategic Planting, 
International Society of Arboriculture, Pacific Northwest 
Chapter.

The National Arbor Day Foundation. 2012. Tree City USA 
Award. http://www.arborday.org/

The National Arbor Day Foundation. 2016. Tree City USA 
Summary by the Numbers. https://www.arborday.org/
programs/treecityusa/documents/tree-city-usa-infographic-
national-2016.pdf

Oregon State University (OSU), 2017. College of Forestry, Swiss 
Needle Cast. http://sncc.forestry.oregonstate.edu/glossary/
term/17

Park, S.H., 2006. Randomized clinical trials evaluating 
therapeutic influences of ornamental indoor plants in hospital 
rooms on health outcomes of patients recovering from 
surgery. Kansas State University. http://krex.k-state.edu/
dspace/handle/2097/227

Puget Sound Energy. 2018. Together, we’ll reduce carbon 
emissions by 50 percent by 2040. https://www.pse.com/pages/
together

Puget Sound Partnership. 2012. www.psparchives.com

Simpson, James, 2002. “Improved estimates of tree-shade 
effects on residential use,” Energy and Buildings 34, 1067-1076

Simpson, J.R. and E.G. McPherson. 2000. Energy and air quality 
improvements through urban tree planting. In: Kollin, C., (ed.). 
Building cities of green: proceedings of the 1999 national 
urban forest conference; Seattle. Washington, D.C.: American 
Forests: 110-112

Ulrich RS. 1986. Human Responses to Vegetation and 
Landscapes. Landscape and Urban Planning 13: 29-44.

U.S. Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Division. 2017. Urban 
Ecosystems and Processes (UEP). https://www.fs.fed.us/psw/
topics/urban_forestry/

U.S. Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Division. 1995. 
Laminated Root Rot in Western North America. https://www.
fs.fed.us/pnw/pubs/pnw_gtr349.pdf

U.S. Forest Service, Northeastern Area State and Private 
Forestry. 2005. Forest Health Protection—Dutch Elm Disease. 
http://na.fs.fed.us/fhp/ded

U.S. Department of Energy, 2004. “Green Roofs,” Federal 
Technology Alert DOE/EE-0298, Federal Energy Management 
Program.

Washington Department of Ecology, 2011 – Slope Stabilization 
and Erosion Control, http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/
pubs/93-30/index.html

Washington Department of Natural Resources. 2018. Forest 
Health Program. https://www.dnr.wa.gov/ForestHealth

Washington State, 1971. Washington State Environmental 
Policy Act. Chapter 197-11 WAC. http://apps.leg.wa.gov/WAC/
default.aspx?cite=197-11

Washington State, 1990. Washington State Growth 
Management Act (RCW 36.70A.070 (1) Land Use Element1)

Wickman, Boyd. 1988. Degree-Day Accumulation Related to the 
Phenology of Douglas-Fir Tussock Moth and White Fir During 
Five Seasons of Monitoring in Southern Oregon. https://www.
fs.fed.us/pnw/pubs/pnw_rn392.pdf

Wolf, K.L. 2007. The Environmental Psychology of Trees. 
International Council of Shopping Centers Research Review. 14, 
3:39-43.

Wolf, K.L. 2013. The Urban Forest. Communities & Banking 24, 
2: 25-27. http://www.naturewithin.info/CityBiz/Communities_
Banking.Urban_Forest.Wolf.pdf

Wolf, K.L., 2016. Science in the City: Urban Trees, Forests, and 
People. Western Forester 61 (4): 4-7, 61(4), pp.4-7.

Xiao, Q.; McPherson, E.G.; Simpson, J.R.; and S.L. Ustin. 
2007. Hydrologic processes at the urban residential scale. 
Hydrological Processes 21:2174-2188

Xiao, Q.; McPherson, E.G.; Ustin, S.L.; and M.E. Grismer. 2000. A 
new approach to modeling tree rainfall interception. Journal of 
Geophysical Research 105(D23):29,173-29,188 -

Xiao, Q., E.G. McPherson, 2005. Tree health mapping with 
multispectral remote sensing data at UC Davis, California. 
Urban Ecosystems, 8:349-361

62

PU
BLIC HEARIN

G
S #12.

Page 251 of 421



APPENDICES

APPENDIX B – SAMMAMISH COMMUNITY 
SURVEY RESPONSE

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS FROM COMMUNITY SURVEY

1. “To remove an unhealthy tree (endangering my property)
I need to substitute it with another one plus provides an
expensive arborist’s report. To remove the same tree
as healthy (just because I want) I just need to substitute
with a new tree. And if a tree falls “by itself” then I don’t
need to provide anything. What’s the point? Also, since a
substitution tree is required, one cannot really “thin” one’s
dense private forest from 30 trees to 29, without applying
for a grading permit (in which case it would be easier to
remove as much as possible instead of a reasonable 1 that
one wanted). Regulations are not flexible.”

2. “I have lived in a rented house on an acre of forested land
in Sammamish for more than 8 years, and my 15-year-
old daughter knows every tree, bush and lichen in this
acre. To our horror, many of the neighbors have cleared
forest for no other reason than to get a sunnier yard. It is
heartbreaking that this is allowed. The removal of forested
areas and fencing off what is left will destroy everything
this area. We need to learn, as a community, that we share
our spaces with other living beings. A bear has been visiting
our plum tree every year and has broken off several big
branches, and we could not be happier about seeing it
each year! We are one of the few remaining areas of forest
left in the immediate vicinity that is not fenced off or just
gone. I STRONGLY support enforced regulations to stop
the irreversible deforestation of privately-owned areas of
Sammamish. “

3. “Developers get away with a slap on the hand if they remove
trees to be protected “in error”. This needs to be addressed.
Make it hurt their bottom line by placing huge fines based on
caliper inch of tree removed and/or actual value of the trees
as developed by ISA, as some other cities have adopted.”

4. “Due to my lot size, I cannot replant the mitigation
requirement. I have 7 large size conifers on my property
of 0.25 acre.”

5. “I was required to replant from a select list of trees based on
number of diseased trees I took down. I was able to afford to
do this, but I am not sure this is a viable alternative for many.”

6. “As a private owner with lots of trees, we are told we can’t
remove any of them, including unsightly maple suckers
from stumps from 10-20 years ago, without an arborist
report. Meanwhile acres of mature conifers are cleared for
development with no consideration for wildlife habitat.”

7. “We had a tree impacting our foundation. The requirement
to pay for an arborist for a clearly visible impact and
hazard is ridiculous. The process was weeks long and very
expensive for the average homeowner trying to remove/
mitigate a dangerous tree.”

8. “Based on our experience, City tree regulations are beyond
lacking and insufficient. The staff is trained extremely
poorly on the issuing of tree removal permit process. It
results in healthy PROTECTED trees being removed without
any consideration. Also, no transparency on how the City
enforces the preservation of 35% of significant trees in new
developments. There is also no accountability for builders
or new house-owners in these developments to ensure
survival of three trees post-construction. Have multiple
examples on this, unfortunately. “

9. “In my case, the private property is HOA open space.
The process to get trees managed is difficult and the
information needed is unavailable and the City is
short-staffed. I have not been able to get the HOA plat
development plans or documents used to designate the
open space as critical wetland. City staff could not help
and sent me to outside agencies which are not responding.
The City requested a forest management plan which is
expensive, and King County would not cover the cost of the
plan since the plat is in the City of Sammamish.”
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APPENDIX C - PRIORITY PLANTING ANALYSIS 
METHODS.

Weighted consideration was provided for proximity to 
hardscape and canopy, soil permeability, slope, road 
density, and a soil erosion factor (K-factor) (Table 31). 
Each feature was assessed using a separate grid map. 
A value between zero (0) and four (4) (with zero (0) 
having the lowest risk potential) was assigned to each 
feature/grid assessed. Overlaying these grid maps and 
averaging the values provided the risk potential at any 
given point. A priority ranging from very low to very 
high was assigned to potential planting areas based  
on the calculated average.

Dataset Source Weight
Proximity to Hardscape Urban Tree Canopy Assessment 0.30

Slope National Elevation Dataset 0.25

Road Density National Hydrologic Dataset 0.15

Soil Permeability Natural Resource Conservation Service 0.10

Soil Erosion (K-factor) Natural Resource Conservation Service 0.10

Canopy Fragmentation Urban Tree Canopy Assessment 0.10

TABLE 31: FACTORS USED TO PRIORITIZE TREE PLANTING SITES
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Photo Credits
As part of the development of the UFMP, the City organized the “My Sammamish Forest” photo contest with help 
from the Sammamish Art Commission. The City created the contest to highlight the different ways that Sammamish 
residents appreciate and celebrate the City’s urban forest. Over 250 photo entries were submitted to the photo 
contest by nearly 100 photographers. Many of these photos are included in this document. 
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November 4, 2019 City Council Public Hearing Exhibit 3 Question and Answer Matrix

No.
 Page # 

(2018 Draft 
Plan)

 Page # 
(2019 Draft 

Plan)
Questions and Comments Staff Response to Questions and Comments

1 14 14
Can you explain how energy savings are calculated and how this benefits the overall population of 
Sammamish?

Standard conversion factors (t CO2 / MWh, t CO2 / MBtu) were used to convert the energy effect from t CO2 to units of energy saved (MBtus, 
MWh). Cooling and heating electricity use (MWh) had state specific conversion factors; non-electrical heating fuels (MBtus) used a standard 
conversion factor because this factor does not vary by region (McPherson and Simpson, 1999).   Street trees adjacent to buildings 
(residences/business) are directly benefiting from the energy benefit. 
To determine the estimated economic impact of the change in building energy use, state average price per kWh between 1970 and 2002 (Energy 
Information Administration, 2003a) and per MBtu for natural gas, residential fuel, and wood between 1990 and 2002 (Energy Information 
Administration, 2003b-f) were used. All prices were adjusted to 2002 dollars using the consumer price index (U.S. Department of Labor and 
Statistics, 2003). State prices were used to determine the value of energy effects. Average price for heating change due to trees was based on the 
average distribution of buildings in the region that heat by natural gas, fuel oil, and other (including wood) (McPherson and Simpson, 1999).  This 
information provides a preliminary indication of the value of trees, more comprehensive itree models will be able to summarize benefits for entire 
population.

2 24 34 I want the plan to be clear regarding which parks are included in which calculations.
Table 13: Summary of Tree Canopy by Park outlines each park's acreage, canopy acres, canopy cover, preferred plantable acres, preferred 
plantable % and the maximum potential UTC.

3 28 28

Recent studies have shown that with global warming, we are seeing forest edges become stressed 
and die. The fragmentation map shows a huge area for patch canopy which impacts many home 
owners throughout the city.  I’m wondering if we add climate change as a consideration, would that 
change the weight numbers for canopy fragmentation?

Canopy Fragmentation can be used as another consideration for determining priority tree planting opportunities in the City.  Not sure about recent 
studies about forest edge stress, but trees do tend to be more resilient to microsite condition changes when sharing/intermingling roots with other 
trees.  

4 30 29 Is Priority Planting a strategy/solution?

Priority Planting is a strategy. The following describes how planting priority was calculated:
To identify and prioritize planting potential, DRG assessed environmental features to identify and prioritize the risk potential for soil loss and 
degradation from storm and flood events. Weighted consideration was provided for proximity to hardscape and canopy, soil permeability, location 
within a floodplain, slope, population density, road density, and a soil erosion factor (K-factor). Each feature was assessed using a separate grid 
map. A value between zero (0) and four (4) (with zero (0) having the lowest risk potential) was assigned to each feature/grid assessed. Overlaying 
these grid maps and averaging the values provided the risk potential at any given point. A priority ranging from very low to very high was assigned 
to areas on the map based on the calculated average.
Considers public and private property.

5 37-38 32
Is the Staffing Training and Equipment detail and section needed in the UFMP document? Can this 
be summarized, and the details moved to an Appendix?

The Staff Training and Equipment is part of the "What Do We Have" narrative and is included to provide an overview of our city's resources to 
support urban forest management.  Though there is a lot of information to get through in this section, the intent is to keep it all together so that a 
complete story of "What Do We Have" is told. 

6 41 36 Why is information about Tree City USA under Urban Forest Management Funding?
Tree City USA is not described under funding.  These are two separate sections of text.   It just happens that the "Funding" section comes before 
the "Tree City USA" section.  

7 43 - 47 44

Can the details of the Endangered Species Act, Migratory Bird Treaty Act, State Environmental Policy 
Act, Growth Management Act, Evergreen Communities Act, Comprehensive Plan, PRO Plan, 
Municipal Ordinances, and the Tree Code be moved to the Appendix with just a high-level summary 
in the body?

Please refer to the staff response to question #5

8 49 43 What regional authorities has Sammamish worked with? King County and Washington DNR.  Past efforts have also included local volunteer groups and non-profits.
9 53 47 Can an introduction be added to the table of Indicators of a Sustainable Urban Forest? An introduction to the Table of Indicators on page 48 has been added.  It can be found on page 47.

10  62 - 64 N/A
Urban Forest Goal #UA2 – Section C, Can we break down "invasive species" management into more 
specific areas? I don't want to exclude other threats at the expense of focusing on laminated root 
rot.

This is something that can be integrated into the UFMP Implementation Strategy.  This work will start after the approval of the UFMP which is 
anticipated later this year.

11 66 N/A Community Goal #C7, it would be more accurate to call “wood salvage” “plant salvage” instead. Wood salvage is a broad term that includes shrubs, trees and groundcover that are able to be salvaged.  

12 95 58 Community Goal #C2, you might need a webpage for the annual report Please refer to the staff response to question #10

13 70 58 Missing Community Goal #C3. Community Goal #C3 can be found on page 58 of the Draft Urban Forest Management Plan

14 General General
Can we be consistent, or define the difference between using "expand" vs "maintain" vs "enhance" 
the canopy?

Yes, we can include a definition for expand, maintain and enhance in the Plan that will be presented to City Council later this fall. For clarification, 
expand refers to increasing the percentage of canopy, enhance refers to quality of the canopy, and maintain refers to the approach of sustaining 
the urban canopy.

15 General General Good findings regarding tree regulations; it’s important to educate the public on these regulations. Thank you, we thought so too!

16 General General
We don't want to be removing trees solely for the sake of plant diversity; native trees should be 
given priority when planting.

Yes, we agree!

17 General General I would like there to be policy supporting maintenance and replacement programs for specific parks Please refer to the staff response to question #10

September 5, 2018 Parks and Recreation Commission Meeting
September 5, 2018 Meeting Materials
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18 12 12 Add a Western Red Cedar to this stormwater benefits table. Refer to the Amendment Matrix (Exhibit 2), Amendment 2

19 31 29 The priority planting locations in the map are a bit unrealistic (for example: front yards).
The map shows the potential priority planting locations.  A potential action to consider for the Implementation Strategy (to be completed after the 
approval of the UFMP) is to develop evaluation criteria for the highlighted areas on the map (Figure 21).

20 31 29
Can we put some zoomed-in snippets of the priority planting map on the following pages to give a 
clearer sense of what this map contains? 

To zoom in to a specific area, please refer to the Urban Forest Story Map at https://gis.davey.com/storymap/sammamishwa/#slide1.

21 34 31
I would like to see more emphasis on the ideas in this “summary conclusions” page in the rest of the 
document. 

The intent of the summary conclusions is to provide a brief overview of each chapter (What do we have?, What do we want?). Please refer to 
pages 47 and 53 of the Draft Plan to review the layout and location of these summaries.

22 62 55 Goal UA.2 - can we develop guidelines for homeowners and keep up with changes in the tree list? Please refer to the staff response to question #10

23 54 56 I would like to see a “dead tree” permit as an outcome. Please refer to the staff response to question #10

24 62 55
On Goal UA 1 – can we promote contiguous canopy 100 ft from arterials? Or on slopes greater than 
15%?

Please refer to the staff response to question #10

25 General General

Sammamish has people who are very passionate about preserving trees and then people who are 
on the opposite side of the spectrum. This document should be written to target the center of that 
spectrum so that its realistic and approachable to all points of view. People need to understand the 
priorities and why we have them in order to buy in. 

We agree that this plan needs to be implementable and we want it to be a commonly used touch stone. The UFMP Implementation Strategy will 
address much of what is be being requested and more specific feedback can be provided to address these concerns once this work begins later this 
year. 

26 General General
Town Center tree canopy shown in the plan will likely change, so we may want to consider noting 
this to help set people's expectations. 

Yes, more information regarding urban forest management within a high-density area should be considered.  Public outreach and educational 
materials can be a potential action that is included in the UFMP Implementation Strategy.

27 General General
We need to develop a way to respond to tree issues at the City so that residents can receive better 
assistance. This needs to be integrated into the implementation plan. We also need better resources 
(how to find an arborist, etc.). 

Yes, we agree!

28 General General Please note the heavy metal uptake with regard to stormwater. This will require additional review and study which was not included in the scope of work for this planning project.

29 General General
There is not a lot in here regarding development challenges. Can we reference tree canopy 
retention in TDRs, upzones, etc.? It’s important to note the necessary balance between property 
development and tree protection. 

Please refer to the staff response to question #10

30 General General
I would like for staff and the City to have better support to avoid answering queries from 
homeowners with “we can’t help you,” or “hire an arborist.” 

Please refer to the staff response to question #10

31 General General
We need to do a better job educating people about the tree regulations and the amount of money 
being saved by the urban forest. This should be a priority.

Please refer to the staff response to question #10

32 General General
We definitely need an arborist employed at staff level to take pressure off of planners and home 
owners alike.  

Please refer to the staff response to question #10

33 9 8

There is a table there with “2018” at the top, indicating the information in the table is relative to 
2018 data, to which I think several of the data points are not.  Our population is actually estimated 
(for 2017) to be 64,548, the number there is from 2016.  This would make the “tree per capita” 
number alter.  The tree canopy % of 48% is not accurate for 2018 either.  As noted on page 21, our 
tree canopy assessment was done in 2015, so using “2018” to head the chart is a bit misleading as to 
current status of things.

The table has been updated to note the year in which the data was taken.

34 17 18
In the document we reference the population estimate is from 2016, I would suggest updating this 
with the most recent information, updating above mentioned chart.

The population estimate has been updated from 2016 to 2018 

October 9, 2018 City Council Study Session
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35 General General
Please describe the City’s work with the University of Washington (UW) in 2017 on laminated root 
rot (LRR) including the identification, delineation and mapping of such within the city limits.  

The UW work was contracted and completed as a separate effort from the Urban Forest Management Plan (UFMP) process for which you are 
having a work session on this evening.  That said, it was anticipated the UW work would assist in the formulation of goals and policies in the UFMP. 
The following is a summary of previous discussions and work with the UW on LRR: 

On May 9, 2017, two researchers from the UW met with City Council to present an overview of LRR and discuss opportunities for collaboration 
between the City and UW. Their presentation included a research proposal covering three primary tasks:
  1.  Canopy cover baseline mapping (complete);
  2. A review of the City’s existing urban forest policies (complete); and
  3. A pilot study in Pine Lake Park to develop methods for accurately detecting LRR (tabled).

- Tasks 1 and 2 were included the UW contract as they were determined to be valuable inputs to the formulation of goals and policies for the 
UFMP.
- Task 3 did not relate to the UFMP and was tabled by City Council due to the proposed cost of approximately $200,000 to comprehensively study 
how LRR spreads in Pine Lake Park. The hope was that other contributors or grants could be identified in the future to help pay for this work. 
- The scope of Task 1 also included a proposed experimental study through developing and utilizing software algorithms to identify stressed 
Douglas fir trees in the city limits.  Known areas of LRR such as Pine Lake Park would be used to train the algorithm. Unfortunately, due to poor 
data quality of the 2015 regional aerial imagery and limited IR band availability, the UW determined that creating an algorithm for stressed tree 
detection would be difficult and most likely inaccurate. Additionally, the time and budget limitations resulting from the extra work created by 
fixing corrupted 2015 regional aerial imagery data precluded the ability of the UW to attempt this task.
- At this time, the City does not have any contract services with the UW and/or other financial resources allocated toward studying or detecting 
LRR within the city limits. There may have been some confusion the UW contract included ongoing or “on-call” response to the identification of 
LRR.
(Email to City Council from Jeff Thomas dated October 9, 2018)

36 26 - 27 25
There is a table broken between the two pages.  Are these data points as of current state of affairs 
or as of 2015?  Can we estimate where we are canopy-wise now considering the development that 
has occurred since the assessment?

The data points are from 2015.  This imagery was the most current available to the City that had all of the data attributes necessary to complete a 
canopy cover study, including an infrared band and LiDAR (Light Detection and Ranging).Development projects since 2015 could be reviewed for 
estimates to changes in canopy but this would be outside the scope of work for this project. 

37 42 37

I have suggested the City start mapping (aside from Pine Lake Park) where LRR has been identified 
in the City.  Trees that fall in the ROW should be checked for LRR, especially if their roots are 
exposed when the fall.  I made that suggestion at several downed trees along SE 8th & 218th Ave SE 
when they fell to see if LRR was present.  I would highly suggest that mapping this particular disease 
would be helpful long term in preserving existing canopy & knowing what to replant (both for 
private and public areas of the City).  The private areas would take more initiative, but with the way 
LRR spreads, what is on private land now will eventually end up in public spaces like parks, ROW, 
etc. eventually.  

A potential implementation strategy for the UFMP is to create a GIS layer to map tax parcels with identified LRR.  It won’t be an exact science to 
the square inch as the entire tax parcel will be mapped, but it is a starting point for further research and analysis as hopefully some trends can be 
identified. As the City has done with other GIS layer development, staff is flagging instances of LRR identification and reporting to begin building 
this GIS layer in 2019.  This scope of work can be completed in house with no additional budgetary or staffing requests (Email to City Council from 
Jeff Thomas dated October 9, 2018)

38 44 38
“Geologically Hazardous areas”-Does this include our landslide hazard areas specifically or no?  
Asking for the purposes of the previously identified map for priority for replanting.

A landslide hazard area is considered a type of geologically hazardous area. Pursuant to RCW 36.70A.030(10), "Geologically hazardous areas" 
means areas that because of their susceptibility to erosion, sliding, earthquake, or other geological events, are not suited to the siting of 
commercial, residential, or industrial development consistent with public health or safety concerns.

39 50 44
Would it be appropriate to be adding links to any or all of these within the confines of the UFMP?  
i.e.. A link to the Washington Native Plant Society or Stormwater Stewards?

Please review to Exhibit 2, Amendment 1

40 53 48
The chart lists it as the “MGM approach” with no note about what MGM approach is.  Is it 
“Municipal Goal 

The MGMT is a reference to the Management Approach.  This has been updated in the current version of the UFMP.

41 62 55 Is staff working with or aware of K4C's program to plant a million trees?

The City of Sammamish's Parks and Recreation Department reports annually the number of trees planted within the City to King County as a result 
of the County's 2015 Strategic Climate Action Plan.  This Strategic Action Plan commitments to planting at least 1 million trees by 2020 in 
cooperation with public and private partners.  More information about this program can be found 
at https://www.kingcounty.gov/services/environment/stewardship/one-million-trees/why.aspx 

42 21 21 Is Sammamish's canopy cover percentage the second highest in the state?
Sammamish's canopy cover percentage is the second highest in the region following the City of Issaquah.  Regional cities that were compared to 
Sammamish include Tacoma, Tukwila, Seattle, Renton, Bellevue, Redmond, Kirkland and Snoqualmie.

43 63 55 Is there a tree receiving area or tree bank within the City?
The City does not have a tree receiving area or tree bank.  A potential implementation strategy could be to develop a tree in lieu fund to create 
provisions for trees to be planted on private properties under Urban Sustainability Goal #4 - Establish tree bank (fund) for applications beyond 
parks. 

44 65 56
In reference to Municipal Operations Goal #M2, does the supervisory position need to be an ISA 
certified arborist?

This position doesn't necessarily need to be a credentialed arborist. Though it should be recognized that the City has staff who are planting and 
caring for trees and that they should be receiving the appropriate amount training to do this type of work. 

45 65 56 Has the City ever had an arborist on staff?
The City does not have an arborist on staff but does have two on-call contracts with companies that provide arboriculture support services for 
development review and on code compliance cases.  
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46 68 58 What does it mean to establish an arborist business license?
A business license would differentiate a person or company as qualified to conduct business as an arborist in the City.  This ensures that the people 
doing the work are qualified and understand the city's tree regulations. If a licensed arborist is found to be in violation of the City's regulations, 
they would be in jeopardy of losing their license and therefore would not be able to perform work within the city. 

47 68 58 What is involved with obtaining Tree USA status?
To obtain Tree USA City status, a city would need to meet four core standards of sound urban forestry management:  maintaining a tree board or 
department, having a community tree ordinance, spending at least $2 per capita on urban forestry and celebrating Arbor Day.

48 68 58 Is there a cost  to be designated as a Tree USA City? There is no cost associated with being designated as a Tree USA City as long as the four core standards are met and verified. 

49 68 58
The requirements are reasonable and seems like it's a good idea for the City to become designed as 
a Tree City USA status.  

We agree!

50 N/A 32
Table 24: Can a separate column be added for trees on new developments (esp. areas with slopes, 
hard to construct and which need special instructions), Commercial/Institutional and Natural 
areas/Stream corridors?

The table helps the reader understand who is responsible for the trees and when permits are required.  Adding new columns doesn't change 
responsibility.

51 N/A 33 Can we change Tree maintenance to Urban Forest Maintenance? Yes, please refer to the Amendment Matrix (Exhibit 2), Amendment 4

52 N/A 33
Table 25- Emergency Response. Can you elaborate on what this means? Is it a natural emergency or 
a situation where a quick response is needed in relation to a tree? For example- A neighbor is 
cutting down a tree without a permit? 

Emergency Response refers only to emergency situations where public safety is at risk and may involve emergency response services from Police, 
Fire, Utility Company, Public Works etc. Tree cutting without a permit becomes a code enforcement issue.  

53 N/A 33 - 34 Typo ANSA A300. It should be ANSI A300 Please refer to the Amendment Matrix (Exhibit 2), Amendments 5 and 6

54 N/A 34
Municipal Goal # M1. The goal is Maintain UFMP alignment with other City Plans and Policies. I am 
unable to see this goal link to the text underneath which relates to Service Levels of tree 
maintenance by DPW and DPR. 

The link is to Objective B; collaborate with City Staff Experts.  This is a service level issue.  Not a strong link, and could be removed through 
amendments if requested.

55 N/A 55
Urban Forest Goal #UA3 – Update design, construction and development standards that apply to 
trees and planting sites.- Can we add-  “Assess effectiveness of standards and guidelines, adjust as 
needed”. 

Please refer to the Amendment Matrix (Exhibit 2), Amendments 8

56 N/A 55
Urban Forest Goal #UA3 – Update design, construction and development standards that apply to 
trees and planting sites. Where would this happen? What are the enforcement mechanisms? 
Permitting? Pre-Application? 

Whenever the City adopts or makes changes to design standards, the objectives in this goal should be considered.  The implementation plan for 
the UFMP should help define expectations.  No enforcement mechanisms, permitting or pre-applications considerations are part of this goal.

57 N/A 55 What would the enforcement mechanisms be around the new development standards? Please refer to the staff response to question #10

58 N/A 55
How do we educate private citizens or developers about the UFMP? Is it in pre-application, for 
example?

Please refer to the staff response to question #10

59 N/A 55 Wouldn’t our tree retention policies and codes take care of enforcement? Yes

60 N/A 55 UA1 - What does assess mean? How did 10 years come into play? Feels like a long time. 
10-years has emerged as common among other cities. If you do it more frequently, you may not be able to see the change. In the interim, 
strategies include permit processes, etc. 5 year objectives can be done, but may not be as valuable. 

61 N/A 55
Regarding pest management program. Seems as though disease management should be included in 
this as well. Should be here or somewhere else?

Typically, the expression of IMP includes disease/pests

62 N/A 55

UA1 -  How do we partner with private owners who want to develop their land? How can we use the 
35% policy better to maintain as wider canopy on the development site? Perhaps the 35% needs to 
be tweaked towards preserving the canopy? How can we encourage developers to keep as many 
trees as we need?

The 35% policy should allow for exceptions in development proposals that meet the intent of the policy.  If the intent of the policy is about 
enhancing citywide canopy, fee in-lieu could provide a pathway for exceptions and fund urban forest projects in other locations.

63 N/A 55 What makes this a plan? I don't see the steps I usually think of as a plan. 
Consider this Phase I of plan development or research, analysis, and summarizing findings. From there, we go to implementation, or Phase 2, and 
that is when it becomes a plan. Those actions are implementable. The plan provides the backbone support of a vision for forests in the city and 
reflects citizens goals/desires.

64 N/A 55
Study didn't measure the value of trees vs. other options for land usage, or something else. Needs to 
be measured against something else. How are we valuing trees?

Good opportunity to keep value in mind that we need to do further survey of community of the value of the tree vs. other values. It may not have 
been captured in this phase, but could something that can be integrated into the UFMP Implementation Strategy.  This work will start after the 
approval of the UFMP which is anticipated later this year.

65 N/A 55-56 Can goal UA5 and UA6 be combined? 
UA5 and UA6 have different outcomes.  UA5 provides additional metrics for evaluating the whole urban forest.  UA6 focusses on the managing the 
specific liabilities associated with publicly owned trees.

66 N/A 56
Urban Forest Goal #UA6 -  Can we add Inventory Heritage trees/Historical trees? Where can we add 
to consider and assess the use of underground utilities (sewer/electricity/cable/gas) to decrease 
tree maintenance needs? 

UA6 is about supporting effective management of publicly owned trees.  Typically a Heritage Tree program is designed to protect private property 
trees and could be a helpful community (C#) goal.

67 N/A 56
Municipal Goal #M1 – Was there a reason to call out just the Emergency Response Plan?  Urban 
Forest information should be incorporated in ALL Community Plans. 

The objectives under #M1 could be amended to include other plans.  These objectives were proposed as top priority.

May 16, 2019 Planning Commission Work Session
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68 N/A 56
Are there guidelines or policies around historical trees? Is there an inventory? Also include native 
trees. Can we have some guidance around what happens when a utility has to touch/damage/deal 
with trees?

Goal UA7 sets the framework for utilities. 

69 N/A 56
UA6 - Might be interesting to have private trees to be included in that inventory. Want to ensure 
that the data we pay to collect is useful. What is tree inventory used for?

Some of that points to a historic tree inventory. An inventory was proposed as a way to manage its liability around trees. 

70 N/A 56
Should the 35% tree policy be mentioned in the municipal operations goals? Are we following up on 
that? Do what know what is currently happening and are we tracking it? 

DRG's understanding is that 35% tree retention on development projects is being tracked with permits.  The value of this ordinance could be 
included for further study as part of a municipal operations goal.   

71 N/A 56 What is meant by the emergency response plan?
There are certain public rights-of-way that are more critical to emergency response. It's about making sure that key routes of emergency response 
are clear from trees that could be in danger of falling during a high wind storm, as an example. Making sure utility corridors have the highest level 
of attention.

72 N/A 56
M3 - how well do different departments work together in dealing with trees and how well would an 
urban forester help manage this? Has there been work yet on the challenging of three different 
groups working on the trees?

Something that can be defined more throughout the process. Currently, planting is done per department as necessary and done within their 
budgets. A forester would be able to ensure efficiencies in these types of processes.

73 N/A 56

M3 - Bringing on a staff member and setting aside a budget means we'll have to decide what the 
value of this program is vs. other options. Would encourage to not dance around the subject, like 
hiring more staff. Someone has to be responsible for these activities - a new position or someone 
currently within the city. 

For any urban forestry programs to be successful, the plan proposes appointing a senior leader.  This doesn't necessarily mean adding staff, but 
designating someone to be accountable for the plan, and plan related projects.

74 N/A 57 M5 - What is the current program?
This came out of stakeholder interviews. There is currently no watering truck, which makes planting difficult. A staging site would allow for salvage 
of plants and allow for further planting. Plant salvage efforts exist through the volunteer coordinator. Currently the Parks and Recreation 
Department coordinates with volunteer groups to salvage natives plants for properties that are being developed. 

75 N/A 57
M5, Objective A - Touches on the benefits of other plant materials in forest. Might need to be 
further pulled out. Should we add items that talk about understory on non-tree plants?

DRG recommends the plan focus of this strategic planning document be about trees as the priority plant material.  Understory and non-tree plants 
will vary with microsite conditions and are more appropriate for inclusion in landscaping plans.

76 N/A 57 M6 B - What do exemptions mean to utilities and does "preserve" allow for too much in leeway? Refer to the Amendment Matrix (Exhibit 2), Amendment 16

77 N/A 57
M6 C - Incentives for development projects. Are these developments that are in progress? Or could 
it be a homeowner changing something in their yard?

Both

78 N/A 57 M6, Objective  G - Where did the 8-ft limit come from? What was the context?
Stakeholder meetings with staff and the public both revealed that the 8 foot requirement is challenging to comply with (both finding the trees, and 
handling their size).

79 N/A 57 Would like to see the educational institutions in the city be a part of the Urban Forest. Please refer to the staff response to question #10

80 N/A 57

Municipal Goal #M6 – Review tree ordinances every 5-10 years. G. Develop flexibility for the 
requirement that replacement coniferous trees shall be at least eight feet in height.- Should we 
have the goals that are so  specific. Not sure what "Develop Flexibility" means. Does this mean to 
give discretion to the Director for exemptions? Overall I think this sections has very specific action 
items, and this section can be narrowed down to 3-4 potential actions. (suggested - remove C, B,G)

Refer to the Amendment Matrix (Exhibit 2), Amendment 17

81 N/A 57
Community Goal #C1 - Can we add information about special areas like Beaver Lake Management 
District, shoreline etc. Please refer to the staff response to question #10

82 N/A 57

Can we add another section to goals on Regulations/enforcement. Although our overall goal should 
be education than punishment, we need to also be able to enforce tree regulations in order to 
maintain our Urban Forest. Some of the potential actions under this goal would be- Provide single 
source contact for enforcement of regulations, evaluate the effectiveness of regulations, education 
about regulations,  streamline regulations 

Code Enforcement is a responsibility of the City and any goals and objectives related to code enforcement should be listed under Municipal Goals. 

83 N/A
Where can we add a goal to address tree preservation and urban tree forest at pre-application 
level? Can we add ANSI A300 and ANSI Z133 hyperlink or to the Appendix?

ANSI documents are available for a fee from ANSI and cannot be hyperlinked.  Pre-application requirements should be addressed with future 
updates to City Code as part of goal #M6

84 N/A General Would like to see a list of existing regulations and how the UFMP would impact those. Please refer to Municipal Ordinance - The Tree Code on pages 41-43

85 N/A 57
Would like to see more teeth in this as we develop implementation strategies. There's a lack of 
understanding with citizens about pulling permits to cut trees. Want to make sure we figure out how 
to do more enforcement. Also need to educate and assist citizens as much as possible. 

Please refer to the staff response to question #10

86 N/A 58 It's hard to get people to reuse or recycle wood in an urban forest setting. 
Historically it's challenging to have a wood recycling program. Its included to consider the full lifecycle of the tree and present opportunities for 
citizens. 

87 N/A General
There needs to be mention of the long-term, urban forest wildfire preventions strategies. Is that 
part of the plan? 

Yes. It was included last fall. A brief description of wildfire community planning was included. We feel that it is very important and aligns with 
council priorities.

88 N/A General RE: Citizen letters - What is the replacement requirement for dead trees on a property? Refer to SMC 21A.37.280(1) - Tree replacement standards

Comments related to potential implementation strategies are highlighted in  yellow File No: POL2017-00167 Page 5
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November 4, 2019 City Council Public Hearing Exhibit 3 Question and Answer Matrix

No.
 Page # 

(2018 Draft 
Plan)

 Page # 
(2019 Draft 

Plan)
Questions and Comments Staff Response to Questions and Comments

89 N/A General
We don’t really know what our existing tree ordinances are… What is already on the books and 
would it be helpful going forward with the plan? It would be great to have them as an appendix

Please refer to Municipal Ordinance - The Tree Code on pages 41-43

90 N/A General
What is a Native Growth Protection Easement? A citizen mentioned that the city can claim a Native 
Growth Protection Easement on  private lands especially if the city has invested hours working on 
the same. Do we have examples of this in Sammamish? 

NGPEs are often proposed within subdivisions/short subdivisions, and maintained by an established HOA. The City usually does not take ownership 
of a NGPE.  To the best of our knowledge, staff cannot recall any examples of the City requiring a NGPE on private property (especially within the 
shoreline jurisdiction).

91 N/A Exhibit 2 What is the conflict between Amendments 16 & 17?
Amendment 16 was to update the language by changing "Preserve" to "Consider" but 17 we are asking to remove "Preserve existing ordinances…" 
all together.

92 N/A Exhibit 2
On amendment 16, my recollection is that we weren't thinking of striking 'G' and 'B' we discussed 
possibility of utilities doing a nicer job of cutting around and not striking entirely. Not sure that we 
decided entirely on striking these.

93 N/A General Web Addresses - Links need updating Links will be added to the Plan that is presented to City Council on October 8, 2019

94 N/A General
A few instances - Mary Johnson's written comments. Numbering and spell check. Also, comments 
from her about dating, labeling, referencing of charts, etc. Also web addresses. We agree and some of those comments already included in exhibit 4

95 N/A 26
Table 17: Column for potential development area. What were the mechanisms that developed that 
number? Would be good to note when this number was developed and would like to see that 
included.

That number came from staff and was derived from GIS mapping and data using overlays with critical areas, etc. 

96 N/A 27
Table 18: Do these numbers consider what the minimum tree retention policy is? Or is this just an 
estimation of removal?

This number is based off of allowable tree removal from owners

97 N/A 52
pg 52: Says, "how often do you encounter Trees blocking roadway" - If the response says 45% have 
never encounter a tree in poor health, does this mean 55% have?

Yes, people do notice if trees look unhealthy - EX: Western red cedars are in decline

98 N/A 55 Goal 2 - What is fuel loading? Refers to fire fuel and fire management. 

99 N/A 56
MG 4 A: Says "operational objectives" What does this mean? Means having a plan for each year around topics like: planting, removal, etc… As plan moves forwards, these should be the operational objectives 

that help achieve the plan. 

100 N/A General

Like to note implementation strategies for next steps: Tree removal and issues about what policies 
and process there are and what justifications need to exist; education; update to tree canopy 
assessment - need to have a clear plan and set of reasoning; Forterra; visiting existing ordinances to 
protect steep slopes and landslide areas - do the address concerns about trees; review other local 
examples.

101 N/A 55 Are we going to provide an overall urban canopy percentage goal? 
Refer to UA#1 - Maintain overall canopy cover. Objective A - Develop and adopt an overall canopy goal.  This goal and objective sets the 
framework for developing potential implementation strategies/actions to help determine if the city wants to maintain it's 48% canopy coverage or 
determine another percentage based on further research and analysis. 

102 N/A 55
There should be a goal to increase the amount of data and information the city maintains related to 
the health of the City's urban forest.

Please refer to Amendment 3 in Exhibit 3 of the November 4, 2019 City Council Public Hearing packet materials.

103 N/A 55 Add a goal about wildlife corridors and connectivity. Please refer to Amendment 1 in Exhibit 3 of the November 4, 2019 City Council Public Hearing packet materials.
104 N/A 57 Add an objective to incentivize tree retention on private property. Please refer to Amendment 10 in Exhibit 3 of the November 4, 2019 City Council Public Hearing packet materials.
105 N/A 56 Add a goal to address staffing levels. Please refer to Amendment 7 in Exhibit 3 of the November 4, 2019 City Council Public Hearing packet materials.

106 N/A 55
Add a goal about the understory because having healthy trees requires a healthy forest and a 
healthy forest requires a healthy understory.

Please refer to Amendment 2 in Exhibit 3 of the November 4, 2019 City Council Public Hearing packet materials.

107 N/A General Have we been updating our canopy coverage assessment from 5 years ago? 

The aerial imagery used for the canopy cover assessment is from 2015. This imagery was the most current available to the City at the time the 
University of Washington completed it's assessment.  The aerial imagery required needs to include all of the data attributes necessary to complete 
the assessment, including an infrared band and LiDAR (Light Detection and Ranging).  The City does have aerial imagery with the applicable data 
attributes for 2018 but the cost to complete the canopy cover assessment which helps us determine canopy coverage percentage among other 
things, would be additional cost to the city.  

108 N/A General
Was there other tree diseases listed in the canopy cover assessment completed by the University of 
Washington?

Because of poor data quality of the 2015 Regional Aerials Orthophotos and limited IR band availability, the University of Washington determined 
that creating a model for stressed tree detection would be difficult and likely inaccurate. This means that the University of Washington did not 
identify areas of laminated root rot or other diseases within the City's urban tree canopy. With that said, the UFMP does address diseases and 
pests on page 37.

October 15, 2019 Joint City Council and Planning Commission Meeting
October 15,2019 Meeting Materials

June 20, 2019 Planning Commission Public Hearing/Deliberation
June 20,2019 Meeting Materials

Comments related to potential implementation strategies are highlighted in  yellow File No: POL2017-00167 Page 6
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November 4, 2019 City Council Public Hearing Exhibit 3 Question and Answer Matrix

No.
 Page # 

(2018 Draft 
Plan)

 Page # 
(2019 Draft 

Plan)
Questions and Comments Staff Response to Questions and Comments

109 N/A 37, 55 and 56 Does the plan consider wildfire management?

Yes, there is a brief summary on page 37 as well as goals and objectives that address defensible space around homes and in neighborhoods, 
reduction of fuel loading in the urban forest, and selective thinning of urban forest particularly along City ROWs (Goal UA2, Objective D).  
Additionally, Objectives B-D under goal #M1 address developing and establishing a risk management policy for trees; include urban forestry 
concerns in emergency response plans; and working with Federal and County agencies to develop wildfire prevention plans. 

110 N/A 57 Add an objective that addresses building inspections and code enforcement Please refer to Amendment 7 and 8 in Exhibit 3 of the November 4, 2019 City Council Public Hearing packet materials.

111 N/A 55 and 60 I like the monitoring and measuring results on page 60 of the Plan. 
Yes, we do too!  This information will be captured in an annual State of the Urban Forest Report to be published by the City as addressed in Goal 
#UA5, Objective C.

112 N/A 56 We need to update Objective D under Municipal Goal #M1 to include partners. Please refer to Amendment 6 in Exhibit 3 of the November 4, 2019 City Council Public Hearing packet materials.

113 N/A 57
Creating goals to improve or incentivize and assist with replacing trees on private property instead 
of charging permit fees.

Please refer to Amendment 9 in Exhibit 3 of the November 4, 2019 City Council Public Hearing packet materials.

114 N/A 57
Add an objective to develop an outreach program to assist property owners with replacing sick or 
dying trees.

Please refer to Amendment 10 in Exhibit 3 of the November 4, 2019 City Council Public Hearing packet materials.

115 N/A 57 Add an objective that considers increasing tree buffers between neighborhoods. Please refer to Amendment 4 in Exhibit 3 of the November 4, 2019 City Council Public Hearing packet materials.
116 N/A General Is there any  between the cost of  tree care and a high performing urban forest? Staff is not aware of any correlation between the cost of tree care and canopy performance.
117 N/A General How often does Tree USA update the dollar amount per capita number? Not often.  In fact the $2 per captia has been the standard for a long time.

Comments related to potential implementation strategies are highlighted in  yellow File No: POL2017-00167 Page 7
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UFMP Amendment Matrix
Amendments Made after City Council Review on October 15, 2019

No. Pg. Goal Amendment Description Reason Proposed Language

1 55 Goal UA1 - Maintain overall 
canopy cover.

Add or revise an objective 
identifying wildlife corridors and 
connectivity.

Increase canopy with tree planting in areas of 
patch and fragmented canopy to reduce forest 
fragmentation and improve wildlife habitat and 
corridors (ref. page 31, UFMP).

Objective B: Enhance canopy in key areas to reduce 
forest fragmentation and improve wildlife habitat 
corridors.

2 55 Goal UA1 - Maintain overall 
canopy cover.

Add an objective to enhance and 
restore understory. 

Public concerns about the quality and condition of 
the vegetation in the forest understory. 

Objective D. Develop an assessment method to 
identify and prioritize vegetation management 
efforts in the forest understory.

3 55 Goal UA2 - Increase and 
promote resilience in the 
urban forest.

Add an objective to increase the 
amount of data and information 
the city maintains.

City concerns about Laminated Root Rot and other 
tree diseases.  City wants more public information 
sharing to help make better decisions about forest 
health issues.

Objective E. Collect, maintain, and make publicly 
available the information and data related to the 
overall health of the urban forest.

4 55 Goal UA3 - Assess 
effectiveness of design, 
construction and 
development standards that 
apply to tree and planting 
sites.

Add an objective that considers 
increasing tree buffers between 
neighborhoods.

Development projects create very narrow bands of 
forest between neighborhoods.

Objective E - Create incentives for new development 
projects to retain native trees and increase forest 
buffers between neighborhoods.

5 56 Goal UA7 - Care for the 
community urban forest 
using the best available 
science.

Edit required in Objective C Grammatical error. Objective C - Set policies that urban forestry work 
consider best management practices advised by the 
international society of arboriculture.

6 56 Goal M1 - Maintain Urban 
Forest Management Plan 
alignment with other City 
plans and policies.

Revise language to include 
federal, state, county and local 
agencies and jurisdictions.

The City recognizes that strategic planning efforts 
that address wildfire management is a 
collaborative process that must include multiple 
partners and agencies (ref. page 37, UFMP). 

Objective D - Work with Federal, State, County and 
local agencies and jurisdictions to develop wildfire 
prevention plans.

7 56 Goal M3 - Establish a formal 
interdepartmental working 
team.

Add objectives that addresses 
staffing needs.

There is no formal policy on resource sharing, and 
no department has a position designated as a Full-
Time Employee (FTE) solely dedicated to urban 
forestry (ref. page 33, UFMP).

Objective B - Formalize a policy on resource sharing 
between departments.
Objective C - Evaluate appropriate staffing needs to 
support managing, maintaining, and preserving 
Sammamish's urban forest. 

MUNICIPAL OPERATIONS GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

URBAN FOREST SUSTAINABILITY GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

1 of 2
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UFMP Amendment Matrix
Amendments Made after City Council Review on October 15, 2019

No. Pg. Goal Amendment Description Reason Proposed Language
8 56 Goal M3 - Establish a formal 

interdepartmental working 
team.

Add an objective that addresses 
building inspections and code 
enforcement. 

The absence of consistent on-site monitoring and 
follow-through for trees, plantings, and mitigation 
is an ongoing challenge for the City's ability to 
effectively enforce it tree regulations (ref. page 34, 
UFMP). 

Objective D - Establish metrics to implement a 
monitoring program for construction inspections, 
code enforcement, and tree permits.  
Objective E - Develop an ongoing staff and contractor 
training program for construction site management 
practices.

9 57 Goal M6 - Review tree 
ordinances every 5-10 years.

Revise objective to incentivize 
tree retention on private 
property.

The city recognizes that current permitting 
processes for trees on private properties can be 
cumbersome for landowners with many trees.  
Also, the City recognizes that private property 
trees are the largest category of trees in 
Sammamish's urban forest at 51.3% or 5,659 acres 
(ref. page 20, UFMP).

Objective F - Provide options or incentives for private 
property tree management plans to streamline 
permitting on properties where canopy is consistent 
with City goals.

10 57 Goal C2 - Develop outreach 
materials to engage and 
educate on key topics.

Add an objective to develop an 
outreach program to assist 
property owners with replacing 
sick or dying trees.

Sammamish has extensive tree protections and 
replacement requirements which impact tree 
management on private property (ref. page 34, 
UFMP)

Objective E - Prevent unnecessary tree removal on 
single-family residential lots through property owner 
education and incentive programs.

COMMUNITY COLLABORATION AND ENGAGEMENT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

2 of 2
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November 4, 2019 City Council Special Meeting
Notice of Public Hearing

Public Comments Received
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CITY OF SAMMAMISH 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH CITY COUNCIL 

Consideration of the Urban Forest Management Plan  

Public Hearing Date: November 4, 2019  

Notice is hereby given that the City of Sammamish City Council will hold a public hearing regarding a 
proposed Urban Forest Management Plan. 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL: The City Council is considering a resolution adopting the Urban Forest 
Management Plan, which has been under development since 2017. The purpose of the Urban Forest 
Management Plan is to provide a policy guide for managing, enhancing, and growing trees in the City of 
Sammamish over the next twenty years. 

HEARING SCHEDULE: Public testimony will be taken by the City Council on November 4, 2019 at a public 
hearing. The public hearing will be part of a special public meeting which will start at 6:30 PM at the City 
of Sammamish City Hall, located at 801 228th Avenue SE, Sammamish.  

DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY: A copy of the draft Urban Forest Management Plan is available at 
https://www.sammamish.us/draftplanreview 

CITY CONTACT AND PUBLIC COMMENTS SUBMITTED TO: 

Kellye Hilde, Planning Manager, Sammamish City Hall, 801 228th Avenue SE, Sammamish, WA. Phone: 
(425) 295-0582; e-mail to khilde@sammamish.us. 

All comments must be received by November 4, 2019 at 5 p.m. 
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From: Mike Roylance
To: Kellye Hilde
Cc: Christie Malchow; Karen Moran; Jason Ritchie; Ramiro Valderrama-Aramayo; Chris Ross; Tom Hornish; Pam

Stuart; Rick Rudometkin
Subject: Urban Forest Management Plan
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 5:24:14 PM

[CAUTION - EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Kellye Hilde,

I'd like to weigh in on my thoughts about the Urban Forest Management Plan
for Sammamish.

First and foremost I would like to state that I enjoy our community the way
it is now and recognize that growth will occur and that it should be
managed.

However,  I believe city, county and state government is becoming too
invasive into the private lives of citizens.  The requirement for permits,
licenses, etc is out of hand and is growing the government beyond
sustainability.  The Sammamish city limits have been established long ago
but city government continues to grow and with it requirements for funding
and ever more limitations on private citizens.

Develop and institute your Urban Forest Management Plan for city, county and
state owned property to include parks, city streets, and all other public
property but leave private property owners out of it.

Urban Forest Goal #UA7, Service Levels - Private Property.
Delete all requirements for developing any guidance and delete existing tree
requirements for homeowners with private property below 1 Acre.

Sincerely,

Michael J. Roylance
1525 267th PL SE
Sammamish WA 98075
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Urban Forest Management Plan 
City Council Feedback

October 15th Joint Study Session

New and revised objectives added to address -

• Wildlife corridors

• Forest understory

• Data and information management

• Working with partner agencies 

• Tree retention and replacement incentives

• Staffing and training programs
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Urban Forest Management Plan 
Proposed Amendments

Amend.
UFMP 
Page  

#
UFMP Goal UFMP Objective Proposed Amendment

1 55 UA1 - Maintain overall canopy 
cover.

Objective B: Enhance canopy in key 
areas.

Objective B: Enhance canopy in key 
areas to reduce forest fragmentation 
and improve wildlife habitat 
corridors.

2 55 UA1 - Maintain overall canopy 
cover. New objective added

Objective D. Develop an assessment 
method to identify and prioritize 
vegetation management efforts in 
the forest understory.

3 55 UA2 - Increase and promote 
resilience in the urban forest. New objective added

Objective E. Collect, maintain, and 
make publicly available the 
information and data related to the 
overall health of the urban forest.

4 55

UA3 - Assess effectiveness of 
design, construction and 
development standards that 
apply to tree and planting sites.

New objective added

Objective E - Create incentives for 
new development projects to retain 
native trees and increase forest 
buffers between neighborhoods.

Refer to
Exhibit 4
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5

Urban Forest Management Plan 
Proposed Amendments

Amend.
UFMP 
Page  

#
UFMP Goal UFMP Objective Proposed Amendment

5 56
UA7 - Care for the community 
urban forest using the best 
available science.

Objective C - Set policies urban 
forestry work consider best 
management practices advised by 
the international society of 
arboriculture.

Objective C - Set policies that urban 
forestry work consider best 
management practices advised by the 
international society of arboriculture.

6 56
M1 – Maintain Urban Forest 
Management Plan alignment 
with other City plans and polices.

Objective D - Work with State and 
County agencies to develop wildfire 
prevention plans.

Objective D - Work with Federal, 
State, County and local agencies and 
jurisdictions to develop wildfire 
prevention plans.

7 57 M3 - Establish a formal 
interdepartmental working team. New objective added

Objective B - Formalize a policy on 
resource sharing between 
departments.

Objective C - Evaluate appropriate 
staffing needs to support managing, 
maintaining, and preserving 
Sammamish's urban forest. 

Refer to
Exhibit 4
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6

Urban Forest Management Plan 
Proposed Amendments

Amend.
UFMP 
Page  

#
UFMP Goal UFMP Objective Proposed Amendment

8 56 M3 - Establish a formal 
interdepartmental working team. New objective added

Objective D - Establish metrics to 
implement a monitoring program for 
construction inspections, code 
enforcement, and tree permits.  

Objective E - Develop an ongoing 
staff and contractor training 
program for construction site 
management practices.

9 57 M6 – Review tree ordinances 
every 5-10 years.

Objective F - Provide options for 
private property tree management 
plans to streamline permitting on 
properties where canopy is 
consistent with City goals.

Objective F - Provide options or 
incentives for private property tree 
management plans to streamline 
permitting on properties where 
canopy is consistent with City 
goals.

Refer to
Exhibit 4
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Urban Forest Management Plan 
Proposed Amendments

Amend.
UFMP 
Page  

#
UFMP Goal UFMP Objective Proposed Amendment

10 57
C2 – Develop outreach 
materials to engage and 
educate on key topics.

New objective added

Objective E - Prevent unnecessary 
tree removal on single-family 
residential lots through property 
owner education and incentive 
programs.

Refer to
Exhibit 4
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Urban Forest Management Plan 
Next Steps

DATE MEETING TOPIC

 May 16 Planning Commission Work Session: Draft UFMP Review

 June 20 Planning Commission Public Hearing: Draft UFMP

 July 18 Planning Commission Public Hearing: Comprehensive Plan Amendments

 October 15 Joint City Council & 
Planning Commission

Work Session: Review Planning Commission’s Recommended 
UFMP and Associated Comprehensive Plan Amendments

November 4 City Council Public Hearing: UFMP
Public Hearing: Comprehensive Plan Amendments

Early 2020 City Council Ordinance: 2020 Consolidated Comprehensive Plan Amendments
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Agenda Bill 

 City Council Special Meeting 

November 04, 2019  

 

SUBJECT: 
 

A Public Hearing to consider amendments to the Environment and 
Conservation Element of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

DATE SUBMITTED: 
 

October 28, 2019 
 

DEPARTMENT: 
 

Community Development 
 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 
 ☑  Action     ☐  Direction     ☐  Informational      

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

Complete the Public Hearing and pass a motion to direct staff to include 
the proposed amendments to the Environment and Conservation 
Element of the Comprehensive Plan in the consolidated amendment 
package to be considered by the City Council in early 2020. 
 

EXHIBITS: 
 

Exhibit 1 - Comprehensive Plan Amendments 

Exhibit 2- Presentation 
 

BUDGET:  
Total dollar amount N/A ☐ Approved in budget 

Fund(s) N/A ☐ 

☑ 

Budget reallocation required 

No budgetary impact 
 

 

WORK PLAN FOCUS AREAS:  

☐  Transportation ☐  Community Safety 

☐  Communication & Engagement ☑  Community Livability 

☐  High Performing Government ☐  Culture & Recreation 

☑  Environmental Health & Protection ☐  Financial Sustainability 
 

 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 

Complete the Public Hearing and pass a motion to direct staff to include the proposed amendments to 
the consolidatedtheinPlanComprehensiveof ElementConservationand theEnvironment
amendment package to be considered by the City Council in early 2020. 

 

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY: 

Summary Statement 

In 2018, the Planning Commission recommended and the City Council approved placing a proposal on 
the annual docket to amend the Environment and Conservation Element to update Policy EC.10.10 and 
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to add a dynamic reference to the Urban Forest Management Plan (UFMP). The proposed 
amendments (Exhibit 1) will ensure that the UFMP is appropriately referenced in the Comprehensive 
Plan and that there is consistency between the two documents.  

  

The amendments proposed as part of this docket item include the following: 

1. Amend Policy EC.10.10 in Volume I of the Environment and Conservation Element to revise and 
remove outdated references.  

2. Add an Urban Forest section to Volume II of the Environment and Conservation Element and 
include text summarizing the purpose of the UFMP and add a dynamic reference to the 
adopted Plan. 

  

In 2019, two public meetings were held to discuss amendments to the Environment and Conservation 
Element of the Comprehensive Plan:   

  

1.  July 18, 2019, Planning Commission held a Public Hearing on draft amendments to the 
Environment and Conservation Element of the Comprehensive Plan related to the UFMP, 
deliberated, and voted 7-0 to recommend the proposed text amendments to City Council. 

2. October 15, 2019, Staff presented Planning Commission's recommended amendments to the 
Environment and Conservation Element of the Comprehensive Plan related to the UFMP for 
City Council review and comment.  

  

Background 

The UFMP will be incorporated into the City's Comprehensive Plan as a reference and is consistent with 
the guidelines established by the Growth Management Act.  The docketed proposal is to amend the 
Environment and Conservation Element for consistency with the UFMP and is being reviewed 
concurrently with the UFMP itself.  Concurrent review is more effective as the City Council can consider 
the impacts to the Comprehensive Plan at the same time as the UFMP is being reviewed.  The 
proposed amendments are consistency and clean-up amendments to ensure that the UFMP is 
appropriately referenced in the Comprehensive Plan.  

  

These amendments are dependent on the adoption of the UFMP by Resolution.  If for some reason the 
UFMP is not adopted, these amendments will not be included in the consolidated Ordinance adopting 
the Consolidated Annual Amendment of the Comprehensive Plan which is tentatively scheduled for 
early 2020. 

  

Next Steps 

On November 4, 2019, City Council will hold a Public Hearing and take testimony from the public on 
the proposed amendments to the Environment and Conservation Element of the Comprehensive Plan. 
However, the City Council will not be voting on the proposed amendment following the November 4, 
2019 public hearing; instead, any City Council deliberations at this meeting will carry forward to a City 
Council meeting to be scheduled for early 2020.  At that meeting, there will be a final reading of a 
consolidated Ordinance and adoption of the Consolidated Annual Amendment of the Comprehensive 
Plan 2018approved docketedof adoptionsimultaneous(i.e. all - PlanComprehensive 2019 

adopt amendmentconsolidatedawill Amendments). City thereasonThe ofCouncil the
Comprehensive Plan is to comply with RCW 36.70A.130(2)(a), which restricts the adoption of 
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amendments to the Comprehensive Plan to no more frequently than once every year, except under 
very specific circumstances. Since more than one proposed amendment was docketed (Resolution 
R2018-811), the consolidated amendment ordinance will ensure that the Comprehensive Plan is 
amended only once a year.  Additionally, the consolidated approach allows the City Council to assess 
the cumulative impacts resulting from all docketed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, in 
accordance with the GMA. 

 

RELATED CITY GOALS, POLICIES, AND MASTER PLANS: 

Comprehensive Plan Policy EC.10.10 - Create and support a robust and comprehensive Urban Forestry 
Management Plan starting in 2016. 
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Sammamish Comprehensive Plan
Environment & Conservation Element
Amended January 2020 October 2015

70

Residential tree 
coverage

Policy EC.10.3 Maintain and enhance a street tree maintenance 
program. Use trees and other vegetation, both 
native and non-native, as appropriate, in all 
restoration.

Policy EC.10.4 Encourage community residents and property 
owners to preserve the green and wooded 
character of existing neighborhoods.

Policy EC.10.5 Within the city, allow off-site options for replanting 
and restoration where not feasible on-site in order 
to meet tree retention requirements and achieve 
tree canopy coverage and storm water capture.

Policy EC.10.6 Develop and enforce effective regulatory penalties 
and practices for unauthorized removal or damage 
of trees.

Policy EC.10.7 Prioritize restoration and enhancement of 
environmentally critical areas and buffers, with the 
aim of enhancing ecosystem function.

Policy EC.10.8 Consider incentivizing retention of trees on existing 
lots, prioritizing clusters and/or a continuous 
canopy with trees on adjacent lots when feasible.

Policy EC.10.9 Promote regulatory tools that take into 
consideration the case-by-case context-sensitive 
nature of tree retention and canopy coverage.

Policy EC.10.10 Create and sSupport and implement the a robust 
and comprehensive Urban Forest Management Plan 
starting in 2016.

Policy EC.10.11 Develop incentives to prioritize the retention of high 
value trees, including heritage and/or landmark trees.

Fall street trees near 
Inglewood Middle School 
(credit: Sammamish Friends) 

Evergreen trees on 
228th Ave SE
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Sammamish Comprehensive Plan
Environment & Conservation Background Information
Amended January 2020 October 2015

EC.22

of buildings and other structures. They provide engineering design 
values based on the 2008 USGS National Seismic Hazard Maps 
probabilistic and deterministic ground motion parameters for 
designing structures.

• 2009 NEHRP Recommended Seismic Provisions for New 
Buildings and Other;

• Structures, FEMA P-750 (“2009 NEHRP Provisions”);
• 2010 Minimum Design Loads for Buildings and Other 

Structures, ASCE 7-10;
• (“2010 ASCE-7 Standard”); and
• 2012 International Building Code.

These three similar manuals represent the best available 
engineering for seismic design of structures. The 2006 Geologic 
Map of King County is another BAS document. (Booth & Wisher 
2006). It shows detailed soil types and the zone of the Seattle 
Fault. The purpose of the map is for more general geology uses, 
but it appears to be consistent with 2004 Liquefaction Susceptibility 
Map in terms of the location of soil types susceptible to liquefaction 
and the location of peat deposits.

Development in designated seismic hazard areas is addressed in 
the City’s Environmentally Critical Areas regulations, SMC 21A.50.

Urban Forest

The purpose of the Urban Forest Management Plan (UFMP) is to 
provide a policy guide for managing, enhancing, and growing 
trees in the City of Sammamish over the next twenty (20) years.  
The plan includes long-range goals and objectives to promote 
resilience, species diversity, and sustainable canopy cover.

Complete information about the City of Sammamish Urban Forest 
Plan can be found at this link:

http://www.sammamish.us 
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Meeting Agenda
City Council

Public Hearing
Staff Presentation

Public Hearing
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Comprehensive Plan Amendment
Environment & Conservation Element

Update Policy EC.10.10 in Volume I of the Environment and Conservation Element to 
revise and remove outdated references. 
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Comprehensive Plan Amendment
Environment & Conservation Element

Add an Urban Forest section to Volume II of the Environment and Conservation Element and 
include text summarizing the purpose of the UFMP and add a dynamic reference to the 
adopted Plan. 
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Urban Forest Management Plan 
Next Steps

DATE MEETING TOPIC

 May 16 Planning Commission Work Session: Draft UFMP Review

 June 20 Planning Commission Public Hearing: Draft UFMP

 July 18 Planning Commission Public Hearing: Comprehensive Plan Amendments

 October 15 Joint City Council & 
Planning Commission

Work Session: Review Planning Commission’s Recommended 
UFMP and Associated Comprehensive Plan Amendments

November 4 City Council Public Hearing: UFMP
Public Hearing: Comprehensive Plan Amendments

Early 2020 City Council Ordinance: 2020 Consolidated Comprehensive Plan Amendments
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Agenda Bill 

 City Council Special Meeting 

November 04, 2019  

 

SUBJECT: 
 

Public hearings to consider ordinances to adopt by reference the 2019 
Six-Year Capital Facilities Plans for Issaquah, Snoqualmie Valley, and 
Lake Washington School Districts. 
 

DATE SUBMITTED: 
 

 
 

DEPARTMENT: 
 

Community Development 
 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 
 ☑  Action     ☐  Direction     ☐  Informational      

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

Complete required Public Hearings and pass ordinances to adopt, by 
reference, the Issaquah, Snoqualmie Valley, and Lake Washington 
School Districts’ 2019-2024 Six-Year Capital Facilities Plans in accordance 
with City of Sammamish Comprehensive Plan Policy CF.1.4. 
 

EXHIBITS: 
 

1. Exhibit 1 - Ordinance ISD Capital Facilities Plan 

2. Exhibit 2 - ISD 2019 Capital Facilities Plan 

3. Exhibit 3 - Ordinance SVSD Capital Facilities Plan 

4. Exhibit 4 - SVSD 2019 Capital Facilities Plan 

5. Exhibit 5 - Ordinance LWSD Capital Facilities Plan 

6. Exhibit 6 - LWSD 2019 Capital Facilities Plan 
 

BUDGET:  
Total dollar amount  ☐ Approved in budget 

Fund(s)  ☐ 

☑ 

Budget reallocation required 

No budgetary impact 
 

 

WORK PLAN FOCUS AREAS:  

☐  Transportation ☐  Community Safety 

☐  Communication & Engagement ☑  Community Livability 

☑  High Performing Government ☐  Culture & Recreation 

☐  Environmental Health & Protection ☑  Financial Sustainability 
 

 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 

Shall the City Council approve three (3) ordinances adopting by reference the 2019 Six-Year Capital 
Facilities Plans for Issaquah, Snoqualmie Valley, and Lake Washington School Districts in accordance 
with City of Sammamish Comprehensive Plan Policy CF.1.4? 

PUBLIC HEARINGS #14.

Page 286 of 421



 

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY: 

Summary Statement  

Issaquah, Snoqualmie Valley, and Lake Washington have formally adopted and transmitted their 
updated six-year Capital Facility Plans (CFPs). Each CFP includes a summary of the Districts’ current 
facility and student capacities, lists of future facility expansions, projected construction plans, six-year 
financing plans, and corresponding formula prescribed school impact fee for new single family and 
multi-family housing units. Adoption by reference of the new CFPs automatically updates the City’s 
collected school impact fee (by District) in accordance with the codified formula established in SMC 
21A.105.040 to reflect the cost of delivery of providing needed facilities and other capital
improvements.  

  

Formula prescribed school impact fees based on the new CFPs and effective January 1, 2020 are as 
follows: 

  

School District (SD) 2020 Single Family 
Per Unit 

Change from 2019 2020 Multi-
family Per Unit 

Change from 
2019 

Issaquah SD $14,501 -$775 (-5.1%) $9,583 +$5,184 (+118%) 

Snoqualmie Valley 
SD 

$10,825.42 -$534 (-4.7%) $3,431.59 
+$1,731.52 

(+102%) 

Lake Washington 
SD 

$13,633 +$1,339 (+10.9%) $1,388 +$764 (+122%) 

 

 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

N/A 

 

OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: 

N/A 

 

RELATED CITY GOALS, POLICIES, AND MASTER PLANS: 

City of Sammamish Comprehensive Plan Policy CF.1.4. 
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CITY OF SAMMAMISH 

WASHINGTON

ORDINANCE NO. O2019-XXX

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH, 
WASHINGTON, RELATING TO SCHOOL IMPACT FEES; 
ADOPTING THE ISSAQUAH SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 411 
2019-2024 SIX-YEAR CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN, AND 
ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, Chapter 82.02 RCW authorizes the City to impose and collect impact fees 

for public facilities which are addressed by the Capital Facilities Element of the City’s 

Comprehensive Plan adopted and revised in compliance with RCW 36.70A.070; and

WHEREAS, Chapter 21A.l05 SMC sets forth the administrative provisions applicable to 

the calculation, collection and adjustment of school impact fees on behalf of school districts; and

WHEREAS, the City Council conducted a public hearing on November 4, 2019 

regarding the adoption of the Issaquah School District 2019-2024 Six-Year Capital Facilities 

Plan;

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH, 

WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Adoption of District Capital Facilities Plan. The City hereby adopts by 

reference, as part of the City's Comprehensive Plan, the Issaquah School District No. 411 2019-

2024 Six-Year Capital Facilities Plan.  

Section 2. Effective Date. This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect beginning 

January 1, 2020. 

ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AT A REGULAR MEETING THEREOF 

ON THE 4TH DAY OF NOVEMBER 2019.
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____________________________________
Christie Malchow, Mayor

Attest/Authenticated:

_________________________________
Melonie Anderson, City Clerk

Approved as to Form

_________________________________
Michael R. Kenyon, City Attorney

Filed with the City Clerk:
Date Adopted:
Date of Publication:
Effective Date: 
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Issaquah School District No. 411 
Issaquah, Washington 

 
 
 

Adopted May 22, 2019 
Resolution No. 1131 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The Issaquah School District No. 411 hereby provides this Capital Facilities 
Plan documenting present and future school facility requirements of the 
District.  The plan contains all elements required by the Growth Management 
Act and King County Council Ordinance 21-A. 
 
 
 
 

 

2019 CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This Six-Year Capital Facilities Plan (the "Plan") has been prepared by the Issaquah 
School District (the “District”) as the District's primary facility planning document, in 
compliance with the requirements of Washington's Growth Management Act and King 
County Council Code Title 21A.  This Plan was prepared using data available in April 
2019. 
 
This Plan is an update of prior long-term Capital Facilities Plans adopted by the Issaquah 
School District.  However, this Plan is not intended to be the sole Plan for all of the District's 
needs.  The District may prepare interim and periodic Long Range Capital Facilities Plans 
consistent with board policies, taking into account a longer or a shorter time period, other 
factors and trends in the use of facilities, and other needs of the District as may be 
required.  Any such plan or plans will be consistent with this Six-Year Capital Facilities 
Plan. 
 
In June 1992, the District first submitted a request to King County to impose and to collect 
school impact fees on new developments in unincorporated King County.  On November 
16, 1992, the King County Council first adopted the District's Plan and a fee implementing 
ordinance.  This Plan is the annual update of the Six-Year Plan.   
 
King County and the cities of Issaquah, Renton, Bellevue, Newcastle and Sammamish 
collect impact fees on behalf of the District.  Most of these jurisdictions provide exemptions 
from impact fees for senior housing and certain low-income housing.  
 
Pursuant to the requirements of the Growth Management Act, this Plan will be updated on 
an annual basis, and any charges in the fee schedule(s) adjusted accordingly. 
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STANDARD OF SERVICE 
 
School facility and student capacity needs are dictated by the types and amounts of space 
required to accommodate the District’s adopted educational program.  The educational 
program standards which typically drive facility space needs include grade configuration, 
optimal facility size, class size, educational program offerings, as well as classroom 
utilization and scheduling requirements and use of re-locatable classroom facilities 
(portables). 
 
Different class sizes are used depending on the grade level or programs offered such as 
special education or the gifted program.  With the passage of Initiative 728 in November 
2000, the Issaquah School Board established new class size standards for elementary 
grades K-5.  The Board and District Administration will continue to keep class sizes near 
the levels provided by I-728; this will be done via local levy funds. There is also legislation 
that requires the State to fund Full-Day Kindergarten by 2018. The District provided Full-
Day Kindergarten beginning in the 2016-2017 school year.  A class size average of 20 for 
grades K-5 is now being used to calculate building capacities.  A class size of 26 is used 
for grades 6-8 and 28 for grades 9-12.  Special Education class size is based on 12 
students per class.  For the purpose of this analysis, rooms designated for special use, 
consistent with the provisions of King County Council Code Title 21A, are not considered 
classrooms. 
 
Invariably, some classrooms will have student loads greater in number than this average 
level of service and some will be smaller.  Program demands, state and federal 
requirements, collective bargaining agreements, and available funding may also affect this 
level of service in the years to come.  Due to these variables, a utilization factor of 95% is 
used to adjust design capacities to what a building may actually accommodate. 
 
Portables used as classrooms are used to accommodate enrollment increases for interim 
purposes until permanent classrooms are available.  When permanent facilities become 
available, the portable(s) is either moved to another school as an interim classroom or 
removed. 
 
The King County decision to no longer allow schools to be built outside the Urban Growth 
Boundary Line (UGBL) means District owned property planned for a new elementary 
school and middle school cannot be used.  The District recently sold this planned site to 
a third party.  The District has acquired one elementary school site and one middle school 
site inside the UGBL. A high school site and another elementary school site are still 
needed. The State does not provide funding for property purchases. 
 
Approved Bond funding provides for a new high school, new middle school, two new 
elementary schools, a rebuild/expansion of an existing middle school and additions to six 
existing elementary schools. 
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TRIGGER OF CONSTRUCTION 
 
The Issaquah School District Capital Facilities Plan proposes construction of a new high 
school, a new middle school, two new elementary schools, the re-build/expansion of an 
existing middle school and additions to five existing elementary schools to meet the needs 
of elementary, middle school and high school capacity needs.  The need for new schools 
and school additions is triggered by comparing our enrollment forecasts with our 
permanent capacity figures.  These forecasts are by grade level and, to the extent 
possible, by geography.  The analysis provides a list of new construction needed by school 
year. 
 
The decision on when to construct a new facility involves factors other than verified need.  
Funding is the most serious consideration.  Factors including the potential tax rate for our 
citizens, the availability of state funds and impact fees, the ability to acquire land, and the 
ability to pass bond issues determine when any new facility can be constructed. The 
planned facilities will be funded by a bond passed on April 26, 2016, school impact fees 
and reserve funds held by the District.  New school facilities are a response to new housing 
which the county or cities have approved for construction. 
 
The District's Six-Year Finance Plan is shown in Appendix E. 
 
 
 

DEVELOPMENT TRACKING 
 
In order to increase the accuracy and validity of enrollment projections, a major emphasis 
has been placed on the collection and tracking data of known new housing developments.  
This data provides two useful pieces of planning information.  First, it is used to determine 
the actual number of students that are generated from a single family or multi-family 
residence.  It also provides important information on the impact new housing 
developments will have on existing facilities and/or the need for additional facilities. 
 
Developments that have been completed or are still selling houses are used to forecast 
the number of students who will attend our schools from future developments.  Generation 
rates for elementary school, middle school and high school student per new single-family 
residence and new multi-family housing is shown on page 10 and page 11.   
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NEED FOR IMPACT FEES AND GROWTH-RELATED CAPACITY 
NEEDS 

 
The District relies on school impact fee revenue to help fund growth-related capacity 
needs. However, by law, impact fees can only be used to fund a portion of a capacity 
project. State funding and impact fees are also not reliable sources of revenue. As a result, 
the District must also rely on local funding to fund school construction. On April 26, 2016 
voters approved bond funding for the construction of a new high school, a new middle 
school and two new elementary schools, the rebuild/expansion of an existing middle 
school and additions to six existing elementary schools. 
 
As demonstrated in Appendix A, (page 18) the District currently has a permanent 
capacity (at 100%) to serve 8488 students at the elementary level.  Appendix B, (page 
19) shows a permanent capacity (at 100%) for 4714 students at the middle school level 
Appendix C (page 20) shows a permanent capacity (at 100%) of 5580 students at the 
high school level.  Current enrollment is identified on page 9.  The District elementary 
projected Oct 2019 FTE is 9251.  Adjusting permanent capacity by 95% leaves the 
District’s elementary enrollment over permanent capacity at the elementary level by 
1187 students (Appendix A).  At the middle school level, the projected Oct 2019 
headcount is 5035.  This is 557 students over permanent capacity (Appendix B).  At the 
high school level the district is over permanent capacity by 518 students (Appendix C). 
 
 
Based on the District’s student generation rates, the District expects that 0.638 students 
will be generated from each new single family home and 0.38 students will be generated 
from each new multi-family dwelling unit.   
 
Applying the enrollment projections contained on page 9 to the District’s existing 
permanent capacity (Appendices A, B, and C) and if no capacity improvements are made 
by the year 2024-25, and permanent capacity is adjusted to 95%, the District elementary 
population will be over its permanent capacity by 1311 students, at the middle school level 
by 538 students, and will be over its permanent capacity by 1047 at the high school level.  
The District’s enrollment projections are developed using two methods:  first, the cohort 
survival – historical enrollment method is used to forecast enrollment growth based upon 
the progression of existing students in the District; then, the enrollment projections are 
modified to include students anticipated from new developments in the District.  
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To address existing and future capacity needs, the District’s six-year construction plan includes the 
following capacity projects: 

 
Facility 
Expansions 

 
Projected / Final 
Completion Date 

 
Location 

 
Additional 
Capacity 

New High School     
New Elementary #17                                              
New Middle School 
Expand Maple Hills Elementary 
New Elementary #16 
Expand Discovery Elementary          
Expand Endeavour Elementary                        
Rebuild/Expand Pine Lake Middle 
Expand Cougar Ridge Elementary 
Expand Sunset Elementary 

2022 
2022 
2021 
2021 
2020 
2019 
2019 
2018 
2018 
2018 

Issaquah 
Issaquah 
Issaquah 

King County 
Sammamish 
Sammamish 
King County 
Sammamish 

Bellevue 
Bellevue 

1600 
680 
850 
120 
680 
120 
120 
242 
120 
120 

Creekside Elementary Portable 
Maple Hills Elementary Portable 
Challenger Elementary Portable 
Pine Lake Middle School Portable 
Sunny Hills Elementary Portables 
Issaquah Middle School Portables 
Issaquah High School Portable 
Maywood Middle School Portable 

2018 
2018 
2018 
2018 
2018 
2018 
2018 
2018 

Sammamish 
King County 
Sammamish 
Sammamish 
Sammamish 

Issaquah 
Issaquah 

King County 

40 
40 
40 
56 
80 
208 
56 
56 

 
Based upon the District’s capacity data and enrollment projections, as well as the student generation 
data, the District has determined that a majority of its capacity improvements are necessary to serve 
students generated by new development.   
 
The school impact fee formula ensures that new development only pays for the cost of the facilities 
necessitated by new development.  The fee calculations examine the costs of housing the students 
generated by each new single family dwelling unit or each new multi-family dwelling unit and then 
reduces that amount by the anticipated state match and future tax payments.  The resulting impact 
fee is then discounted further.  Thus, by applying the student generation factor to the school project 
costs, the fee formula only calculates the costs of providing capacity to serve each new dwelling unit.  
The formula does not require new development to contribute the costs of providing capacity to address 
existing needs. 
 
The King County Council and the City Councils of the Cities of Bellevue, Issaquah, Newcastle, Renton 
and Sammamish have created a framework for collecting school impact fees and the District can 
demonstrate that new developments will have an impact on the District.  The impact fees will be used 
in a manner consistent with RCW 82.02.050 - .110 and the adopted local ordinances. Engrossed 
Senate Bill 5923, enacted in the 2015 Legislative Session, requires that developers be provided an 
option to defer payment of impact fees to final inspection, certificate of occupancy, or closing, with no 
fees deferred longer than 18 months from building permit issuance.  The District adopts the positions 
that:  (1) no school impact fee should be collected later than the earlier of final inspection or 18 months 
from the time of building permit issuance; and (2) no developer applicant should be permitted to defer 
payment of school impact fees for more than 20 dwelling units in a single year.   The District’s recent 
and ongoing student growth, coupled with the need for the timely funding and construction of new 
facilities to serve this growth, requires strict adherence to this position. 
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ENROLLMENT METHODOLOGY 
 
Two basic techniques are used, with the results compared, to establish the most likely 
range of anticipated student enrollment: 
1. The student 3-2-1 cohort survival method.  Examine Issaquah School District 

enrollments for the last 5 years and determine the average cohort survival for the 
consecutive five-year period.  Because cohort survival does not consider students 
generated from new development it is a conservative projection of actual 
enrollment.  For the same reason, these projections are also slow to react to actual 
growth. 

2. Based on information from King County, realtors, developers, etc., seek to 
establish the number of new dwelling units that will be sold each year.  The new 
dwelling units are converted to new students based on the following: 
 
a) The number of actual new students as a percentage of actual new dwellings 

for the past several years. 
b) Determine the actual distribution of new students by grade level for the past 

several years, i.e., 5% to kindergarten, 10% to first grade, 2% to 11th grade, 
etc. 

c) Based on an examination of the history shown by (a) and (b) above, establish 
the most likely factor to apply to the projected new dwellings. 

 
After determining the expected new students, the current actual student enrollments are 
moved forward from year to year with the arrived at additions. 
 
One of the challenges associated with all projection techniques is that they tend to always 
show growth because the number of houses and the general population always increases.  
Enrollments, however, can and do decrease even as the population increases.  The 
reason is as the population matures, the number of kindergartners will go down as the 
number of 10th graders is still increasing.  To adjust for this factor, the number of school 
age children per dwelling is examined.  When this number exceeds expectations, it is 
probably because the District is still assuming kindergarten growth, while the main growth 
is actually moving into middle school.  When this happens, a reduction factor is added to 
kindergarten to force it to decrease even though the general population continues to grow.  
A precise statistical formula has not been developed to make this adjustment. 
 
After all of the projections have been made and examined, the most likely range is 
selected.  An examination of past projections compared with actual enrollment indicates 
the cohorts tend to be more accurate over a ten-year time span while dwelling units tend 
to be more accurate over a shorter period.  The probable reason is that over a ten-year 
period, the projections tend to average out even though there are major shifts both up and 
down within the period. 
 
Enrollment projections for the years 2019-2020 through 2033-2034 are shown in Table 
One.  Student generation factors are shown in Table Two and Table Three. 
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TABLE ONE:                                                                                    
ACTUAL STUDENT COUNTS 2010-11 through 2018-19    

ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS 2019-20 through 2033-34 
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TABLE TWO:   STUDENT FACTORS - SINGLE FAMILY 
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TABLE THREE:   STUDENT FACTORS - MULTI-FAMILY 
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INVENTORY AND EVALUATION OF CURRENT FACILITIES 

 
Currently, using the 95% utilization factor, the District has the capacity to house 17843 students in 
permanent facilities and 4393 students in portables.  The projected student enrollment for the 2019-
2020 school year is expected to be 20,105 including K-5 FTE which leaves a permanent capacity 
deficit of 2262.  Adding portable classrooms into the capacity calculations gives us a capacity of 
22236 with a surplus capacity of 2131 for the K-12 student population. 
 

Calculations of elementary, middle school and high school capacities are shown in Appendices A, B 
and C.  Totals are shown in Appendix D. 
 

Below is a list of current facilities.  These facility locations and sites are shown on the District Site 
Location Map. 

 

EXISTING FACILITIES    LOCATION 
 

GRADE SPAN K-5: 
Apollo Elementary     15025 S.E. 117th Street, Renton 
Briarwood Elementary    17020 S.E. 134th Street, Renton 
Cascade Ridge Elementary    2020 Trossachs Blvd. S.E., Sammamish 
Challenger Elementary    25200 S.E. Klahanie Blvd., Issaquah 
Clark Elementary     335 First Ave. S.E., Issaquah 
Cougar Ridge Elementary    4630 167th Ave. S.E., Bellevue 
Creekside Elementary    20777 SE 16th Street, Sammamish 
Discovery Elementary     2300 228th Ave. S.E., Sammamish 
Endeavour Elementary    26205 S.E. Issaquah-Fall City Rd., Issaquah 
Grand Ridge Elementary    1739 NE Park Drive, Issaquah 
Issaquah Valley Elementary    555 N.W. Holly Street, Issaquah 
Maple Hills Elementary    15644 204th Ave. S.E., Issaquah 
Newcastle Elementary    8440 136th Ave S.E., Newcastle 
Sunny Hills Elementary    3200 Issaquah-Pine Lake Rd. S.E., Sammamish 
Sunset Elementary     4229 W. Lk. Sammamish Pkwy. S.E., Issaquah 
 

GRADE SPAN 6-8: 
Beaver Lake Middle School    25025 S.E. 32nd Street, Issaquah 
Issaquah Middle School    600 2nd Ave. Ave. S.E., Issaquah 
Maywood Middle School    14490 168th Ave. S.E., Renton 
Pacific Cascade Middle School   24635 SE Issaquah-Fall City Rd, Issaquah 
Pine Lake Middle School    3095 Issaquah-Pine Lake Rd., Sammamish 
 

GRADE SPAN 9-12: 
Issaquah High School     700 Second Ave. S.E., Issaquah 
Liberty High School     16655 S.E. 136th Street, Renton 
Skyline High School     1122 228th Ave. S.E., Sammamish 
Gibson Ek High School                         379 First Ave. S.E., Issaquah 
 

SUPPORT SERVICES: 
Administration Building    565 N.W. Holly Street, Issaquah 
New Administration Building (July 2019)  5150 220th Ave S.E., Issaquah 
May Valley Service Center    16404 S.E. May Valley Road, Renton 
Transportation Center     805 Second Avenue S.E., Issaquah 
Transportation Satellite    3402 228th Ave. S.E., Sammamish 
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SITE LOCATION MAP 
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URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY MAP 
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THE ISSAQUAH SCHOOL DISTRICT'S 
SIX-YEAR CONSTRUCTION PLAN 

 
The District's Six-Year Finance Plan is shown in Appendix E.  Shown in Table Four is the District's 
projected capacity to house students, which reflects the additional facilities as noted.  Voters passed a 
$533 million bond in April 2016 to fund the purchase of land for and construction of a new high school, 
a new middle school, two new elementary schools, the rebuild/expansion of an existing middle school 
and additions to six existing elementary schools. The District does anticipate receiving State matching 
funds that would reduce future bond sale amounts or be applied to new K-12 construction projects 
included in this Plan.   
 
The District also anticipates that it will receive $500,000 in impact fees and mitigation payments that 
will be applied to capital projects. 
 
The District projects 20,105 FTE students for the 2019-2020 school year and 20,684 FTE students in 
the 2024-2025 school year. Growth will be accommodated by the planned facilities.  Per the formula in 
the adopted school impact fee ordinance, half of the unfunded growth-related need is assigned to impact 
fees and half is the local share. 
 

 
TABLE FOUR:    PROJECTED CAPACITY TO HOUSE STUDENTS 

 
 
 

 

Years 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25
Permanent Capacity 18782 18782 19022 20552 22952 22952

High School 1600

Middle School 850

Elementary School 240 680 800

Gross Totals 18782 19022 20552 22952 22952 22952
*Subtotal (Sum at 95% 
Utilization Rate) 17843 18071 19524 21804 21804 21804
Portables @ 95% 4393 4393 4393 4393 4393 4393

Total Capacity 22236 22464 23917 26197 26197 26197
Projected FTE Enrollment** 20105 20259 20450 20457 20443 20684
Permanent Capacity @ 95% 
(surplus/deficit) -2262 -2188 -926 1347 1361 1120
Permanent Cap w/Portables 
(surplus/deficit) 2131 2205 3467 5740 5754 5513

*  Permanent Capacity and New Construction calculations are based on the 95% 
utilization factors (see Appendix D)
The number of  planned portables may  be reduced if  permanent capacity  is increased by  a f uture bond issue.

Projected Capacity to House Students
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SCHOOL IMPACT FEE CALCULATIONS 
 
 
  DISTRICT Issaquah SD #411

YEAR 2019

School Site Acquisition Cost:
((Acres x Cost per Acre)/Facility Capacity) x Student Generation Factor

Student Student
Facility Cost/ Facility Factor Factor Cost/ Cost/

Acreage Acre Capacity SFR MFR SFR MFR
Elementary 7.00 $1,000,000 680 0.308 0.195 $3,167 $2,006
Middle/Jr High 10.00 $1,000,000 850 0.157 0.087 $1,848 $1,019
High 30.00 $1,000,000 1,600 0.173 0.098 $3,245 $1,845

 TOTAL $8,260 $4,871
School Construction Cost:
((Facility Cost/Facility Capacity) x Student Generation Factor) x (Permanent/Total Sq Ft)

Student Student
%Perm/ Facility Facility Factor Factor Cost/ Cost/

Total Sq.Ft. Cost Capacity SFR MFR SFR MFR
Elementary 92.37% $32,000,000 680 0.308 0.195 $13,372 $8,471
Middle/Jr High 92.37% $60,000,000 850 0.157 0.087 $10,243 $5,647
High 92.37% $100,000,000 1,600 0.173 0.098 $9,993 $5,682

TOTAL $33,608 $19,801
Temporary Facility Cost:
((Facility Cost/Facility Capacity) x Student Generation Factor) x (Temporary/Total Square Feet)

Student Student
%Temp/ Facility Facility Factor Factor Cost/ Cost/

Total Sq.Ft. Cost Size SFR MFR SFR MFR
Elementary 7.63% $250,000 80 0.308 0.195 $73 $46
Middle/Jr High 7.63% $250,000 56 0.157 0.087 $54 $30
High 7.63% $250,000 224 0.173 0.098 $15 $8

TOTAL $142 $84
State Matching Credit:
Area Cost Allowance x SPI Square Footage x District Match % x Student Factor

Student Student
Current Area SPI District Factor Factor Cost/ Cost/

Cost Allowance Footage Match % SFR MFR SFR MFR
Elementary $225.97 90 0.00% 0.308 0.195 $0 $0
Middle/Jr High $225.97 108 0.00% 0.157 0.087 $0 $0
High School $225.97 130 0.00% 0.173 0.098 $0 $0

TOTAL $0 $0

Tax Payment Credit: SFR MFR
Average Assessed Value $880,244 $378,314
Capital Bond Interest Rate 4.09% 4.09%
Net Present Value of Average Dwelling $7,107,687 $3,054,766
Years Amortized 10 10
Property Tax Levy Rate $1.83 $1.83

Present Value of Revenue Stream $13,007 $5,590
Fee Summary: Single Multi-

Family Family
Site Acquistion Costs $8,260.43 $4,870.60
Permanent Facility Cost $33,607.86 $19,800.83
Temporary Facility Cost $141.60 $84.35
State Match Credit $0.00 $0.00
Tax Payment Credit ($13,007.07) ($5,590.22)

FEE (AS CALCULATED) $29,002.82 $19,165.56

Local Share $14,501.41 $9,582.78

FINAL FEE $14,501 $9,583

SCHOOL IMPACT FEE CALCULATIONS
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BASIS FOR DATA USED IN SCHOOL IMPACT FEE CALCULATIONS 
 
  
SCHOOL SITE ACQUISITION COST: 
                

• Elementary  Two new sites are planned for purchase 
 

• Middle School  One new site is planned for purchase 
 
• High School  One new site is planned for purchase 

 
SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION COST: 
 

• Elementary  $32,000,000 is the proportional cost of the project providing additional 
   elementary capacity 
 

• Middle School  $60,000,000 is the proportional costs of the projects providing additional
   middle school capacity  

 
• High School  $100,000,000 is the proportional cost of the project providing additional

   high school capacity 
 
 

PERCENTAGE OF PERMANENT AND TEMPORARY SQUARE FOOTAGE TO TOTAL SQUARE 
FOOTAGE: 
 
 Total Square Footage                                   2,705,800 
 
 Permanent Square Footage (OSPI)              2,518,228  
 
 Temporary Square Footage                             187,572 
    
 
 
STATE MATCH CREDIT: 
 
   Current Area Cost Allowance   $225.97 
 
   Percentage of State Match   39.54% 
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APPENDIX A 
 

 2018-19 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL CAPACITIES
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APOLLO 26 520 4 48 568 540 7 140 708 673 0 0 708 7 630 -90 43

BRIARWOOD 28 560 2 24 584 555 12 240 824 783 0 0 824 12 643 -88 140

CASCADE RIDGE 23 460 3 36 496 471 8 160 656 623 0 0 656 8 458 13 165

CHALLENGER 20 400 5 60 460 437 14 280 740 703 0 0 740 14 567 -130 136

CLARK 35 700 3 36 736 699 10 200 936 889 0 0 936 10 758 -59 131

COUGAR RIDGE 33 660 3 36 696 661 8 160 856 813 0 0 856 8 580 81 233

CREEKSIDE 27 540 3 36 576 546 10 200 776 737 0 0 776 10 709 -162 28

DISCOVERY 22 440 3 36 476 452 8 160 636 604 0 0 636 8 635 -183 -31

ENDEAVOUR 22 440 3 36 476 452 12 240 716 680 0 0 716 12 571 -119 109

GRAND RIDGE 27 540 3 36 576 547 12 240 816 775 0 0 816 12 707 -160 68
ISSAQUAH VALLEY 29 580 0 0 580 551 10 200 780 741 0 0 780 10 621 -70 120

MAPLE HILLS 19 380 3 36 416 395 4 80 496 471 2 40 536 6 403 -8 68

NEWCASTLE 24 480 3 36 516 490 8 160 676 642 0 0 676 8 636 -146 6

SUNNY HILLS 32 640 1 12 652 619 4 80 732 695 8 160 892 12 749 -130 -54

SUNSET 31 620 5 60 680 646 4 80 760 722 4 80 840 8 584 62 138
 

TOTAL 398 7960 44 528 8488 8061 131 2620 11108 10553 14 280 11388 145 9251 -1187 1302

*Minus excluded spaces for special program needs   
**Average of staff ing ratios 1:20 K-2, 1:23 3-5
***Permanent Capacity x 95% (utilization factor) Minus Headcount Enrollment
****Maximum Capacity x 95% (utilization factor) Minus Headcount Enrollment
Permanent capacity reflects the building's level of service design capacity. The maximum capacity includes the permanent capacity plus the maximum number of classrooms served in portables.
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APPENDIX B 
 

 
 
 
 

2018-2019 MIDDLE SCHOOL CAPACITIES
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BEAVER LAKE 29 754 2 24 778 739 10 260 1038 986 0 0 1038 10 869 -130 117
             
ISSAQUAH 
MIDDLE 34 884 2 24 908 863 8 208 1116 1060 0 0 1116 8 1018 -155 42
            

MAYWOOD 39 1014 4 48 1062 1009 6 156 1218 1157 0 0 1218 6 1203 -194 -46

PACIFIC 
CASCADE 29 754 7 84 838 796 8 208 1046 994 0 0 1046 8 1006 -210 -12

PINE LAKE 42 1092 3 36 1128 1072 2 52 1180 1121 6 156 1336 8 939 133 182

TOTAL 173 4498 18 216 4714 4478 34 884 5598 5318 6 156 5754 40 5035 -557 283

*Minus excluded spaces for special program needs  
**Permanent Capacity x 95% (utilization factor) Minus Headcount Enrollment
***Maximum Capacity x 95% (utilization factor) Minus Headcount Enrollment
Permanent capacity reflects the building's level of service design capacity.
The maximum capacity includes the permanent capacity plus the maximum number of classrooms served in portables.
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APPENDIX C 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

2018-2019 HIGH SCHOOL CAPACITIES
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ISSAQUAH 
HIGH 78 2184 2 24 2208 2098 10 280 2488 2364 2 56 2540 12 2211 -113 153
               

LIBERTY HIGH 39 1092 4 48 1140 1083 8 224 1364 1296 6 168 1532 14 1386 -303 -90
              
GIBSON EK 
HIGH 9 252 1 12 264 251 6 168 432 410 0 0 432 6 209 42 201

SKYLINE HIGH 69 1932 3 36 1968 1870 16 448 2416 2295 0 0 2416 16 2013 -143 282

TOTAL 195 5460 10 120 5580 5249 40 1120 6700 6365 8 224 6920 48 5819 -518 546

 

The maximum capacity includes the permanent capacity plus the maximum number of classrooms served in portables.

*Minus excluded spaces for special program needs
** Headcount Enrollment Compared to Permanent Capacity x 95% (utilization factor)
*** Headcount Enrollment Compared to Maximum Capacity x 95% (utilization factor)
Permanent capacity reflects the building's level of service design capacity.
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APPENDIX D 
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766 17918 72 864 18782 17843 205 4624 4393 23406 22236 28 660 24062 233 20105 -2262 2131

*Permanent Capacity is the total Permanent Capacity from Appendix A + Total Capacity from Appendix B + Total Capacity from Appendix C
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APPENDIX E 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Cost to SECURED UNSECURED
BUILDING N/M* 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Complete LOCAL/STATE** LOCAL***

New  High School N $9,000,000 $32,000,000 $35,000,000 $32,000,000 $11,000,000 $119,000,000 $119,000,000
New  Middle School N $8,000,000 $29,000,000 $29,000,000 $7,000,000 $73,000,000 $73,000,000

New  Elementary #16 N $9,000,000 $22,000,000 $4,500,000 $35,500,000 $35,500,000

New  Elementary #17 N $3,000,000 $10,000,000 $10,000,000 $10,000,000 $4,000,000 $37,000,000 $37,000,000

Rebuild/Expand Pine Lake Mid M $6,000,000 $6,000,000 $6,000,000

Expand Cougar Ridge El M $3,000,000 $3,000,000 $3,000,000

Expand Discovery El M $5,000,000 $3,000,000 $8,000,000 $8,000,000

Expand Endeavour El M $6,000,000 $3,000,000 $9,000,000 $9,000,000

Expand Maple Hills El M $1,000,000 $4,000,000 $2,000,000 $7,000,000 $7,000,000

Portables N $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $3,000,000 $3,000,000 $500,000

Land N $23,000,000 $36,000,000 $31,000,000 $90,000,000 $90,000,000

TOTALS $74,000,000 $140,000,000 $112,500,000 $49,000,000 $15,000,000 $0 $390,500,000 $390,500,000 $500,000

*N = New  Construction    M = Modernization/Rebuild
**The Issaquah School District, w ith voter approval, has front funded these projects.
***School impact fees may be utilized to offset front funded expenditures associated w ith the cost of new  grow th-related facilities. 
Impact fees are currently collected from King County, City of Bellevue, City of New castle, City of Renton, City of Sammamish and the City of Issaquah for projects w ithin the
Issaquah School District.
****Funds for portable purchases may come from impact fees, state matching funds, interest earnings or future bond sale elections.

Six-Year Finance Plan
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CITY OF SAMMAMISH 

WASHINGTON

ORDINANCE NO. O2019-XXX

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH, 
WASHINGTON, RELATING TO SCHOOL IMPACT FEES; 
ADOPTING THE SNOQUALMIE VALLEY SCHOOL 
DISTRICT NO. 410 2019-2024 SIX-YEAR CAPITAL 
FACILITIES PLAN, AND ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE 
DATE.

WHEREAS, Chapter 82.02 RCW authorizes the City to impose and collect impact fees 

for public facilities which are addressed by the Capital Facilities Element of the City’s 

Comprehensive Plan adopted and revised in compliance with RCW 36.70A.070; and

WHEREAS, Chapter 21A.l05 SMC sets forth the administrative provisions applicable to 

the calculation, collection and adjustment of school impact fees on behalf of school districts; and

WHEREAS, the City Council conducted a public hearing on November 4, 2019 

regarding the adoption of the Snoqualmie Valley School District 2019-2024 Six-Year Capital 

Facilities Plan;

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH, 

WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Adoption of District Capital Facilities Plan. The City hereby adopts by 

reference, as part of the City's Comprehensive Plan, the Snoqualmie Valley School District No. 

410 2019-2024 Six-Year Capital Facilities Plan.  

Section 2. Effective Date. This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect beginning 

January 1, 2020. 

ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AT A REGULAR MEETING THEREOF 

ON THE 4TH DAY OF NOVEMBER 2019.
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____________________________________
Christie Malchow, Mayor

Attest/Authenticated:

_________________________________
Melonie Anderson, City Clerk

Approved as to Form

_________________________________
Michael R. Kenyon, City Attorney

Filed with the City Clerk:
Date Adopted:
Date of Publication:
Effective Date: 
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SNOQUALMIE VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 410 

   

CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN 2019 
  

 
 

 
 

 
Snoqualmie Valley School District No. 410 hereby provides to the King County Council this 
Capital Facilities Plan documenting the present and future school facility requirements of 
the District. The Plan contains all elements required by the Growth Management Act and 
King County Code Title 21A.43, including a six (6) year financing plan component. 
  
Adopted on June 6, 2019 
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Section 1.  Executive Summary   

 
 
This Six-Year Capital Facilities Plan (the “Plan”) has been prepared by the Snoqualmie 
Valley School District (the “District”) as the organization’s primary facility planning 
document, in compliance with the requirements of the State of Washington's Growth 
Management Act and King County Code 21A.43.  This plan was prepared using data 
available in the spring of 2019 and is consistent with prior capital facilities plans adopted 
by the District; however, this plan is not intended to be the sole plan for all of the 
organization's needs. 
 
In order for impact fees to be collected in the unincorporated areas of King County, the 
King County Council must adopt this plan, as proposed by the District.  The Snoqualmie 
Valley School District also includes the incorporated cities of Snoqualmie and North 
Bend, as well as a portion of the city of Sammamish.  The cities of Snoqualmie, North 
Bend, and Sammamish have each adopted a school impact fee policy and ordinance 
similar to the King County model.  
 
Pursuant to the requirements of the Growth Management Act and the local 
implementing ordinances, this plan will be updated on an annual basis with any 
changes in the fee schedule adjusted accordingly.   See Appendix A for the current single 
family residence and multi-family residence calculations.   
 
The District’s Plan establishes a "standard of service" in order to ascertain current and 
future capacity.  This standard of service is reflective of current student/teacher ratios 
that the District hopes to be able to maintain during the period reflected in this Capital 
Facilities Plan.  The Standard of Service has been updated to incorporate anticipated 
class size reduction at the K-3 level, but does not incorporate additional class size 
reductions for all other grades, as outlined in Initiative 1351, which was approved by 
voters in November 2014.  Future updates to this plan will consider incorporating those 
class sizes as more details surrounding the implementation of Initiative 1351 are known.   
 
It should also be noted that although the State Superintendent of Public Instruction 
establishes square foot guidelines for capacity funding criteria, those guidelines do not 
account for the local program needs in the District.  The Growth Management Act and 
King County Code 21A.43 authorize the District to make adjustments to the standard of 
service based on the District's specific needs.  
 
In general, the District's current standard provides the following (see Section 2 for 
additional information):   
 
 School Level Target Average Student/Teacher Ratio 
 Elementary 20 Students 
 Middle 27 Students 
 High 28 Students 
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School capacity for the 2019-20 school year is based on the District standard of service 
and use of existing inventory (including projects coming on line in the 2019-20 school 
year).  Existing inventory includes both permanent and relocatable classrooms (i.e. 
portable classroom units).  Using reduced class size at the K-3 level, the District's 2019-20 
overall permanent capacity is 6,209 students (with an additional 1,851 student capacity 
available in portable classrooms). October enrollment for the 2018-19 school year was 
6,727 full time equivalents (“FTE”).  FTE enrollment is projected to increase by 8% to 
7,257 in 2024, based on the mid-range of enrollment projections provided by a third-
party demographer. Washington State House Bill 2776, which was enacted in 2010, 
required all kindergarten classes in the State to convert to full day kindergarten by 2018. 
The District converted to full day kindergarten in 2016.  This transition doubled the 
number of classrooms needed for kindergarteners, including those which require 
additional special educational services.  HB 2776 also stipulates K-3 class sizes to be 
reduced to 17 students per teacher by 2018 (down from the 21:1 average currently 
funded).  This transition has also required significant increases in the number of 
classrooms needed to adequately serve our grades 1-3 population.  As noted in Section 
7, the elementary school portable classrooms in the district house the equivalent of 2 
elementary schools, or approximately one-third of all elementary students. 
 
Though areas of growth are seen in various areas of the District, the most notable 
growth continues to be in the Snoqualmie Ridge and North Bend areas.  United States 
Census data released a few years ago indicated the City of Snoqualmie as the fastest 
growing city in the State over the past decade, with 35% of the population under the age 
of 18.  The cities of Snoqualmie and North Bend both anticipate future housing growth 
beyond 2024, while growth in unincorporated King County and the city of Sammamish 
should experience minimal housing growth in the District, unless annexations occur.    
 
Such large and sustained growth continues to create needs for additional classroom 
inventory.  Previously, those needs have been addressed via the construction of Cascade 
View Elementary in 2005, Twin Falls Middle School in 2008, a 12-classroom portable 
expansion at Mount Si High School in 2009 and the conversion of Snoqualmie Middle 
School into a Freshman Campus for Mount Si High School in 2013, as well as the 
addition of numerous portable classrooms throughout the District.  
 
In the February 2015, a bond proposition was passed to construct a 6th elementary school 
and expand and modernize the main campus of Mount Si High School. 
 
The expanded and modernized Mount Si High School facilitates the relocation of the 
freshman campus back onto the main high school campus, which in turn creates needed 
middle school capacity by converting the current Freshman Campus back to a middle 
school (Snoqualmie Middle School).  The bond proposition did not address the need for 
expanded field capacity to adequately serve the anticipated larger student body.   The 
District is working on land acquisition and/or alternative field solutions in order to 
address those known capacity needs.   
 
The 2015 voter-approved proposition also included funds to construct a new Elementary 
School #6.  The construction of Timber Ridge Elementary, completed in 2016 provided 
initial capacity at all elementary schools to implement full day kindergarten, reduce K-3 
class sizes and provide for enrollment growth, as all District elementary schools 
underwent a re-boundary process in preparation for the opening of Timber Ridge.  
Elementary capacity needs calculated in this plan incorporate the lower K-3 class sizes 
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that should be fully implemented by 2018.  Despite the addition of Timber Ridge and 
recent additions of portable classrooms, the significant reductions in K-3 class sizes have 
resulted in most elementary schools operating at capacity.  Future enrollment growth, 
when combined with these reduced class sizes, will require additional future elementary 
school capacity.   Portable classrooms may provide some short-term relief, however, 
many of the District’s current elementary schools have reached the capacity to add more 
portable classrooms due to a number of factors, including: land availability, building 
code restrictions, and capacity of corresponding common areas such as parking, 
bathrooms, specialist classrooms and building support services.  As such, the District 
anticipates the need for a 7th Elementary School in 2023, in order to provide adequate 
capacity for future enrollment growth.  
 
 
  

PUBLIC HEARINGS #14.

Page 320 of 421



 

 

Pa
ge

8 

Section 2.  Current District "Standard of Service" 
(as defined by King County Code 21A.06  

 
King County Code 21A.06 refers to a “standard of service” that each school district must 
establish in order to ascertain its overall capacity.  The standard of service identifies the 
program year, the class size, the number of classrooms, students and programs of 
special need, and other factors (determined by the district), which would best serve the 
student population.  Relocatables (i.e. portable classroom units) may be included in the 
capacity calculation using the same standards of service as the permanent facilities. 
 
The standard of service outlined below reflects only those programs and educational 
opportunities provided to students that directly affect the capacity of the school 
buildings.  The special programs listed below require classroom space; thus, the 
permanent capacity of some of the buildings housing these programs has been reduced 
in order to account for those needs.  Standard of Service has been updated to incorporate 
anticipated class size reduction at the K-3 level, but does not incorporate additional class 
size reductions for all other grades, as outlined in Initiative 1351, which was approved 
by voters in November 2014.  Future updates to this plan will consider incorporating 
those class sizes as more details surrounding the implementation of Initiative 1351 are 
known. 
 
Standard of Service for Elementary Students 
 

 Average target class size for grades K – 2:     17 students 
 Average target class size for grade 3:     17 students 
 Average target class size for grades 4-5:     27 students 
 Special Education for students with disabilities may be provided 

in a self-contained classroom. Average target class size:  12 students 
 
Identified students will also be provided other special educational opportunities in 
classrooms designated as follows: 

 
 Resource rooms 
 Computer rooms 
 English Language Learners (ELL)  
 Education for disadvantaged students (Title I) 
 Gifted education (Hi-C) 
 District remediation programs 
 Learning assisted programs 
 Severely behavior disordered 
 Transition room 
 Mild, moderate and severe disabilities 
 Preschool programs 
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Standard of Service for Secondary Students 
 

 Average target class size for grades 6-8:     27 students 
 Average target class size for grades 9-12:    30 students 
 Average target class size for Two Rivers School:    20 students 
 Special Education for students with disabilities may be provided 

in a self-contained classroom. Average target class size:  12 students 
 
Identified students will also be provided other special educational opportunities in 
classrooms designated as follows: 

 
 English Language Learners (ELL)  
 Resource rooms (for special remedial assistance) 
 Computer rooms 
 Daycare programs 

 
The District’s ultimate goal is to provide a standard of service of 17 students per 
classroom for kindergarten through grade 3, and 25 students per classroom in grades 4 
through 5.  However, the state currently funds grades 4 and 5 at 27 students per 
classroom. 
 
Room Utilization at Secondary Schools 
 
It is not possible to achieve 100% utilization of regular teaching stations because of 
scheduling conflicts for student programs, the need for specialized rooms for certain 
programs, and the need for teachers to have a work space during their planning periods.  
Based on actual utilization due to these considerations, the district uses a standard 
utilization rate of 83% (5 out of 6 periods) for determining middle school capacity.   
   
Beginning in the 2018-19 school year, Mount Si High School is converting to a 7 period 
schedule.  Teachers will only teach 5 of those periods, resulting in an expected room 
utilization of 71% (5 out of 7).   As a result of lower room utilization rates, the average 
target class size for capacity purposes for Mount Si has also been increased from 27 to 
30.  Adjustments to the class size and classroom utilization rates may occur in future 
revisions to this plan, based on revisions to the new high school schedule as it is 
implemented. 
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Section 3.  Inventory and Evaluation of Current Permanent Facilities 
 
The District's current overall capacity for the 2019-20 school year, after consideration for smaller 
class sizes in grades K-3 is expected to be 8,060 students, comprised of permanent classroom 
capacity of 6,209 students, and temporary classroom capacity of 1,851 students.   October 
enrollment for the 2018-19 school year was 6,727 full time equivalents (“FTE”).  FTE enrollment 
is projected to increase by 8% to 7,527 in 2024, based on the mid-range of enrollment projections 
provided by a third-party demographer. 
 
Calculations of elementary, middle, and high school capacities have been made in 
accordance with the current standards of service.  Due to changes in instructional 
programs, student needs (including special education) and other current uses, some 
changes in building level capacity have occurred at some schools.  An inventory of the 
District's schools arranged by level, name, and current permanent capacity are 
summarized in the following table.  In addition, a summary of overall capacity and 
enrollment for the next six years is discussed further in Section 7. 
 
The physical condition of the District’s facilities was evaluated by the 2012 State Study 
and Survey of School Facilities completed in accordance with WAC 180-25-025.  As 
schools are modernized, the State Study and Survey of School Facilities report is 
updated.  That report is incorporated herein by reference.   
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ELEMENTARY LEVEL

Grade   Permanent 2018-19 FTE
Facility Address Span Capacity * Enrollment **

CASCADE VIEW 34816 SE Ridge Street K thru 5 460 553
Snoqualmie, Washington

FALL CITY 33314 SE 42nd Place K thru 5 320 543
Fall City, Washington

NORTH BEND 400 E 3rd Street K thru 5 304 519
North Bend, Washington

OPSTAD 1345 Stilson Av SE K thru 5 420 524
North Bend, Washington

SNOQUALMIE 39801 SE Park Street K thru 5 280 477
Snoqualmie, Washington & Preschool

TIMBER RIDGE 34412 SE Swenson Drive K thru 5 584 689
Snoqualmie, Washington

Total Elementary School 2,368 3,305

MIDDLE SCHOOL LEVEL
Grade Permanent 2018-19 FTE

Facility Address Span Capacity * Enrollment **

CHIEF KANIM 32627 SE Redmond-Fall City Road 6, 7 & 8 593 793
Fall City, Washington

SNOQUALMIE 9200 Railroad Ave SE 6, 7 & 8 *** ***
Snoqualmie, Washington

TWIN FALLS 46910 SE Middle Fork Road 6, 7 & 8 660 847
North Bend, Washington

Total Middle School 1,253 1,640

HIGH SCHOOL LEVEL
Grade Permanent 2018-19 FTE

Facility Address Span Capacity * Enrollment **

MOUNT SI 8651 Meadowbrook Way SE 9 thru 12 1,117 1,060
Snoqualmie, Washington

MOUNT SI 9200 Railroad Ave SE 9 432 550
FRESHMAN CAMPSnoqualmie, Washington

TWO RIVERS 330 Ballarat, North Bend, WA 7 thru 12 0 73

Total High School 1,549 1,683

TOTAL DISTRICT 5,170 6,628

*    Does not include capacity for special programs as identified in Standards of Service section.
** Difference between enrollment (pg.13) is due to rounding, Parent Partner Program, and 

out-of-district placements.
*** Snoqualmie Middle School will open for the 2019-20 School year.

Inventory of Permanent School Facilities and Related Program Capacity
2018-19 School Year
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Section 4.  Relocatable (Portable) Classrooms  
 
 
For a definition of relocatables and permanent facilities, see Section 2 of King County 
Code 21A.06.   
 
The District inventory includes 93 portable classrooms that provide standard capacity 
and special program space as outlined in Section 2. The District inventory of portables 
provides approximately 23% of capacity District-wide. The rebuild of Mount Si High 
School and the re-opening of Snoqualmie Middle schools has significantly reduced the 
percentage of secondary students in portable classrooms.  At the elementary level, 36% 
of facility capacity is housed in portable classrooms, which is the equivalent of 2 entire 
elementary schools.    Based on projected enrollment growth and timing of anticipated 
permanent facilities, the district anticipates the need to acquire additional portables at 
the elementary level during the next six-year period.  
 
As enrollment fluctuates, portables provide flexibility to accommodate immediate needs 
and interim housing.  Because of this, new and modernized school sites are all planned 
to accommodate the potential of adding portables in order to address temporary 
fluctuations in enrollment.  In addition, the use and need for portables will be balanced 
against program needs.  Portables are not a solution for housing students on a 
permanent basis, and the District would like to continue to reduce the percentage of 
students that are housed in portable classrooms.   
 
The cost of portables also varies widely based on the location, jurisdictional permitting 
requirements and intended use of the classrooms. 
 
The District has an additional 15 portable classrooms in its inventory that are used for 
special program purposes or districtwide support services and are not available for 
regular classroom needs.   
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Section 5.  Six Year Enrollment Projections 

 
The District contracts with Educational Data Solutions, LLC (“EDS”) to project student 
enrollment over the next six years.  EDS provides the District a low, middle and high-
range projections that are based on historic growth trends, future building plans and 
availability, birth rates, as well as economic and various other factors that contribute to 
overall population growth. Based on the mid-range projection provided in November 
2018 by EDS, enrollment is expected to increase by 529 students (8%) over the next six 
years.   
 
The enrollment projections shown below have been adjusted beginning in 2016 to 
account for the conversion of half-day kindergarten students to full-day kindergarten 
students, as required by Washington State House Bill 2776, which was enacted in 2010.  
While this change does not increase the number of students (headcount) projected to 
attend our District over the next six years, it does increase the need for additional 
classroom capacity as these students will now be attending our buildings for the full day 
and will require twice the amount of space as their half-day counterparts.  This 
adjustment results in an increase of approximately 260 FTE kindergarteners beginning in 
2016.   
 

 
 

 

 
 

Snoqualmie Valley School District No. 410
Actual Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment through 2018  and  Projected Enrollment from 2019 through 2024

Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual
GRADE: 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Kindergarten  ** 234 236 233 257 245 267 241 548 508 548 550 556 565 580 585 588
 1st Grade 504 505 490 495 540 530 578 526 574 530 575 561 567 576 594 597
 2nd Grade 489 530 501 491 504 559 536 614 560 569 547 597 579 584 596 611
 3rd Grade 512 491 522 510 509 515 567 559 608 564 575 562 609 590 597 606
 4th Grade  505 527 493 534 517 509 566 597 566 585 561 598 581 629 611 616
 5th Grade  481 506 517 492 528 538 526 570 596 557 581 573 606 587 638 617

K-5 Subtotal 2,725 2,795 2,756 2,779 2,843 2,918 3,014 3,414 3,412 3,353 3,389 3,447 3,507 3,546 3,621 3,635

 6th Grade 472 475 491 504 472 514 570 529 580 582 554 582 570 602 586 634
 7th Grade  416 469 480 488 512 481 525 572 511 581 580 561 585 571 606 587
 8th Grade 426 430 473 481 476 505 486 508 563 514 577 576 554 576 565 597

 6-8 Subtotal 1,314 1,374 1,444 1,473 1,460 1,500 1,581 1,609 1,654 1,677 1,711 1,719 1,709 1,749 1,757 1,818

 9th Grade 476 431 408 467 477 489 525 475 510 567 515 585 580 556 581 567
 10th Grade  403 420 400 406 473 469 473 500 472 499 553 509 574 568 546 569
 11th Grade  391 383 385 364 369 396 357 310 360 317 324 364 333 375 371 356
 12th Grade  359 346 372 410 363 388 372 321 283 315 255 273 307 279 316 312

 9-12 Subtotal 1,629 1,580 1,565 1,647 1,682 1,742 1,727 1,606 1,625 1,698 1,647 1,731 1,794 1,778 1,814 1,804
***

K-12 TOTAL 5,668 5,749 5,765 5,899 5,985 6,160 6,322 6,629 6,691 6,728 6,747 6,897 7,010 7,073 7,192 7,257

2.5% 1.4% 0.3% 2.3% 1.5% 2.9% 2.6% 4.9% 0.9% 0.6% 0.3% 2.2% 1.6% 0.9% 1.7% 0.9%

*        Enrollment Projections above relfect mid-range enrollment projections provided by Educational Data Solutions, LLC (EDS) in November 2018.  

**      Kindergartenters are counted as 1/2 FTE until 2016, when kindergarten classes transitioned to full day programming.

***    The district experienced large increases in Running Start enrollment for grades 11-12 recently.  It is still too early to determine if this is a 
           trend or an anomaly based on current circumstances (construction , high school schedule, etc.)  Future enrollment will continue to be
          monitored and projections may be adjusted in subsequent updates to the Capital Facilities Plan.

Enrollment Projections through 2024
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Section 6.  Six-Year Planning and Construction Plan 

 
The District plans to use the following strategies in order to address future needs 
districtwide: 
 

 Construction of new schools: full reconstruction and expansion of MSHS, and 
planning and construction of a new elementary school;  

 Reinstatement of Snoqualmie Middle School upon partial completion of high 
school expansion and relocation of current Freshman Campus onto existing main 
high school campus location; 

 Use of additional portables to provide housing of students not provided for 
under other strategies; 

 Field improvements needed to serve the expanded capacity at MSHS; and 
 Acquisition of land needed for expansion of transportation facility needs related 

to growth. 
 
 
In the fall of 2014, the Board concluded that it would pursue an expanded Mount Si 
High School and proceeded to adopt a 2015 bond proposition to construct a newly 
expanded Mount Si High School with modernization of certain existing components.  
The bond proposition was passed by the voters in February 2015.   
 
The expanded and modernized Mount Si High School will facilitate the relocation of the 
freshman campus onto the main high school campus, which in turn creates needed 
middle school capacity by converting the current Freshman Campus back to a middle 
school (Snoqualmie Middle School).  The bond proposition also did not address the need 
for expanded field capacity to adequately serve the anticipated larger student body.   
The District is currently working on land acquisition and/or alternative field solutions 
in order to address those known capacity needs. 
 
The 2015 voter-approved proposition also included funds to construct a new Elementary 
School #6 (Timber Ridge Elementary).  The construction and opening of Timber Ridge in 
2016 provides initial capacity at all elementary schools to implement full day 
kindergarten, reduce K-3 class sizes and provide for enrollment growth, as all District 
elementary schools underwent a re-boundary process in preparation for the opening of 
Timber Ridge.  Elementary capacity calculated in this plan incorporates the lower K-3 
class sizes that were fully implemented in 2018.  Despite the addition of Timber Ridge 
and recent additions of portable classrooms, the significant reductions in K-3 class sizes 
have resulted in most elementary schools currently at capacity.  Future enrollment 
growth, when combined with these reduced class sizes, will require additional future 
elementary school capacity.   Portable classrooms may provide some short-term relief, 
however the district currently houses the equivalent of nearly 2 elementary schools of 
classrooms in portables, or approximately one-third of all elementary students.  Many of 
the District’s current elementary schools have reached the capacity to add more portable 
classrooms due to a number of factors, including: land availability, building code 
restrictions, and capacity of corresponding common areas such as parking, bathrooms, 
specialist classrooms and building support services.  As such, the District anticipates the 
need for a 7th Elementary School in 2023, in order to provide adequate capacity for 
future enrollment growth.   
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Also of note, the 2015 bond proposition included consideration for the construction of a 
separate preschool facility that will serve the growing special education needs of our 
District.  This facility would increase the capacity at the elementary school which 
currently houses the preschool program, and will allow for expansion of our preschool 
capacity in response to overall population growth.   The timing and location of that 
facility is current under review, based on a number of changes since the planning of the 
2015 bond - primarily, the vast geographic area of the District, combined with the 
expansion of centralized programs requiring transportation to a central facility in the 
district.  One such example is the STREAM program, which has replaced Hi-C programs 
in each elementary school with a centralized magnet program currently housed at 
Snoqualmie Elementary.  The transportation requirements of this program, when 
combined with the transportation needs of the preschool program are significant.   
When combined with a growing shortage of available bus drivers, the location and 
timing of the new preschool facility should be carefully considered. 
 
 
The District also needs to identify additional land to adequately serve enrollment 
growth.  The District’s current transportation facility is inadequate for meeting the 
District’s needs.  The District has no space at the current facility to park additional 
busses which are needed to meet the growing student population.  In planning for the 
most recent bond measure, the Board considered adding a new transportation facility to 
the project list.  In an attempt to control the overall cost of the bond proposition, this 
facility was the first capital improvement left off of the prioritized list of needed 
improvements recommended by administration.  However, at a minimum, additional 
land must be identified in the near future to meet short term needs, even prior to 
securing funding for a full-scale transportation facility that will support the future 
enrollment growth of the district.   
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Section 7.  Six-Year Classroom Capacities:  Availability/Deficit Projections 

 
After considering K-3 class size reductions to quantify current capacity, future 
enrollment projections, and added capacity from construction plans discussed in 
previous sections above, the following table summarizes permanent and portable 
projected capacity to serve our students during the periods of this Plan.   
 
As demonstrated in the table, the District has continuing permanent capacity needs at 
ALL levels.   Some of those needs were partially addressed with the opening of 
Elementary #6 (Timber Ridge Elementary School).  The expansion of Mount Si High 
School, when complete, results in significant improvements in permanent capacity at the 
high school and middle school levels.  However, given the conversion to full day 
kindergarten and reduced elementary class sizes required by 2018, combined with 
current enrollment growth from new development, even after opening Timber Ridge, 
the District will face a need to plan for additional capacity at the K-5 level.  Some of 
those additional capacity needs will need to be addressed in the short-term with 
portable classrooms.  The construction of Elementary #7 will address the longer-term 
capacity needs.  
 
As summarized in the table, the District is anticipated to have 23% of its districtwide 
classroom capacity in portable classrooms for the 2019-20 school year.  At the 
elementary level, 36% of the anticipated classroom capacity is in portable classrooms.  
With the addition of portable classrooms and the construction of two new facilities over 
the period of this Plan, the District would have 21% of its overall classroom capacity in 
portable classrooms in 2023, assuming older portable classrooms are not removed from 
service.    The addition of Elementary #7 in 2023 would reduce the overall elementary 
classroom capacity in portables from 36% to 30%. 
 
The District will continue to work towards reducing the percentage of students housed 
in portable classrooms, while also monitoring the future elementary school needs in the 
district. 
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PROJECTED CAPACITY TO HOUSE  STUDENTS 
Elementary  School K-5 
PLAN YEARS: * 2019  2020  2021  2022  2023  2024 

Permanent Capacity 
New Construction:   Preschool, ES#7 

Permanent Capacity subtotal: 
Projected  Enrollment: 

2,368 
 
 
- 

2,368 
 
 
- 

2,368 
60 

 
2,428 

 
 
- 

2,428 
584 

 
3,012 

- 

2,368 
3,389 

2,368 
3,447 

 2,428 
3,507 

 2,428 
3,546 

 3,012 
3,621 

 3,012 
3,635 

Surplus/(Deficit) of Permanent Capacity: (1,021) (1,079)  (1,079)  (1,118)  (609)  (623)  

 
Portable Capacity Available: 

 
1,160 

 
1,320 

  
1,320 

  
1,320 

  
1,320 

  
1,320 

 

Portable Capacity Changes (+/-): 160  -  -  -  -  - 
Surplus/(Deficit) with Portables: 299 241  241  202  711  697  

Middle School 6-8 
PLAN YEARS: * 2019 2020  2021  2022  2023  2024 

Permanent Capacity 
Conversion of Freshman Campus to MS 

Permanent Capacity subtotal: 
Projected  Enrollment: 

1,253 
471 

1,724  

- 

1,724  

- 

1,724  

- 

1,724  

- 

1,724 
- 

1,724 
1,711 

1,724 
1,719 

 1,724 
1,709 

 1,724 
1,749 

 1,724 
1,757 

 1,724 
1,818 

Surplus/(Deficit) of Permanent Capacity: 13 5  15  (25)  (33)  (94)  

 
Portable Capacity Available: 

 
314 

 
426 

  
426 

  
426 

  
426 

  
426 

 

Portable Capacity Changes (+/-): 112  -  -  -  -  - 
Surplus/(Deficit) with Portables: 439 431  441  401  393  332  

High School 9-12 
PLAN YEARS: * 2019 2020  2021  2022  2023  2024 

 
Permanent Capacity ** 

New Construction: MSHS expansion 

Total Capacity: 
Projected  Enrollment: 

 
1,549 

568 

 
2,117 

33 

  
2,150 

 
 
- 

 
2,150 

 
 
- 

 
2,150 

 
 
- 

 
2,150 

- 

2,117 
1,647 

2,150 
1,731 

 2,150 
1,794 

 2,150 
1,778 

 2,150 
1,814 

 2,150 
1,804 

Surplus/(Deficit) Permanent Capacity: 470 419  356  372  336  346  

 
Portable Capacity Available: ** 

 
538 

 
105 

  
105 

  
105 

  
105 

  
105 

 

Portable Capacity Changes (+/-): (433)  -  -  -  -  - 
Surplus/(Deficit) with Portables: 575 524  461  477  441  451  

K-12 TOTAL 
PLAN YEARS: * 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 

 
Total Permanent Capacity: 
Total Projected Enrollment: 

 
6,209 
6,747 

 
6,242 
6,897 

 
6,302 
7,010 

 
6,302 
7,073 

 
6,886 
7,192 

 
6,886 
7,257 

Surplus/(Deficit) Permanent Capacity: (538) (655) (708) (771) (306) (371) 

 
Total Portable Capacity 
Total Permanent and Portable Capacity 

 
1,851 

 
1,851 

 
1,851 

 
1,851 

 
1,851 

 
1,851 

8,060 8,093 8,153 8,153 8,737 8,737 
Surplus/(Deficit) with Portables: 1,313 1,196 1,143 1,080 1,545 1,480 

* Plan Years are calendar years; projected enrollment listed above represents fall enrollment of that year. 
** Beginning in school year 2018-19, high school capacity has been adjusted to reflect anticipated 

daily schedule changes. Refer to pg.9 for more information. 
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Section 8.  Impact Fees and the Finance Plan 
 
The school impact fee formula ensures that new development only pays for a portion of 
the cost of the facilities necessitated by new development.  The following impact fee 
calculations examine the costs of housing the students generated by each new single 
family dwelling unit and each new multi-family dwelling unit.  These are determined 
using student generation factors, which indicate the number of students that each 
dwelling produces based on recent historical data.    The student generation factor is 
applied to the anticipated school construction costs (construction cost only, not total 
project cost), which is intended to calculate the construction cost of providing capacity to 
serve each new dwelling unit during the six year period of this Plan.  The formula does 
not require new development to contribute the costs of providing capacity to address 
needs created by existing housing units. 
 
The construction cost, as described above, is reduced by any State matching dollars 
anticipated to be awarded to the District, and the present value of future tax payments 
related to the debt service on school construction bonds.  This adjusted construction cost 
quantifies the cost of additional capacity per new residence during the six year period of 
this Plan.   
 
However, in accordance with the regulations of King County and the cities of 
Sammamish, Snoqualmie and North Bend, the local community must share 50% of each 
cost per new residence.  As such, the final impact fee proposed by the District to its 
respective municipalities for collection reflects this additional required reduction to the 
cost per new residence.   
 
The finance plan below demonstrates how the Snoqualmie Valley School District plans 
to finance improvements for the years 2019 through 2024.  The financing components are 
primarily composed of secured funding (via the recently approved bond proposition).  
The District currently owns land in Snoqualmie or North Bend for a new elementary 
school #7.  The District must also plan for additional land and facilities to meet 
identified transportation facility needs.  Future updates to this Plan will include updated 
information regarding these capacity-related projects and their associated construction 
costs. 
 
For the purposes of this Plan’s construction costs, the District is using actual and 
construction bid amounts for the Mount Si High School project and actual costs of recent 
portable acquisitions and the construction of Timber Ridge.   These costs include an 
adjustment for expected cost escalation through the anticipated bid year of each 
anticipated project.   
  
The District has also updated State match availability estimates from OSPI.  A district 
can be eligible for potential State matching funds for 1) new construction, and 2) 
modernization/new-in-lieu construction.  The calculation for matching funds are 
grouped and calculated as K-8 and 9-12 capacity. 
 
For purposes of the impact fee calculation, only new construction matching funds are 
applicable.  Timber Ridge Elementary qualified for new construction state matching 
funds.  Mount Si High School expansion and rebuild project is anticipated to qualify for 
modernization matching funds for most of the existing square footage of the building. 
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Based on the most recent OSPI estimates using the 2024 enrollment projections, the 
District would not qualify for State matching funds for the new construction of 
Elementary #7.  The OSPI calculation is based on K-8 capacity.  When the current 
Freshman Campus is converted back to a middle school, that building is added to the 
overall K-8 capacity and currently would prevent the District from qualifying for K-8 
state matching funds for new construction.   
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2019  FINANCING PLAN

Estimated State Impact State Impact
Facility: Cost Bonds/Local Match* Fees Bonds Match Fees

MSHS New/Modernization, Land 
Acquisition and Field Improvements

$219,800,000 1 $0 $21,389,169 $500,000 $197,410,831 $0 $500,000

Preschool $4,740,750 1 $0 $0 $490,750 $4,000,000 $0 $250,000

Elementary School #7 $47,803,000 1 $45,803,000 $0 $2,000,000 $0 $0 $0

 Portable Classrooms - ES $1,579,200 1 $0 $0 $479,200 $0 $0 $1,100,000

Land Acquisition/Development - 
Transportation Facility Expansion

$4,500,000 1 TBD $0 TBD $0 $0 $0

1  Listed here are estimated total project costs as adjusted for cost escalation through anticipated bid year.  
  Please note that only construction cost (not total anticipated project cost) is used in the calculation of school impact fees.  Those are estimated as follows: 

Added Elementary School Capacity:    Estimated total project cost = $47,800,000      Estimated cost of construction = $35,850,000.
Added High School Capacity:                Estimated total project cost = $219,800,000     Estimated cost of construction = $178,900,000

Unsecured Source of Funds: Secured Source of Funds:

*  Note that State Match funds will be held and used to offset costs of unforeseen conditions, unanticipated cost escalation, and/or project change orders, etc. At the 
completion of construction of all projects in the 2015 Bond Proposition, any unused State Match funds will be used to pay down principal outstanding on remaining 
debt.  Such funds may also be used to make other capital improvements to the facilities of the District, but only after holding a public hearing thereon pursuant to RCW 
28A.530.020.
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Appendix A:  Single Family Residence Impact Fee Calculation 

 

Site Aquisition Cost Per Residence
Formula:  ((Acres x Cost per Acre) / Facility Size) x Student Factor

Site Size  Cost / Acre Facility Size Student Factor
Elementary 15 $0 n/a 0.3720 $0.00
Middle 25 $0 n/a 0.1700 $0.00
High 40 $0 n/a 0.1660 $0.00

A----------> $0.00

Permanent Facility Construction Cost Per Residence
Formula:  ((Facility Cost / Facility Capacity) x Student Factor) x (Permanent/Total Footage Ratio)

Facility Cost Facility Capacity Student Factor Footage Ratio
Elementary $35,850,000 584 0.3720 0.8660 $19,775.94
Middle $0 0 0.1700 0.9498 $0.00
High $178,900,000 2,150 0.1660 0.9703 $13,402.51

B---------> $33,178.45

Temporary Facilities Cost Per Residence
Formula:  ((Facility Cost / Facility Capacity) x Student Factor) x (Temporary/Total Footage Ratio)

Facility Cost Facility Capacity Student Factor Footage Ratio
Elementary $184,118 20 0.3720 0.1340 $458.89
Middle $0 27 0.1700 0.0502 $0.00
High $0 28 0.1660 0.0297 $0.00

C---------> $458.89

State Match Credit Per Residence (if applicable)
Formula:  Current Construction Cost Allocation x SPI Footage x District Match x Student Factor

CCCA SPI Footage District Match Student Factor
Elementary $225.97 90 n/a 0.3720 n/a
Middle $225.97 117 n/a 0.1700 n/a
High $225.97 130 10.25% 0.1660 $499.83

D----------> $499.83

Tax Credit Per Residence
Average Residential Assessed Value $629,011
Current Debt Service Tax Rate $2.2616
Annual Tax Payment $1,422.55
Bond Buyer Index Annual Interest Rate 4.09%
Discount Period (Years Amortized) 10

TC--------> $11,486.66

Fee Per Residence Recap:
Site Acquisition Cost $0.00
Permanent Facility Cost $33,178.45
Temporary Facility Cost $458.89

Subtotal $33,637.34
State Match Credit ($499.83)
Tax Payment Credit ($11,486.66)

Subtotal $21,650.85

50% Local Share ($10,825.42)

Impact Fee, net of Local Share $10,825.42
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Appendix A:  Multi-Family Residence Impact Fee Calculation 

 
 
 

Site Aquisition Cost Per Residence
Formula:  ((Acres x Cost per Acre) / Facility Size) x Student Factor

Site Size  Cost / Acre Facility Size Student Factor
Elementary 15 $0 n/a 0.1270 $0.00
Middle 25 $0 n/a 0.0550 $0.00
High 40 $0 n/a 0.0580 $0.00

A----------> $0.00

Permanent Facility Construction Cost Per Residence
Formula:  ((Facility Cost / Facility Capacity) x Student Factor) x (Permanent/Total Footage Ratio)

Facility Cost Facility Capacity Student Factor Footage Ratio
Elementary $35,850,000 584 0.1270 0.8660 $6,751.25
Middle $0 0 0.0550 0.9498 $0.00
High $178,900,000 2,150 0.0580 0.9703 $4,682.97

B---------> $11,434.22

Temporary Facilities Cost Per Residence
Formula:  ((Facility Cost / Facility Capacity) x Student Factor) x (Temporary/Total Footage Ratio)

Facility Cost Facility Capacity Student Factor Footage Ratio
Elementary $184,118 20 0.1270 0.1340 $156.67
Middle $0 27 0.0550 0.0502 $0.00
High $0 28 0.0580 0.0297 $0.00

C---------> $156.67

State Match Credit Per Residence (if applicable)
Formula:  Current Construction Cost Allocation x SPI Footage x District Match x Student Factor

CCCA SPI Footage District Match % Student Factor
Elementary $225.97 90 n/a 0.1270 n/a
Middle $225.97 117 n/a 0.0550 n/a
High $225.97 130 10.25% 0.0580 $174.64

D----------> $174.64

Tax Credit Per Residence
Average Residential Assessed Value $249,326
Current Debt Service Tax Rate $2.2616
Annual Tax Payment $563.87
Bond Buyer Index Annual Interest Rate 4.09%
Discount Period (Years Amortized) 10

TC--------> $4,553.06

Fee Per Residence Recap:
Site Acquisition Cost $0.00
Permanent Facility Cost $11,434.22
Temporary Facility Cost $156.67

Subtotal $11,590.89
State Match Credit ($174.64)
Tax Payment Credit ($4,553.06)

Subtotal $6,863.19

50% Local Share ($3,431.59)

Impact Fee, net of Local Share $3,431.59
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Appendix B:  Composite Student Generation Factors 
 

 
 
 

 

Single Family Dwelling Unit:

Issaquah Lake Wash. Average:

Elementary 0.308 0.436 0.372
Middle 0.157 0.182 0.170
High 0.173 0.159 0.166

Total: 0.638 0.777 0.708

Multi Family Dwelling Unit:

Issaquah Lake Wash. Average:

Elementary 0.195 0.058 0.127
Middle 0.087 0.023 0.055
High 0.098 0.017 0.058

Total: 0.380 0.098 0.240

Notes:  The above student generation rates represent unweighted averages, 
based on adjacent school districts.

Ordinance No. 10162, Section R., Page 5: lines 30 thru 35 & Page 6: line 1:
"Student factors shall be based on district records of average actual student
generation rates for new developments constructed over a period of not more
than five (5) years prior to the date of the fee calculation: provided that, if such
information is not available in the district, data from adjacent districts, 
districts with similar demographics, or county wide averages may be used."
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CITY OF SAMMAMISH 

WASHINGTON

ORDINANCE NO. O2019-XXX

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH, 
WASHINGTON, RELATING TO SCHOOL IMPACT FEES; 
ADOPTING THE LAKE WASHINGTON SCHOOL 
DISTRICT NO. 414 2019-2024 SIX-YEAR CAPITAL 
FACILITIES PLAN, AND ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE 
DATE.

WHEREAS, Chapter 82.02 RCW authorizes the City to impose and collect impact fees 

for public facilities which are addressed by the Capital Facilities Element of the City’s 

Comprehensive Plan adopted and revised in compliance with RCW 36.70A.070; and

WHEREAS, Chapter 21A.l05 SMC sets forth the administrative provisions applicable to 

the calculation, collection and adjustment of school impact fees on behalf of school districts; and

WHEREAS, the City Council conducted a public hearing on November 4, 2019 

regarding the adoption of the Lake Washington School District 2019-2024 Six-Year Capital 

Facilities Plan;

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH, 

WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Adoption of District Capital Facilities Plan. The City hereby adopts by 

reference, as part of the City's Comprehensive Plan, the Lake Washington School District No. 

414 2019-2024 Six-Year Capital Facilities Plan.  

Section 2. Effective Date. This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect beginning 

January 1, 2020. 

ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AT A REGULAR MEETING THEREOF 

ON THE 4TH DAY OF NOVEMBER 2019.
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____________________________________
Christie Malchow, Mayor

Attest/Authenticated:

_________________________________
Melonie Anderson, City Clerk

Approved as to Form

_________________________________
Michael R. Kenyon, City Attorney

Filed with the City Clerk:
Date Adopted:
Date of Publication:
Effective Date: 
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I. Executive Summary 

 
This Six-Year Capital Facilities Plan (the plan) has been prepared by the 
Lake Washington School District (the district). It is the organization’s 
primary facility planning document in compliance with the requirements 
of the State of Washington's Growth Management Act and King County 
Code 21A.43. It is also used as a basis for requesting the collection of 
school impact fees. This plan was prepared using data available in the 
spring of 2019. 
 
King County was the first jurisdiction in the State of Washington to adopt a 
Growth Management Act school impact fee ordinance in 1991 (with fee collection 
first becoming effective in 1992). The King County Council adopted the 
ordinance, including the school impact fee formula, following a stakeholder 
process that included representatives from school districts and the development 
community. The adopted formula requires that the calculated fee be reduced by 
fifty percent. This discount factor was negotiated as a part of the stakeholder 
process. Most cities in King County (and in other areas) adopted the King 
County school impact fee formula, including the discount factor, in whole as a 
part of their school impact fee ordinances. 
 
In order for school impact fees to be collected in the unincorporated areas 
of King County, the King County Council must adopt this plan. The cities 
of Redmond, Kirkland and Sammamish have each adopted a school 
impact fee policy and ordinance similar to the King County model.   
 
Pursuant to the requirements of the Growth Management Act and the local 
implementing ordinances, this plan will be updated on an annual basis 
with any changes in the fee schedule adjusted accordingly.  See Appendix B 
for the current single-family calculation and Appendix C for the current 
multi-family calculation.   
 
The district’s plan establishes a standard of service in order to ascertain 
current and future capacity. This plan reflects the current student/teacher 
standard of service ratio and service model for other special programs. 
Future state funding decisions could have an additional impact on class 
sizes and facility needs. 
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I. Executive Summary (continued) 

 
While the State Superintendent of Public Instruction establishes square 
foot guidelines for funding, those guidelines do not account for the local 
program needs in the district. The Growth Management Act and King  
County Code 21A.43 authorize the district to determine a standard of 
service based on the district's specific needs.  
 

The district's current standard provides the following (see Section III for 
specific information):  
 
 

Grade Level 
Target Teacher-
Student Ratio 

 K-1 20 Students 

 2-3 23 Students 

 4-5 27 Students 

 6-8  30 Students  

 9-12 32 Students 

 
School capacity is based on the district standard of service and the existing 
inventory of available classrooms, including both permanent and 
relocatable (portable) classrooms. As shown in Appendix A1 and A2, the 
district's overall total capacity is 36,252. The total net available capacity is 
31,543 including net permanent capacity of 27,541 and 4,002 in 
relocatables. Student headcount enrollment as of October 1, 2018 was 
29,499. 
 
The district experienced actual growth of 417 students in 2018. A six-year 
enrollment projection, as required for this plan, is shown in Table 1. During 
the six-year window from 2019 to 2024, enrollment is projected to increase 
by 2,746 students to a total of 32,773. Growth is projected at all levels.  
 
The Lake Washington School District is the fastest growing school district 
in King County and one of the fastest growing school districts in the state. 
The district went from being the sixth largest school district in the state to 
fourth largest in 2015. In 2016, the District became the third largest school 
district in the state. Enrollment growth has resulted in overcrowding in 
many district schools.  
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I. Executive Summary (continued) 

 
In December 2014, a Long-Term Facilities Planning Task Force, comprised 
of representatives from each of the district’s schools and community  
members, was convened to develop recommendations on long-term 
facilities planning. From December 2014 to October 2015, this Task Force 
and a smaller Working Subcommittee met 20 times to learn about and 
have detailed discussions on topics ranging from construction costs to 
classroom space usage to facilities funding. In November 2015, the Board 
of Directors accepted the recommendations of the Task Force. 
 

The recommendations provide a 15-year framework to address growing 
enrollment, provide needed space to reduce class size and reduce the 
reliance on relocatables.  The recommendations prioritize building new 
schools and enlarging aging schools to address capacity needs. Subsequent 
to the work of the Task Force, the district proposed a bond measure for 
April 2016. Voters approved that bond measure which includes funding 
for the following projects: 

• Timberline Middle School, a new middle school in Redmond Ridge 
(Site 72) with a permanent capacity for 900 students. The school is 
scheduled to open in the fall of 2019. 

• Rebuilding and expanding Juanita High School from a permanent 
capacity of 1,325 to 1,829 students (an increase of 504 students). The 
final phase of this rebuild is scheduled to open in the Fall of 2020. 

• Rebuilding and expanding Kirk Elementary School for a permanent 
capacity of 690 students (an increase of 299). The school is scheduled 
to open in the fall of 2019. 

• Rebuilding and expanding Mead Elementary School for a capacity 
of 690 students (an increase of 230). The school is scheduled to open 
in the fall of 2019. 

• Remodeling Old Redmond School House for preschool classrooms. 
The building is scheduled to open in the fall of 2020.  

• Clara Barton Elementary School, a new elementary school in North 
Redmond (Site 28) with a permanent capacity of 690 students. The 
school is complete and opened in the fall of 2018 

• Ella Baker Elementary School, a new elementary school in Redmond 
Ridge East (Site 31) with a permanent capacity of 690 students. This 
school is complete and opened in the fall of 2018. 
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I. Executive Summary (continued) 

 

• Rebuilding Explorer Community Elementary School. The school is 
complete and opened in the fall of 2017. 

 
In addition, within the six-year window of this plan, the framework of the 
long term plan included a bond measure proposed for 2018. The following 
projects were presented to District voters in February 2018: 

• A new elementary school in the Lake Washington Learning 
Community 

• An addition at Lake Washington High School 

• Rebuild and enlarge Alcott Elementary School 

• Rebuild and enlarge Kamiakin Middle School 

• A Choice high school in Sammamish 

• Property for new schools 
 
The February 2018 bond measure did not receive a sufficient majority to 
pass. However, the need for these projects still remains. Therefore, projects 
are presented in this report as occurring within the six-year window of the 
Lake Washington School District 2019-2024 Six-Year Capital Facilities Plan 
on a revised timeline. 
 
In April 2019, voters approved a six-year Capital Project Levy measure 
which incorporated two projects from the 2018 bond as well as additional 
projects needed to provide for critical capacity needs.Voters approved the 
Levy measure which included funding for the following projects: 

• A 20 classroom addition to Lake Washington High School (Site 84) 
which will increase permanent capacity by  500. The addition is 
scheduled to open in the fall of 2020. 

• An eight classroom addition to Franklin Elementary School (Site 16) 
which will increase permanent capacity by 184. The addition is 
scheduled to open in the fall of 2021. 

• An eight classroom addition to Rose Hill Elementary School (Site 15) 
which will increase permanent capacity by 184. The addition is 
scheduled to open in the fall of 2021. 

• A four classroom addition to Twain Elementary School (Site 14) 
which will increase permanent capacity by 92. The addition is 
scheduled to open in the fall of 2021. 
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I. Executive Summary (continued) 

• A four classroom addition to Carson Elementary School (Site 52) 
which will increase permenent capacity by 92. The addition is 
scheduled to open in the fall of 2022. 

 
The finance plan shown on Table 6 demonstrates how the Lake Washington 
School District plans to finance improvements for the years 2019 through 2024. 
The financing components include secured and unsecured funding. 
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II. Six-Year Enrollment Projection and Long Term Planning  
 

Six-Year Enrollment Projection  
 
The district developed long-term enrollment projections to assess facility 
capacity needs. Based on these projections the district expects enrollment 
to increase by over 2,746 students from the 2019 school year through 2024. 
 
The district experienced actual growth of 417 students in 2018. A six-year 
enrollment projection, as required for this plan, is shown in Table 1. During 
the six-year window from 2019 to 2024, enrollment is projected to increase 
by 2,746 students resulting in a 9.2% increase over the current student 
population. Growth is expected to impact all levels. 
 
Student enrollment projections have been developed using two methods: 
(1) cohort survival – which applies historical enrollment trends to the classes 
of existing students progressing through the system; and (2) development 
tracking – which projects students anticipated from new development. The 
cohort survival method was used to determine base enrollments. 
Development tracking uses information on known and anticipated 
housing development. This method allows the district to more accurately 
project student enrollment resulting of new development by school 
attendance area. 
 
Cohort Survival 
 
King County live birth data is used to predict future kindergarten 
enrollment. Actual King County live births through 2017 are used to 
project kindergarten enrollment through the 2022-2023 school year. After 
2023, the number of live births is based on King County projections. 
Historical data is used to estimate the future number of kindergarten 
students that will generate from county births. For other grade levels, 
cohort survival trends compare students in a particular grade in one year 
to the same group of students in prior years. From this analysis a cohort 
survival trend is determined. This trend shows if the cohort of students is 
increasing or decreasing in size. This historical trend can then be applied to 
predict future enrollment.  
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II. Six-Year Enrollment Projection and Long Term Planning 
(continued) 

 
Development Tracking 
 
In order to ensure the accuracy and validity of enrollment projections, a 
major emphasis has been placed on the collection and tracking of data of 
86 known new housing developments within the district. This information 
is obtained from the cities and county and provides the foundation for a 
database of known future developments, as well as city and county 
housing growth targets. This assures the district’s plan is consistent with 
the comprehensive plans of the local permitting jurisdictions. Contact is 
made with each developer annually to determine the number of homes to 
be built and the anticipated development schedule.   
 
Student Generation Rates 

 
Developments that are near completion, or have been completed, within 
the last five years are used to forecast the number of students generated by 
new development. District wide statistics show that each new single-
family home currently generates a 0.436 elementary student, 0.182 middle 
school student, and 0.159 senior high student, for a total of 0.777 school-
age child per single family home (see Appendix B). New multi-family 
housing units currently generate an average of 0.082 elementary student, 
0.032 middle school student, and 0.025 senior high student for a total of 
0.139 school age child per multi-family home (see Appendix C). Since 2018 
the student generation numbers have increased for single-family 
developments and for multi-family units. These student generation factors 
(see Appendix D) are used to forecast the number of students expected from 
the new developments that are planned over the next six years. 
 
Enrollment Projection Scenarios 
 
The district works with a demographer, to review enrollment and 
projection methodology.  The district projections along with a high, 
medium, and low projection are shown in Table 1. King County Code 
21A.06 refers to a “standard of service” that each school district must 
establish in order to ascertain its overall capacity. The standard of service 
identifies the program year, the class size, the number of classrooms, 
students and programs of special need, and other factors determined by  
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III. Current District “Standard of Service” 

 
the district, which would best serve the student population. Relocatables 
(i.e. portable classroom units) may be included in the capacity calculation 
using the same standards of service as permanent facilities. 
 
The standard of service outlined below reflects only those programs and 
educational opportunities provided to students that directly affect the 
capacity of the school buildings. The special programs listed below require 
classroom space and as a result reduce the total permanent capacity of the 
buildings that house them. Newer buildings have been constructed to 
accommodate some of these programs. Older buildings require additional 
reduction of capacity to accommodate these programs. At both the 
elementary and secondary levels, the district considers the ability of 
students to attend neighborhood schools to be a component of the 
standard of service. 
 
The district’s standard of service, for capital planning purposes, and the 
projects identified in this plan, include space needed to serve students in 
All Day Kindergarten. Beginning in the 2016-2017 school year, the State 
funded All Day Kindergarten for all students.  
 
 
Standard of Service for Elementary Students 
 
School capacity at elementary schools is calculated on an average class size 
in grades K-5 of 23; based on the following student/teacher staffing ratios: 

• Grades K - 1 @ 20:1 

• Grades 2 - 3 @ 23:1 

• Grades 4 - 5 @ 27:1 
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III. Current District “Standard of Service” (continued) 

 
The elementary standard of service includes spaces to accommodate: 

 

• Special Education for students with disabilities which may be served 
in a self-contained classroom 

• Music instruction provided in a separate classroom 

• Art/Science room in modernized schools 
• Resource rooms to serve students in: 

• Safety Net / Remedial programs 

• Special Education programs 

• English Language Learners (EL)  

• Gifted education (pull-out Quest programs) 

• Special Education, Head Start and Ready Start Preschool 
 
Standard of Service for Secondary Students 
 
School capacity at secondary school is based on the follow class size 
provisions: 

• Class size for grades 6-8 should not exceed 30 students 

• Class size for grades 9-12 should not exceed 32 students 
 
In the secondary standard of service model: 

 

• Special Education for students with disabilities may be provided in a 
self-contained classroom 

 
Identified students will also be provided other special educational 
opportunities in classrooms designated as follows: 

 

• Resource rooms  

• English Language Learners (EL)  
 
Room Utilization at Secondary Schools 
 
It is not possible to achieve 100% utilization of regular teaching stations at 
secondary schools due to scheduling conflicts for student programs, the  
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III. Current District “Standard of Service” (continued) 

 
need for specialized rooms for certain programs, and the need for teachers 
to have a work space during their planning periods.  
 
The district has determined a standard utilization rate of 70% for non-
rebuilt secondary schools. For secondary schools that have been rebuilt, 
rebuilt and enlarged, or have been remodeled to accommodate teacher 
planning spaces, the standard utilization rate is 83%.   

PUBLIC HEARINGS #14.

Page 351 of 421



Lake Washington School District Capital Facilities Plan 2019-2024 
 

 

 

 

June 10, 2019 Page 12 

 IV. Inventory and Evaluation of Current Facilities 

 
As of May, 2019, the district has total classrooms of 1,507, including 1,338 
permanent classrooms and 169 relocatable classrooms (see Appendix A-1). These 
classrooms represent a theoretical capacity to serve 36,252 if all classrooms were 
only used as general classroom spaces. However, the district’s standard of 
service provides for the use of classrooms for special programs, such as Special 
Education, English Language Learners and Safety Net programs. These 
programs serve students at much lower student to teacher ratios than general 
education classrooms or serve the same students for a portion of the day when 
they are pulled out of the regular classroom. 
 
As a result, the net capacity of these school buildings is adjusted. A total of 221 
classroom spaces are used for special programs as shown in Appendix A-2. The 
remaining classrooms establish the net available capacity for general education 
purposes and represent the district's ability to house projected student 
enrollment based on the Standard of Service defined in Section III, Current 
District Standard of Service. 
 
After providing space for special programs the district has a net available 
classroom capacity to serve 31,543 students. This includes 27,061 in permanent 
regular education capacity, 480 for self-contained program capacity and 4,002 in 
relocatable (portable) capacity.  
 
Enrollment in 2018 was 29,987 and is expected to increase to 32,733 in 2024 
(see Table 1). 
 
The physical condition of the district’s facilities is documented in the 2017 
State Study and Survey of School Facilities completed in accordance with 
WAC 392-341-025. As schools are modernized or replaced, the State Study 
and Survey of School Facilities report is updated. That report is 
incorporated herein by reference.  In addition, every district facility 
(permanent and relocatable) is annually evaluated as to condition in 
accordance with the State Asset Preservation Program. 
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V. Six-Year Planning and Construction Plan 

 
Enrollment projections show that enrollment will increase at all grade 
spans. Based on the enrollment projections contained in Table 5, student 
enrollment is anticipated to reach 32,733 by 2024. The district current 
inventory of existing net permanent capacity is 27,541.  
 
To address existing and future capacity needs, the district contemplates 
using the following strategies: 
 

• Construction of new schools 

• Additions for existing schools 

• Rebuilding and enlarging existing schools 

• Use of relocatables as needed 

• Boundary adjustments 
 
Construction of new capacity in one area of the district could indirectly 
create available capacity at existing schools in other areas of the district 
through area specific boundary adjustments. Future updates to this plan 
will include specific information regarding adopted strategies. 
 
Strategies to address capacity needs employed over the prior six-year 
planning timeline (2013-2018) included: 
 

• Phase II School Modernization (2006-2013) was funded by the voters 
in February 2006. The approved bond measure funded the 
modernization/replacement of 11 schools throughout the district.  
School modernization/replacement projects included the addition of 
new student permanent capacity, as needed. The Phase II School 
Modernization projects, within the last six years, included: 

o Bell, Rush, and Community Elementary Schools; Rose Hill 
Middle School; and International Community School opened 
in the fall 2013 

Two boundary adjustments were completed: (1) Because of 
overcrowding at Einstein and Rockwell Elementary Schools a 
temporary boundary adjustment was conducted to move 
unoccupied new developments from those schools to Mann 
Elementary; and, (2) District-wide boundary adjustments were 
identified in 2014 for implementation in the fall of 2015.  
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V. Six-Year Planning and Construction Plan (continued) 

 

• Four additional relocatables were added to Mann Elementary and to 
Wilder Elementary in the summer of 2014 to accommodate 
additional students. 

• Twenty-two relocatable classrooms were added at various locations in the 
summer of 2015 (as identified in Section VI) to help relieve capacity issues. 
Eight additional relocatables were added in 2016 to accommodate 
enrollment growth.  

• A seven-classroom addition was opened at Redmond Elementary School 
in 2016. 

• Ten relocatable classrooms were added in 2018 to five elementary schools. 

• The April 2016 Bond funded the construction of three projects: 
o Replacing Explorer Community Elementary with a new modular 

school that opened in fall of 2017. 
o Ella Baker Elementary School in Redmond Ridge East (King County) 

and Clara Barton Elementary School in North Redmond (Redmond) 
opened in fall of 2018. 

• Boundary adjustments were identified in 2017 for implementation in Fall 
2018 to accommodate the opening of these two elementary schools. 

• Ten relocatable classrooms will be added between 2019 through 2020 in 
the Juanita area to accommodate enrollment growth. 

 
Based on the student enrollment and facility capacity outlined in Table 5, 
the district has funding from the April 2016 bond measure to construct the 
following projects within the period of this plan: 

• Rebuilding and expanding Kirk Elementary School (Kirkland) 

• Rebuilding and expanding Mead Elementary School (Sammamish) 

• Timberline Middle School in Redmond Ridge (King County) 

• Rebuilding and expanding Juanita High School (Kirkland) 

• Upgrading Old Redmond School House for Preschool 
 
A bond measure presented to voters in February 2018 did not receive a 
sufficient majority to pass. However, the need for the projects still remains. 
The 2018 bond measure included the following projects: 

• One new elementary school (Lake Washington Learning 
Community) 
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V. Six-Year Planning and Construction Plan (continued) 

 

• An addition at Lake Washington High School (Kirkland) 

• Rebuilding and expanding Alcott Elementary School (King County) 

• Rebuilding and expanding Kamiakin Middle School (Kirkland) 

• One new Eastside Choice high school in Sammamish 

• Land purchases for new schools 
 
In April 2019, voters approved a Capital Projects Levy measure which 
incorporated two projects from the 2018 bond as well as additional projects 
needed to provide required capacity. The district has funding from the 
2019 levy measure to construct the following projects within the period of 
this plan: 

• An addition at Lake Washington High School (Kirkland) 

• An addition at Franklin Elementary School (Kirkland) 

• An addition at Rose Hill Elementary School (Kirkland) 

• An addition at Twain Elementary School (Kirkland) 

• An addition at Carson Elementary School (Sammamish) 
 
The District may also need to purchase and use relocatables to address 
capacity needs at sites able to accommodate additional relocatables. 
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VI. Relocatable and Transitional Classrooms 

 
The district facility inventory includes 169 relocatables (i.e. portable 
classroom units). Relocatables provide standard capacity and special 
program space as outlined in Section III (see Appendix A-1). 
 
Relocatable classrooms have been used over the prior six-year planning 
timeline to address capacity needs in the following schools: 
 

• In 2013, four relocatable classrooms were added to Redmond High 
School to support special education program space needs and two 
additional relocatable classrooms were placed at Redmond Middle 
School.  

• In 2014 the district placed an additional ten relocatable classrooms 
needed as a result of enrollment growth. Four relocatables were 
placed at Mann Elementary School in Redmond and two at  
Redmond Elementary School. Four relocatables were placed at 
Wilder Elementary School. 

• In 2015 the district added twenty-two relocatables to address 
enrollment growth. These were placed at various schools 
throughout the district 

o Six at Lake Washington High School (Kirkland) 
o Four at Redmond Elementary School (Redmond) 
o Three at Alcott Elementary School (King County) 
o Three at Rush Elementary School (Redmond) 
o Two at Evergreen Middle School (King County) 
o One at Audubon Elementary School (Redmond) 
o One at Franklin Elementary School (Kirkland) 
o One at Frost Elementary School (Kirkland) 
o One at Redmond Middle School (Redmond) 

• The district added another eight relocatables to schools in the 
summer of 2016. 

o Four at Lake Washington High School (Kirkland) 
o Two at Evergreen Middle School (King County) 
o One at Alcott Elementary School (King County) 
o One at Keller Elementary School (Kirkland) 

• In the summer of 2018, the District added 10 relocatables. 
o Two at Lakeview Elementary School (Kirkland) 
o Two at Muir Elementary School (Kirkland) 
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VI. Relocatable and Transitional Classrooms (continued) 

 
o Two at Rose Hill Elementary School (Kirkland) 
o Three at Twain Elementary School (Kirkland) 
o One at Rush Elementary School (Redmond) 

• From 2019-2020 the District plans to add 10 relocatables to schools in 
the Juanita area. 

 
The district’s long term plan anticipates providing new and expanded 
permanent facilities to serve student enrollment. When these permanent 
facilities are funded and completed, the district may be able to reduce the 
reliance on relocatables. 
 
For a definition of relocatables and permanent facilities, see Section 2 of 
King County Code 21A.06.  
 
As enrollment fluctuates, relocatables provide flexibility to accommodate 
immediate needs and interim housing. Because of this, new school and 
rebuilt/enlarged school sites are planned for the potential of adding up to 
four relocatables to accommodate the changes in demographics. The use 
and need for relocatable classrooms will be balanced against program 
needs.   
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VII. Six-Year Classroom Capacities: Availability / Deficit  
Projection 

 
As demonstrated in Appendix A-2, the district currently has permanent capacity 
(classroom and special education) to serve 13,086 students at the elementary 
level, 6,626 students at the middle school level, and 7,829 students at the high 
school level. Current enrollment at each grade level is identified in Appendix A-2. 
Completed projects, as shown in Table 5, would result in an increased permanent 
capacity for 4,113 students in 2024. Relocatable facilities will be used to address 
capacity needs that cannot be immediately served by permanent capacity. 
 
Differing growth patterns throughout the district may cause some 
communities to experience overcrowding. This is especially true in 
portions of the district where significant housing development has taken 
place. A strong residential building market, growth, and the number of 
developments under construction continues to increase. The continued 
development of north and northwest Redmond, the Sammamish Plateau,  
the downtown and Totem Lake areas of Kirkland, and in-fill and short 
plats in multiple municipalities will put additional pressure on schools in 
those areas.   
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VIII.  Impact Fees and the Finance Plan 

 
The school impact fee formula calculates a proportionate share of the costs of 
system improvements that are reasonably related to new development. The 
formula multiplies the per student costs of site acquisition and construction costs 
for new capacity projects by a student generation rate to identify the share per 
dwelling unit share of the facilities that are needed to serve new growth. (The 
student generation rate is the average number of students generated by dwelling 
unit type – new single family and multi-family dwelling units.) The formula then 
provides a credit against the calculated costs per dwelling unit for any School 
Construction Assistance Program funding that the District expects to receive for 
a new capacity project from the State of Washington and for the estimated taxes 
that a new homeowner will pay toward the debt service on school construction 
bonds. The calculated fee (see Appendix B and Appendix C) is then discounted, as 
required by ordinance, by fifty percent.  
 
For the purposes of this plan and the impact fee calculations, the actual 
construction cost data from recently completed projects (Sandburg 
Elementary School, opened in 2012; Rose Hill Middle School, opened in 
2013; and Lake Washington High School, opened in 2011) have been used 
(see Appendix E). 
 
The finance plan shown on Table 6 demonstrates how the Lake Washington 
School District plans to finance improvements for the years 2019 through 2024. 
The financing components include secured and unsecured funding. This plan is 
based on current and future project approval, securing state construction 
assistance, and collection of impact fees under the state’s Growth Management 
Act. 
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IX. Appendices 

 
 
Appendices A 1-2: Calculations of Capacities for Elementary Schools,  
 Middle Schools, and Senior High Schools 

 
 
 
Appendix B: Calculations of Impact Fees for Single Family  
 Residences 

 
 
 
Appendix C: Calculations of Impact Fees for Multi-Family  
 Residences 

 
 
 
Appendix D: Student Generation Factor Calculations 

 
 
 
Appendices E 1-3: Calculation Back-Up 
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Elementary Permanent Relocatable Total Permanent Relocatable Total

Schools 23 23

ALCOTT 26 12 38 598 276 874

AUDUBON 22 3 25 506 69 575

BELL 27 0 27 621 0 621

BLACKWELL 24 3 27 552 69 621

CARSON 23 4 27 529 92 621

CLARA BARTON 34 0 34 782 0 782

COMMUNITY 3 0 3 69 0 69

DICKINSON 23 4 27 529 92 621

DISCOVERY 3 0 3 69 0 69

EINSTEIN 24 1 25 552 23 575

ELLA BAKER 34 0 34 782 0 782

EXPLORER 4 0 4 92 0 92

FRANKLIN 23 3 26 529 69 598

FROST 24 1 25 552 23 575

JUANITA 23 0 23 529 0 529

KELLER 21 1 22 483 23 506

KIRK 22 3 25 506 69 575

LAKEVIEW 22 6 28 506 138 644

MANN 22 4 26 506 92 598

MCAULIFFE 23 7 30 529 161 690

MEAD 25 6 31 575 138 713

MUIR 23 2 25 529 46 575

REDMOND 31 8 39 713 184 897

ROCKWELL 25 5 30 575 115 690

ROSA PARKS 27 10 37 621 230 851

ROSE HILL 24 4 28 552 92 644

RUSH 28 4 32 644 92 736

SANDBURG 25 0 25 575 0 575

SMITH 26 8 34 598 184 782

THOREAU 22 0 22 506 0 506

TWAIN 26 7 33 598 161 759

WILDER 23 8 31 529 184 713

Totals 732 114 846 16,836 2,622 19,458

Middle Permanent Relocatable Total Capacity Permanent Relocatable Total

Schools Percent (30 x Capacity %) (30 x Capacity %)

ENVIRONMENTAL**** 5 0 5 83% 125 0 125

EVERGREEN 36 13 49 83% 896 324 1,220

FINN HILL**** 28 0 28 83% 697 0 697

INGLEWOOD 55 0 55 83% 1,370 0 1,370

INTERNATIONAL **** 21 0 21 83% 523 0 523

KAMIAKIN 30 7 37 70% 630 147 777

KIRKLAND**** 25 0 25 83% 623 0 623

NORTHSTAR 4 0 4 70% 84 0 84

REDMOND **** 37 7 44 83% 921 174 1,095

RENAISSANCE 4 0 4 70% 84 0 84

ROSE HILL **** 41 0 41 83% 1,021 0 1,021

STELLA SCHOLA 3 0 3 83% 75 0 75

Totals 289 27 316 7,049 645 7,694

Senior High Permanent Relocatable Total Capacity Permanent Relocatable Total

Schools Percent (32 x Capacity %) (32 x Capacity %)

EMERSON HIGH 10 2 12 70% 224 45 269

EASTLAKE 93 0 93 83% 2,470 0 2,470

FUTURES 3 0 3 70% 67 0 67

JUANITA 55 8 63 83% 1,461 212 1,673

LAKE WASHINGTON**** 59 10 69 83% 1,567 266 1,833

REDMOND **** 73 8 81 83% 1,939 212 2,151

TESLA STEM **** 24 0 24 83% 637 0 637

Totals 317 28 345 8,365 735 9,100

TOTAL DISTRICT 1,338 169 1,507 32,250 4,002 36,252

Key:

Total Enrollment on this chart does not iinclude Emerson K-12, contractual, and WANIC students

Self-contained rooms have a capacity of 12

Non-modernized secondary schools have standard capacity of 70%

****Modernized secondary schools have standard capacity of 83%

Number of Classrooms Capacity

Number of Classrooms Capacity

TOTAL ALL CLASSROOMS

Number of Classrooms Capacity

June 10, 2019 Appendix A-1

PUBLIC HEARINGS #14.

Page 361 of 421



Lake Washington School District Calculations of Capacities for

Elementary, Middle, and High Schools
Capital Facilities Plan 2019-2024

Elementary

Schools

ALCOTT

AUDUBON

BELL

BLACKWELL

CARSON

CLARA BARTON

COMMUNITY

DICKINSON

DISCOVERY

EINSTEIN

ELLA BAKER

EXPLORER

FRANKLIN

FROST

JUANITA

KELLER

KIRK

LAKEVIEW

MANN

MCAULIFFE

MEAD

MUIR

REDMOND

ROCKWELL

ROSA PARKS

ROSE HILL

RUSH

SANDBURG

SMITH

THOREAU

TWAIN

WILDER

Totals

Middle

Schools

ENVIRONMENTAL****

EVERGREEN

FINN HILL****

INGLEWOOD

INTERNATIONAL ****

KAMIAKIN

KIRKLAND****

NORTHSTAR

REDMOND ****

RENAISSANCE

ROSE HILL ****

STELLA SCHOLA

Totals

Senior High

Schools

EMERSON HIGH

EASTLAKE

FUTURES

JUANITA

LAKE WASHINGTON****

REDMOND ****

TESLA STEM ****

Totals

TOTAL DISTRICT

ENROLLMENT

Permanent Self Resource ELL Pre- Music Arts/Sci Pull-out Net Net  Permanent Self Contained Relocatable Total  Oct 2018

Classrooms Cont. Rooms Rooms School Rooms Rooms Quest Permanent 23 Classroom 23

26 0 2 1 0 2 0 0 21 12 483 0 276 759 675

22 0 2 1 0 1 1 0 17 3 391 0 69 460 602

27 0 2 1 4 1 1 0 18 0 414 0 0 414 420

24 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 21 3 483 0 69 552 532

23 0 1 1 3 1 1 0 16 4 368 0 92 460 448

34 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 30 0 690 0 0 690 526

3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 69 0 0 69 70

23 2 3 1 0 2 0 0 15 4 345 24 92 461 377

3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 69 0 0 69 70

24 0 2 1 0 1 0 0 20 1 460 0 23 483 402

34 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 30 0 690 0 0 690 438

4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 92 0 0 92 69

23 2 2 1 0 1 1 0 16 3 368 24 69 461 497

24 2 2 1 0 1 1 0 17 1 391 24 23 438 434

23 0 1 1 2 1 1 0 17 0 391 0 0 391 355

21 3 2 1 0 1 1 0 13 1 299 36 23 358 332

22 0 3 1 0 1 0 0 17 3 391 0 69 460 606

22 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 18 6 414 0 138 552 545

22 2 2 0 0 1 1 0 16 4 368 24 92 484 385

23 3 1 1 0 1 0 1 16 7 368 36 161 565 530

25 0 2 1 0 2 0 0 20 6 460 0 138 598 646

23 0 3 1 1 1 1 0 16 2 368 0 46 414 420

31 2 4 1 0 2 0 0 22 8 506 24 184 714 603

25 0 2 1 0 2 0 0 20 5 460 0 115 575 569

27 1 2 1 0 2 1 0 20 10 460 12 230 702 658

24 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 18 4 414 24 92 530 485

28 0 2 1 1 1 1 0 22 4 506 0 92 598 641

25 0 3 1 1 1 1 0 18 0 414 0 0 414 469

26 0 4 1 0 2 0 0 19 8 437 0 184 621 663

22 0 2 0 0 1 0 1 18 0 414 0 0 414 472

26 2 2 1 0 1 1 0 19 7 437 24 161 622 622

23 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 18 8 414 0 184 598 365

732 21 60 24 12 37 17 3 558 114 12,834 252 2,622 15,708 14,926

Self Resource ELL Net Permanent Relocatable Net Permanent Self Contained Relocatable Total  Oct 2018

Cont. Rooms Rooms Classrooms Classrooms Classrooms Classroom Capacity

5 0 0 0 5 0 125 0 0 125 141

36 2 2 1 31 13 772 24 324 1,120 1,238

28 1 1 1 25 0 623 12 0 635 655

55 1 2 0 52 0 1,295 12 0 1,307 1,265

21 0 0 0 21 0 523 0 0 523 433

30 2 1 1 26 7 546 24 147 717 596

25 1 0 0 24 0 598 12 0 610 608

4 0 0 0 4 0 84 0 0 84 90

37 1 0 1 35 7 872 12 174 1,058 1,057

4 0 0 0 4 0 84 0 0 84 94

41 1 2 1 37 0 921 12 0 933 946

3 0 0 0 3 0 75 0 0 75 90

289 9 8 5 267 27 6,518 108 645 7,271 7,213

Self Resource ELL Net Permanent Relocatable Net Permanent Self Contained Relocatable Total  Oct 2018

Cont. Rooms Rooms Classrooms Classrooms Classrooms Classroom Capacity

10 0 2 0 8 2 179 0 45 224 50

93 3 5 1 84 0 2,231 36 0 2,267 1,865

3 0 0 0 3 0 67 0 0 67 33

55 2 3 1 49 8 1,301 24 212 1,537 1,384

59 2 1 1 55 10 1,461 24 266 1,751 1,555

73 3 0 1 69 8 1,833 36 212 2,081 1,870

24 0 0 0 24 0 637 0 0 637 603

317 10 11 4 292 28 7,709 120 735 8,564 7,360

1,338 40 79 33 12 37 17 3 1,117 169 27,061 480 4,002 31,543 29,499

Key:

Total Enrollment on this chart does not iinclude Emerson K-12, contractual, and WANIC students

Self-contained rooms have a capacity of 12

Non-modernized secondary schools have standard capacity of 70%

****Modernized secondary schools have standard capacity of 83%

SPECIAL PROGRAM CLASSROOMS USED NET AVAILABLE CAPACITY

Number of Classrooms Number of Classrooms

Relocatable

Number of Classrooms

Number of Classrooms

June 10, 2019 Appendix A-2
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School Site Acquisition Cost:

Facility Cost/ Facility Site Cost/ Student Cost/
Acreage Acre Size Student Factor SFR

Elementary 10 $0 690 $0 0.4360 $0

Middle 20 $0 900 $0 0.1820 $0

Senior 40 $0 1800 $0 0.1590 $0

TOTAL $0

School Construction Cost:

Percent Construction Facility Bldg. Cost/ Student Cost/
Permanent Cost Size Student Factor SFR

Elementary 90% $36,527,220 690 $47,644 0.4360 $20,773

Middle 90% $57,722,224 900 $57,722 0.1820 $10,505

Senior 90% $108,343,260 1800 $54,172 0.1590 $8,613

TOTAL $39,892

Temporary Facility Cost:

Percent Construction Facility Bldg. Cost/ Student Cost/
Temporary Cost Size Student Factor SFR

Elementary 10% $225,000 23 $978 0.4360 $427

Middle 10% $225,000 30 $750 0.1820 $137

Senior 10% $225,000 32 $703 0.1590 $112

TOTAL $675

State Assistance Credit Calculation:

Const Cost Sq. Ft./ Funding Credit/ Student Cost/
Allocation Student Assistance Student Factor SFR

Elementary 225.97 90.0 28.39% $5,774 0.4360 $2,517

Middle 225.97 108.0 28.39% $6,929 0.1820 $1,261

Senior 225.97 130.0 28.39% $8,340 0.1590 $1,326

TOTAL $5,104

Estimated School Impact Fee Calculation

Based on King County Code 21.A.43

Single Family Residence ("SFR")

June 10, 2019 Appendix B
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Estimated School Impact Fee Calculation

Based on King County Code 21.A.43

Single Family Residence ("SFR")

Tax Payment Credit Calculation:

Average SFR Assessed Value $882,565

Current Capital Levy Rate (2019)/$1000 $1.15

Annual Tax Payment $1,014.95

Years Amortized 10

Current Bond Interest Rate 4.09%

Present Value of Revenue Stream $8,195

Impact Fee Summary for Single Family Residence:

Site Acquisition Cost $0

Permanent Facility Cost $39,892

Temporary Facility Cost $675

State Assistance Credit ($5,104)

Tax Payment Credit ($8,195)

Sub-Total $27,267

50% Local Share $13,633

SFR Impact Fee $13,633

June 10, 2019 Appendix B
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School Site Acquisition Cost:

Facility Cost/ Facility Site Cost/ Student Cost/
Acreage Acre Size Student Factor MFR

Elementary 10 $0 690 $0 0.0820 $0

Middle 20 $0 900 $0 0.0320 $0

Senior 40 $0 1800 $0 0.0250 $0

TOTAL $0

School Construction Cost:

Percent Construction Facility Bldg. Cost/ Student Cost/
Permanent Cost Size Student Factor MFR

Elementary 90% $36,527,220 690 $47,644 0.0820 $3,907

Middle 90% $57,722,224 900 $57,722 0.0320 $1,847

Senior 90% $108,343,260 1800 $54,172 0.0250 $1,354

TOTAL $7,108

Temporary Facility Cost:
-

Percent Construction Facility Bldg. Cost/ Student Cost/
Temporary Cost Size Student Factor MFR

Elementary 10% $225,000 23 $978 0.0820 $80

Middle 10% $225,000 30 $750 0.0320 $24

Senior 10% $225,000 32 $703 0.0250 $18

TOTAL $122

State Assistance Credit Calculation:

Const Cost Sq. Ft./ Funding Credit/ Student Cost/
Allocation Student Assistance Student Factor MFR

Elementary 225.97 90.0 28.39% $5,774 0.0820 $473

Middle 225.97 108.0 28.39% $6,929 0.0320 $222

Senior 225.97 130.0 28.39% $8,340 0.0250 $208

TOTAL $904

Estimated School Impact Fee Calculation

Based on King County Code 21.A.43

Multiple Family Residence ("MFR")

June 10, 2019 Appendix C
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Estimated School Impact Fee Calculation

Based on King County Code 21.A.43

Multiple Family Residence ("MFR")

Tax Payment Credit Calculation:

Average MFR Assessed Value $382,400

Current Capital Levy Rate (2019)/$1000 $1.15

Annual Tax Payment $439.76

Years Amortized 10

Current Bond Interest Rate 4.09%

Present Value of Revenue Stream $3,551

Impact Fee Summary for Multiple Family Residence:

Site Acquisition Cost $0

Permanent Facility Cost $7,108

Temporary Facility Cost $122

State Assistance Credit ($904)

Tax Payment Credit ($3,551)

Sub-Total $2,775

50% Local Share $1,388

MFR Impact Fee $1,388
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Lake Washington School District  2019 MITIGATION DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY

STUDENT GENERATION FACTORS

Five Year History

Capital Facilities Plan 2019-2024

CITY/ # # # 2019 STUDENTS 2019 RATIO

SINGLE FAMILY DEVELOPMENTS COUNTY PLANNED COMPL. OCCUP. ELEM MIDDLE SENIOR TOTAL ELEM MIDDLE SENIOR TOTAL

Ashford Chase S 38 38 38 21 10 5 36 0.553 0.263 0.132 0.947

Barrington Park S 44 44 44 24 12 7 43 0.545 0.273 0.159 0.977

Benjamin Estates K 23 23 23 4 3 0 7 0.174 0.130 0.000 0.304

Bradford Place S 16 16 16 9 6 1 16 0.563 0.375 0.063 1.000

Brauerwood Estates S 33 33 33 20 11 9 40 0.606 0.333 0.273 1.212

Brixton S 32 32 32 24 7 4 35 0.750 0.219 0.125 1.094

Brookside at The Woodlands R 22 22 22 13 7 3 23 0.591 0.318 0.136 1.045

Canterbury Park S 115 65 55 24 13 6 43 0.436 0.236 0.109 0.782

Clear Creek K 19 19 12 5 3 0 8 0.417 0.250 0.000 0.667

Crestview R 31 28 27 12 2 0 14 0.444 0.074 0.000 0.519

English Landing I R 50 43 43 20 8 2 30 0.465 0.186 0.047 0.698

English Landing  II S 25 25 25 2 1 3 6 0.080 0.040 0.120 0.240

Glenshire at English Hill Div I R 28 28 28 12 1 2 15 0.429 0.036 0.071 0.536

Glenshire at English Hill Div II R 16 16 16 4 3 6 13 0.250 0.188 0.375 0.813

Glenshire at English Hill Div III R 9 9 9 2 2 3 7 0.222 0.222 0.333 0.778

Gramercy Park S 28 28 28 22 9 6 37 0.786 0.321 0.214 1.321

Greystone Manor I R 91 91 91 52 23 13 88 0.571 0.253 0.143 0.967

Greystone Manor II R 90 43 43 21 8 6 35 0.488 0.186 0.140 0.814

Hawthorne Park R 38 16 12 2 1 1 4 0.167 0.083 0.083 0.333

Heather's Ridge K 41 41 41 5 2 2 9 0.122 0.049 0.049 0.220

Hedgewood R 11 11 11 2 1 4 7 0.182 0.091 0.364 0.636

Hedgewood East R 15 15 15 5 1 1 7 0.333 0.067 0.067 0.467

Highland Ridge K 18 18 18 1 1 3 5 0.056 0.056 0.167 0.278

Kirkwood Terrace KC 12 5 5 1 0 0 1 0.200 0.000 0.000 0.200

Lake Vista S 18 18 18 8 4 1 13 0.444 0.222 0.056 0.722

Lakeshore Estates R 17 17 17 5 5 2 12 0.294 0.294 0.118 0.706

Lakeview Lane K 29 29 29 0 0 1 1 0.000 0.000 0.034 0.034

Marinwood K 48 44 31 6 0 1 7 0.194 0.000 0.032 0.226

Meritage Ridge K 36 36 36 4 0 0 4 0.111 0.000 0.000 0.111

Morningside Estates S 22 22 22 9 4 0 13 0.409 0.182 0.000 0.591

Panorama Estates K 18 18 18 5 0 0 5 0.278 0.000 0.000 0.278

Park Ridge R 51 51 51 20 8 6 34 0.392 0.157 0.118 0.667

Pinnacle at Inglewood Hill S 37 37 37 11 3 1 15 0.297 0.081 0.027 0.405

Preserve at Kirkland K 35 35 35 6 4 6 16 0.171 0.114 0.171 0.457

Radke K 20 18 17 1 0 3 4 0.059 0.000 0.176 0.235

Redmond Ridge East KC 665 665 665 375 167 167 709 0.564 0.251 0.251 1.066

Reese's Run S 22 22 22 13 8 3 24 0.591 0.364 0.136 1.091

Sagebrook R 15 15 15 7 2 1 10 0.467 0.133 0.067 0.667

Sammamish Ridge Estates S 12 6 6 0 0 2 2 0.000 0.000 0.333 0.333

Sequoia Glen R 52 52 52 27 8 3 38 0.519 0.154 0.058 0.731

Shadow Creek R 15 15 15 9 1 4 14 0.600 0.067 0.267 0.933

Sheldon Estates / Hillbrooke Crest R 15 6 5 7 1 0 8 1.400 0.200 0.000 1.600

Stirling Manor S 16 16 16 8 5 8 21 0.500 0.313 0.500 1.313

Sycamore Park R 12 12 12 3 0 0 3 0.250 0.000 0.000 0.250
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Lake Washington School District  2019 MITIGATION DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY

STUDENT GENERATION FACTORS

Five Year History

Capital Facilities Plan 2019-2024

CITY/ # # # 2019 STUDENTS 2019 RATIO

SINGLE FAMILY DEVELOPMENTS COUNTY PLANNED COMPL. OCCUP. ELEM MIDDLE SENIOR TOTAL ELEM MIDDLE SENIOR TOTAL

The Retreat R 14 14 14 2 0 0 2 0.143 0.000 0.000 0.143

The Rise R 23 23 23 4 1 3 8 0.174 0.043 0.130 0.348

Verona I/Vistas I R 36 32 32 9 4 4 17 0.281 0.125 0.125 0.531

Vintner's Ridge K 51 51 51 9 6 7 22 0.176 0.118 0.137 0.431

Willowmere Park R 53 53 53 16 5 11 32 0.302 0.094 0.208 0.604

Willows Bluff K 26 26 26 5 0 2 7 0.192 0.000 0.077 0.269

Wisti Lane K 18 18 18 5 1 3 9 0.278 0.056 0.167 0.500
Woodhaven KC 62 62 62 28 8 6 42 0.452 0.129 0.097 0.677

TOTALS 2,283 2,122 2,085 909 380 332 1,621 0.436 0.182 0.159 0.777

CITY/ # OF % OCCUP/ # 2019 STUDENTS 2019 STUDENTS

MULTI-FAMILY DEVELOPMENTS COUNTY UNITS # COMPL. OCCUP. ELEM MIDDLE SENIOR TOTAL ELEM MIDDLE SENIOR TOTAL

Allez Apartments R 148 96% 142 6 1 1 8 0.042 0.007 0.007 0.056

Arete Apartments K 62 98% 61 5 1 2 8 0.082 0.016 0.033 0.131

Artessa Condos K 13 13 13 2 0 0 2 0.154 0.000 0.000 0.154

Capri Apartments K 73 99% 72 4 1 1 6 0.056 0.014 0.014 0.083

Carter on the Park Apartments R 180 96% 173 3 0 2 5 0.017 0.000 0.012 0.029

Core 83 Apartments R 120 99% 119 1 3 4 8 0.008 0.025 0.034 0.067

Elan Apartments R 134 95% 127 1 0 0 1 0.008 0.000 0.000 0.008

Kempin Meadows Condos KC 58 58 58 21 9 3 33 0.362 0.155 0.052 0.569

Kestrel Ridge Townhomes S 35 35 35 7 3 1 11 0.200 0.086 0.029 0.314

Kirkland Crossing Apartments K 185 97% 179 1 0 0 1 0.006 0.000 0.000 0.006

Mile House Apartments R 177 97% 172 2 1 2 5 0.012 0.006 0.012 0.029

Old Town Lofts Apartments R 149 98% 146 3 1 1 5 0.021 0.007 0.007 0.034

Pure Apartments R 105 88% 92 1 0 1 2 0.011 0.000 0.011 0.022

Ravello Apartments R 20 75% 15 1 0 2 3 0.067 0.000 0.133 0.200

Redmond Ridge East Duplex KC 26 26 26 1 0 2 3 0.038 0.000 0.077 0.115

Redmond Ridge Apartments KB 109 94% 103 61 22 20 103 0.592 0.214 0.194 1.000

Rosehaven at Bradford Place Condos K 16 16 16 0 0 1 1 0.000 0.000 0.063 0.063

Sky Sammamish Apartments S 159 27% 43 7 4 0 11 0.163 0.093 0.000 0.256

Southeast Village Townhomes S 75 58 57 10 4 0 14 0.175 0.070 0.000 0.246

State Street Condos K 27 89% 24 3 1 0 4 0.125 0.042 0.000 0.167

The Luke Apartments R 208 96% 200 7 2 0 9 0.035 0.010 0.000 0.045

The Rise Duplex K 38 38 38 5 3 1 9 0.132 0.079 0.026 0.237

The Samm Apartments S 92 96% 88 3 1 1 5 0.034 0.011 0.011 0.057

The Walk Condos K 20 20 20 5 1 0 6 0.250 0.050 0.000 0.300

Velocity Apartments K 58 58 58 8 7 4 19 0.138 0.121 0.069 0.328

Villas @ Mondavia Townhomes R 84 84 84 18 8 9 35 0.214 0.095 0.107 0.417

Voda Apartments K 126 80% 101 1 0 0 1 0.010 0.000 0.000 0.010

Waterfront Condos K 18 18 18 0 0 0 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

TOTALS 2,515 2,280 187 73 58 318 0.082 0.032 0.025 0.139
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Lake Washington School District Capital Facilities Plan 2019-2024

Sandburg Elementary School Future Elementary School

Cost 598 student capacity * 690 student capacity

Construction Cost

(bid 2011, actual const. costs)
$21,720,911 

Projected Construction Cost in

2020 @ 550 student capacity 

@ 5% per year

$31,657,212

Size

Comparison

598 students

690 students

(all-day kindergarten, and reduced 

class size grades k-3)

Capacity 

Adjustment

2011 Construction Cost

$36,323 per student space 

(based on 2011 construction costs, 

$21,720,911 / 598 students)

2020 Projected Cost 

(adjusted for capacity 

difference)

$52,938 per student space

(based on 2020 projected costs, 

$31,657,212/ 598 students)

$52,938 per student space x 690

students = $36,527,220

(based on 2020 projected costs)

Cost

Adjustment Construction Cost 

(bid 2011, actual const. costs)
$21,720,911

Projected Construction Cost in 

2020 @ 690 student capacity
$36,527,220

* Student capacity includes 

69 students for Discovery 

Community School

June 10, 2019 Appendix  E-1
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Rose Hill Middle School Future Middle School

Cost 900 student capacity 900 student capacity

Construction Cost (bid 2012) $40,793,000

Projected Construction Cost in 

2020  @ 5% per year
$57,722,224 

Size

Comparison
900 students 900 students

Capacity 

Adjustment

2012 Construction Cost

$45,325 per student space 

(based on 2012 construction costs, 

$40,793,000 / 900 students)

2020 Projected Cost 

(no capacity difference)

$64,136 per student space

(based on 2020 projected costs, 

$57,722,224/ 900 students)

$64,136 per student space

(based on 2020 projected costs, 

$57,722,224 / 900 students)

Cost

Adjustment Construction Cost (bid 2012) $40,793,000

Projected Construction Cost in 

2020 @ 900 student capacity
$57,722,224
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Lake Washington High School Future High School

Cost 1,567 student capacity 1,800 student capacity

Construction Cost 2009 $61,000,000

Projected Construction Cost in 

2020 @ 5% per year
$94,318,942

Size

Comparison
1,567 students 1,800 students

Capacity 

Adjustment

2009 Construction Cost

$38,928 per student space 

(based on 2009 construction costs, 

$61,000,000 / 1,567 students)

2020 Projected Cost 

(adjusted for capacity 

difference)

$60,191 per student space

(based on 2020 projected costs, 

$94,318,942 / 1,567 students)

$60,191 per student space

x 1,800 students = $108,343,260

(based on 2020 projected costs)

Cost

Adjustment Construction Cost 2009 $61,000,000

Projected Construction Cost in 

2020 @ 1,800 student capacity
$108,343,260
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Lake Washington School District Capital Facilities Plan 2019-2024

2018* 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

County Live Births** 24,910 25,348 25,487 26,011 25,274 25,674 26,074

change 438 139 524 (737) 400 400

Kindergarten *** 2,343 2,368 2,415 2,485 2,428 2,469 2,511

Grade 1 **** 2,474 2,512 2,533 2,568 2,633 2,558 2,599

Grade 2 2,599 2,492 2,527 2,537 2,560 2,613 2,541

Grade 3 2,587 2,620 2,504 2,534 2,531 2,543 2,597

Grade 4 2,479 2,607 2,636 2,507 2,529 2,514 2,527

Grade 5 2,479 2,505 2,630 2,652 2,507 2,522 2,507

Grade 6 2,468 2,513 2,507 2,671 2,679 2,555 2,572

Grade 7 2,298 2,475 2,528 2,518 2,674 2,671 2,548

Grade 8 2,303 2,318 2,494 2,541 2,524 2,669 2,665

Grade 9 2,175 2,273 2,279 2,434 2,470 2,438 2,579

Grade 10 2,089 2,191 2,288 2,291 2,441 2,464 2,436

Grade 11 1,851 2,003 2,097 2,181 2,176 2,307 2,323

Grade 12 1,842 1,903 2,049 2,136 2,215 2,202 2,328

Total Enrollment 29,987 30,780 31,487 32,055 32,367 32,525 32,733

Yearly Increase 793 707 568 312 158 208

Yearly Increase 2.64% 2.30% 1.80% 0.97% 0.49% 0.64%

Cumulative Increase 793 1,500 2,068 2,380 2,538 2,746

* Number of Individual Students (10/1/18 Headcount).

** County Live Births estimated based on OFM projections.  2022 and prior year birth rates are

 actual births 5 years prior to enrollment year.

*** Kindergarten enrollment is calculated at 8.50% of County Live Births plus anticipated developments.

**** First Grade enrollment is based on District's past history of first grade enrollment to prior year

kindergarten enrollment.

Six-Year Enrollment Projections

28,000

29,000

30,000

31,000

32,000

33,000

34,000

35,000

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Six-Year Enrollment Projections

Low Medium High
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Enrollment History *

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

County Live Births ** 22,874 22,680 24,244 24,899 25,222 25,057 24,514 24,630 25,032 24,910

Kindergarten / Live Birth 8.15% 8.25% 7.87% 7.86% 8.08% 8.02% 8.97% 9.46% 8.93% 9.41%

Period Average 8.50%

Kindergarten 1,865 1,872 1,908 1,957 2,037 2,009 2,198 2,329 2,236 2,343

Grade 1 2,047 2,146 2,121 2,150 2,218 2,292 2,292 2,537 2,503 2,474

Grade 2 1,936 2,108 2,203 2,174 2,228 2,284 2,405 2,414 2,585 2,599

Grade 3 2,036 1,968 2,116 2,207 2,236 2,270 2,363 2,492 2,465 2,587

Grade 4 1,937 2,056 1,986 2,125 2,231 2,258 2,315 2,427 2,536 2,479

Grade 5 1,897 1,936 2,051 2,003 2,137 2,257 2,258 2,349 2,470 2,479

Grade 6 1,838 1,898 1,920 2,002 1,979 2,123 2,213 2,270 2,329 2,468

Grade 7 1,726 1,829 1,857 1,929 2,047 2,023 2,114 2,258 2,301 2,298

Grade 8 1,819 1,734 1,831 1,860 1,924 2,053 2,002 2,121 2,229 2,303

Grade 9 1,660 1,756 1,687 1,802 1,868 1,933 1,999 2,002 2,083 2,175

Grade 10 1,780 1,672 1,740 1,714 1,795 1,853 1,961 2,022 2,023 2,089

Grade 11 1,742 1,798 1,671 1,730 1,649 1,727 1,780 1,896 1,869 1,851

Grade 12 1,802 1,816 1,824 1,742 1,699 1,634 1,930 1,889 1,941 1,842

Total Enrollment 24,085 24,589 24,915 25,395 26,048 26,716 27,830 29,006 29,570 29,987

Yearly Change 504 326 480 653 668 1,114 1,176 564 417

* October 1st Headcount Average increase in the number of students per year 656
** Number indicates actual births Total increase for period 5,902
     5 years prior to enrollment year. Percentage increase for period 25%

Average yearly increase 2.72%
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Lake Washington School District Capital Facilities Plan 2019-2024
2018-19 Inventory and Capacities of Existing Schools

* Juanita Area Address

Total 

Capacity**

Net Avail 

Capacity**

25 Frost Elementary 11801 NE 140th 575 438

03 Juanita Elementary 9635 NE 132nd 529 391

04 Keller Elementary 13820 108th NE 506 358

26 Muir Elementary 14012 132nd NE 575 414

06 Discovery Community 12801 84th NE 69 69

06 Sandburg Elementary 12801 84th NE 575 414

02 Thoreau Elementary 8224 NE 138th 506 414

60 Environmental & Adventure 8040 NE 132nd 125 125

63 Finn Hill Middle School 8040 NE 132nd 697 635

67 Kamiakin Middle School 14111 132nd NE 777 717

82 Futures School 10601 NE 132nd 67 67

82 Juanita High School 10601 NE 132nd 1,673 1,537

Kirkland Area

07 Bell Elementary 11212 NE 112th 621 414

96 Community School 11133 NE 65th 69 69

16 Franklin Elementary 12434 NE 60th 598 461

09 Kirk Elementary 1312 6th Street 575 460

10 Lakeview Elementary 10400 NE 68th 644 552

15 Rose Hill Elementary 8044 128th NE 644 530

18 Rush Elementary 6101 152nd NE 736 598

14 Twain Elementary 9525 130th NE 759 622

96 International Community School11133 NE 65th 523 523

65 Kirkland Middle School 430 18th Avenue 623 610

80 Northstar Middle School 12033 NE 80th 84 84

69 Rose Hill Middle School 13505 NE 75th 1,021 933

61 Stella Schola Middle School 13505 NE 75th 75 75

80 Emerson High 10903 NE 53rd St 269 224

84 Lake Washington High 12033 NE 80th 1,833 1,751

Redmond Area

53 Alcott Elementary 4213 228th NE 874 759

19 Audubon Elementary 3045 180th NE 575 460

28 Clara Barton Elementary 12101 172nd Ave NE 782 690

46 Dickinson Elementary 7040 208th NE 621 461

24 Einstein Elementary 18025 NE 116th 575 483

31 Ella Baker Elementary 9595 Eastridge Dr. NE 782 690

46 Explorer Community School 7040 208th NE 92 92

22 Mann Elementary 17001 NE 104th 598 484

23 Redmond Elementary 16800 NE 80th 897 714

21 Rockwell Elementary 11125 162nd NE 690 575

41 Rosa Parks Elementary 22845 NE Cedar Park Crescent 851 702

32 Wilder Elementary 22130 NE 133rd 713 598

74 Evergreen Middle School 6900 208th NE 1,220 1,120

71 Redmond Middle School 10055 166th NE 1,095 1,058

85 Redmond High School 17272 NE 104th 2,151 2,081

73 Tesla STEM High School 400 228th Ave NE 637 637

Sammamish Area

54 Blackwell Elementary 3225 205th PL NE 621 552

52 Carson Elementary 1035 244th Ave NE 621 460

57 McAuliffe Elementary 23823 NE 22nd 690 565

58 Mead Elementary 1725 216th NE 713 598

56 Smith Elementary 23305 NE 14th 782 621

77 Inglewood Middle School 24120 NE 8th 1,370 1,307

86 Renaissance 400 228th NE 84 84

86 Eastlake High School 400 228TH NE 2,470 2,267

*  Note:   See  Table 4a  for District Map. Locations indicated by numbers stated in this column.

**  Note:   "Standard capacity" does not include capacity for special programs as identified in Section III"Total Capacity" = Total permanent/portable capacity as constructed

    (Total Capacity does not account for space used by special programs)

"Net Available Capacity" = 

    (Net Available Capacity accounts for space used by special programs)

Total Capacity minus uses for special programs

June 10, 2019 Table 3
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June 10, 2019 Table 4 

Inventory of Undeveloped Land 
 

Area Site # Address Jurisdiction Status 

Juanita None    

Kirkland None    

Redmond 33 
194th NE above           

NE 116th 
King County No School Use1 

 75 
22000 Novelty Hill 

Road 
King County In Reserve2 

 90 NE 95th and 195th NE King County No School Use1 

 91 
NE 95th Street and 

173rd Place NE 
King County In Reserve2 

Sammamish 59 Main and 228th NE Sammamish In Reserve 
 

 

Related King County Rural Area Task Force Findings: 
 

 

Site 33 
19.97 acres located 1/4 mile east of Avondale Road - no school use 

allowed; potential conservation value. 

Site 75 

37.85-acre site located on the north side of Novelty Hill Road & adjacent 

to south boundary of Redmond Ridge. The District must work with King 

County to find an alternative site within the UGA. If an alternative site 

cannot be feasibly located, the District can use the site for a "small [5 acre] 

environmental school” while placing the remainder of the use into 

permanent conservation. 

Site 90 
26.86 acres located 1/4 mile south of Novelty Hill Road and 1/2 mile east 

of Redmond City Limits - no school use allowed. 

Site 91 N/A 
 

                                                           
1 Property unable to be used for a school site due to the King County School Siting Task Force 

recommendations as adopted by the King County Council. 
2 Refers to sites owned by the District that the District does not anticipate constructing school 

facilities on within the six-years of this plan. The property is being held for the District’s long 

term needs. 
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Growth Management Boundary Shown as Dashed Line
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2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

 Permanent Capacity 27,541       

New Construction:

Timberline Middle School #72 900

 Lake Washington High School Addition #84 500

 Franklin Elementary School Addition #16 184

 Rose Hill Elementary School Addition #15 184

 Twain Elementary School Addition #14 92

 Carson Elementary School Addition #52 92

** New Eastside Choice High School in Sammamish 600

Rebuild and Expansion:

Kirk Elementary School #09 299

Mead Elementary School #58 230

Juanita High School #82 504

** Alcott Elementary School #53 207

** Kamiakin Middle School #67 321

 Permanent Capacity Subtotal 27,541 28,970 29,974 30,434 30,526 30,733 31,654

Total Enrollment 29,987 30,228 30,873 31,329 31,741 32,031 32,337

Permanent Surplus/(Deficit) without unsecured Projects (2,446) (1,258) (899) (895) (1,215) (1,505) (1,811)

Permanent Surplus / (Deficit) with Projects (2,446) (1,258) (899) (895) (1,215) (1,298) (683)

** Projects that are not funded

                                   Projected Permanent Capacity to House Students

June 10, 2019 Table 5

PUBLIC HEARINGS #14.

Page 378 of 421



Lake Washington School District Capital Facilities Plan 2019-2024

Est Secured

Fiscal Year * 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Total State Local ^

  

 

Site 09 Rebuild/Enlarge - Kirk Elementary 10,044,822 10,044,822 3,219,061 6,825,761

Site 58 Rebuild/Enlarge - Mead Elementary 10,011,916 10,011,916 3,519,496 6,492,420

Site 72 New - Redmond Area Middle School (Timberline) 1,335,177 1,335,177 1,335,177

Site 82 Rebuild/Enlarge - Juanita High School 39,728,441 9,818,611 49,547,052 16,400,014 33,147,038

Site 84 Addition - Lake Washington High School 33,169,000 2,378,000 82,000 35,629,000 35,629,000

Site 16 Addition - Franklin Elementary School 1,598,200 9,869,800 707,600 24,400 12,200,000 12,200,000

Site 15 Addition - Rose Hill Elementary School 1,768,500 10,921,500 783,000 27,000 13,500,000 13,500,000

Site 14 Addition - Twain Elementary School 1,100,400 6,795,600 487,200 16,800 8,400,000 8,400,000

Site 52 Addition - Carson Elementary School 1,100,400 6,795,600 487,200 16,800 8,400,000 8,400,000

Site 53 Rebuild/Enlarge - Alcott Elementary 10,764,000 29,348,000 5,888,000 46,000,000 46,000,000

Site 67 Rebuild/Enlarge - Kamiakin Middle School 52,871,000 26,975,000 79,846,000 79,846,000

Site 59 New - Eastside Choice High School in Sammamish 21,195,000 22,500,000 43,695,000 43,695,000

Relocatables 3,500,000 3,500,000 1,350,000 1,350,000 1,350,000 1,350,000 12,400,000 12,400,000

Totals
 

$102,256,456 $44,383,911 $10,205,400 $12,669,400 $104,780,800 $56,713,000 $331,008,967 $23,138,571 $307,870,396

* Fiscal year is from September of the year stated through August of the following year (e.g. "2018" means "September 2018 through August 2019")

** Monies for the major projects above have not been secured but these projects are shown because of the need

^ Includes secured and unsecured local bond funding and impact fees. Impact fees may be applied to growth related capacity projects.

Six-Year Finance Plan

2016 Bond Projects (voter approved)

2019 Levy Projects (voter approved)

Proposed Projects **

Relocatable Classrooms (as needed)

June 10, 2019 Table 6 
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Agenda Bill 

 City Council Special Meeting 

November 04, 2019  

 

SUBJECT: 
 

Discussion: YMCA Operations at the Sammamish Community and 
Aquatic Center 
 

DATE SUBMITTED: 
 

October 31, 2019 
 

DEPARTMENT: 
 

City Manager's Office 
 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 
 ☐  Action     ☑  Direction     ☐  Informational      

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

N/A 
 

EXHIBITS: 
 

1. Exhibit 1 - Memo to Council YMCA 
 

BUDGET:  
Total dollar amount N/A ☐ Approved in budget 

Fund(s) N/A ☐ 

☐ 

Budget reallocation required 

No budgetary impact 
 

 

WORK PLAN FOCUS AREAS:  

☐  Transportation ☐  Community Safety 

☐  Communication & Engagement ☐  Community Livability 

☐  High Performing Government ☐  Culture & Recreation 

☐  Environmental Health & Protection ☐  Financial Sustainability 
 

 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 

Develop a list of questions  to discuss with the YMCA  about the Operation Agreement for the 
Sammamish Community and Aquatic Center 

 

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY: 

The Council will discuss and develop a list of questions to be discussed with the YMCA. 

 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

Unknown. 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS #15.
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On October 28, 2019 the Sammamish City Council met with the YMCA regarding questions 
related to the Operating Agreement for the SCAC.  After considerable discussion, no resolution 
was reached.  The Council directed staff to add this item to the November 4, 2019 meeting 
agenda so that the key questions could be agreed upon for future discussions with the YMCA. 
 
The questions below are offered as a starting point for Council’s discussion and approval: 
 

1. How is the annual surplus, which is used to fund bucket #s 1, 2, and 3, determined for the 
Sammamish YMCA? 
 

2. What is the basis for the annual contributions to bucket #1, which is reserved for capital 
replacement costs?  Is this consistent with other YMCA locations? 
 

3. What happens to the accumulated balances in bucket #s 1, 2, and 3, if the agreement is 
terminated? 

 

DATE: 
 

November 4, 2019 

TO: 
 

City Council 

FROM: 
 

Rick Rudometkin, City Manager 

RE: 
 

Questions regarding the YMCA Operating Agreement for the Sammamish 
Community and Aquatic Center (SCAC) 

Memorandum 
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Agenda Bill 

 City Council Special Meeting 

November 04, 2019  

 

SUBJECT: 
 

Introduction to  an Interlocal Agreement For Lake Sammamish 
Watershed Investigations and Kokanee Salmon Recovery Actions 
 

DATE SUBMITTED: 
 

October 29, 2019 
 

DEPARTMENT: 
 

Public Works 
 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 
 ☐  Action     ☑  Direction     ☐  Informational      

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

Direct staff to return to Council with legislation approving an Interlocal 
Agreement (ILA) as a future consent agenda item. 
 

EXHIBITS: 
 

1. Exhibit 1 - Lake Sammamish and Kokanee ILA 

2. Exhibit 2 - ILA Background Information 

3. Exhibit 3 - Staff Presentation 
 

BUDGET:  
Total dollar amount $38,400/year ☐ Approved in budget 

Fund(s)  ☑ 

☐ 

Budget reallocation required 

No budgetary impact 
 

 

WORK PLAN FOCUS AREAS:  

☐  Transportation ☐  Community Safety 

☐  Communication & Engagement ☐  Community Livability 

☐  High Performing Government ☐  Culture & Recreation 

☑  Environmental Health & Protection ☐  Financial Sustainability 
 

 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 

SammamishLake ForAgreementInterlocalapproving legislationwithreturnShould the staff
Watershed Investigations and Kokanee Salmon Recovery Actions as a future consent agenda item? 

 

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY: 

Late-run Kokanee salmon populations have declined precipitously and are at risk of extinction if 
conservation actions are not taken.  Local jurisdictions in the Lake Sammamish Basin (Sammamish, 
Bellevue, Issaquah, Redmond, and King County) and the Snoqualmie Tribe are considering entering into 
an interlocal agreement (ILA) to conduct investigations into Lake Sammamish water quality; predation 
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and disease; and emergency recovery actions for Kokanee salmon (Exhibit 1 - Lake Sammamish 
Kokanee ILA). 

  

The ILA would be established for 10 years, but with annual option for termination by any entity.  A 
representative elected official from each entity would review and approve annual work plans and 
budgets. Each year the next year work plan and budget would be forecasted for budget planning.  
Future costs could increase up to 10% plus inflation if approved by each cities' elected representative 
to the ILA committee. 

  

Additional details of the kokanee emergency were presented to City Council in September 2018. 
Additional background on this subject is included as Exhibit 2 and includes discussion of  

• The kokanee salmon species 

• Previous regional conservation efforts 

• Current Needs for Lake Sammamish Investigations and Kokanee Emergency Actions 

• Key elements of the ILA 
 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

Sammamish’s portion of the costs as a result of this ILA is $28,500 in 2019 (paid out of the Council 
Department's general fund) and $38,400 in 2020.  The 2020 budget includes $37,900 for the Kokanee 
Work Group.  Future year costs could increase up to 10% plus inflation over the preceding year. 

  

The following is a summary of the City expenditures and planned investments to support kokanee 
conservation efforts: 

  

One Time Contributions: 

• $10,000 (2016) to support Kokanee Recovery KWG Project Manager (Trout Unlimited) 

• $5,000 (2017) to support Kokanee Documentary Film (Trout Unlimited) 

• $28,500 (2018) to support emergency Kokanee Recovery actions (King County). Note, this 
money will constitute Sammamish's 2019 contribution to this ILA, if Council approves the ILA.  

Capital Projects: 

• Zackuse Creek Fish Passage and Stream Restoration Project (2018 Construction):  $2,400,000 
Project Total, $900,000 in grants, $1,500,000 City match. 

• George Davis Creek Fish Passage Project (2021 Construction):  $2,550,000 in the 2019-2020 
budget, $3,200,000 additional in grants. 

• Ebright Creek Fish Passage Project (2021 Construction):  $1,200,000 in the adopted 2018-2023 
Surface Water CIP, $352,000 in grants. 

Ongoing City Expenses: 

• Kokanee Education and Outreach:  $29,000 per year, annually reimbursed by King Conservation 
District grant, meets requirements of NPDES Permit (since 2015). 

• Ebright Creek Stream and Wetland Monitoring:  The City has historically paid approximately 
$15,000 per year, required by City Hall development conditions (since 2015).  Chestnut Estates 
and The Crossings at Pine Lake pay approximately $8,000 and $22,000 per year, respectively. 

• Zackuse Creek Stream Monitoring:  $22,000 per year for five years as required by Army Corps 
permit conditions for the Zackuse Creek Fish Passage Project (beginning in 2019). 

 

NEW BUSINESS #16.

Page 383 of 421



OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: 

1. Direct staff to return with legislation approving the ILA as a future consent agenda item.   
2. Provide alternative direction to staff to modify Interest Statement or ILA and renegotiate with 

ILA partners.  
3. Direct staff to not return with legislation for the ILA. 

 

RELATED CITY GOALS, POLICIES, AND MASTER PLANS: 

The ILA raises the policy question of Sammamish’s and other local jurisdiction’s roles in protecting and 
restoring Lake Sammamish water quality, the ecological health of the Lake Sammamish watershed, and 
maintaining a unique population of Kokanee salmon. City Comprehensive Plan goals and the Storm and 
Surface Water Management Comprehensive Plan support entering into a cost-share agreement for 
Kokanee recovery actions, with key goals described below: 

  

City of Sammamish Comprehensive Plan 

  

Environment & Conservation Goals  

• Goal EC.1 Serve as a leader in environmental stewardship of the natural environment for 
current and future generations. 

• Goal EC.3 Protect wetlands and other water resources from encroachment and degradation 
and encourage restoration of such resources. 

• Goal EC.4 Protect and promote a diversity of plant, pollinator and animal species habitat in 
Sammamish. 

• Goal EC.5 Maintain and protect surface water and groundwater resources that serve the 
community and enhance the quality of life. 

• Goal EC.7 Support regional efforts in mitigating and adapting to climate change. 
Shoreline Goals: Archaeological, Historical, and Cultural Resources: 

• Goal 9: Participate in cooperative restoration programs between local, state, and federal public 
agencies, tribes, non-profit organizations, and landowners. 
  

City of Sammamish Storm and Surface Water Management Comprehensive Plan 

• Goal 1 (G.1) – Comprehensively evaluate and address problems related to the existing 
stormwater system and manage storm and surface water systems to ensure longevity of assets 

o Objective G.1.4 Participate in regional research activities in the treatment of stormwater 
runoff, development of new Best Management Practices, and protection of natural 
resources. 

• Goal 4 (G.4) – Promote the recovery of Lake Sammamish kokanee and other threatened or 
endangered salmonids. 

o Action G.4.2.B – Support Kokanee Work Group Blueprint and WRIA 8 Implementation 
Plan Projects. 

• Goal 7 (G.7) - Coordinate surface and stormwater management services with neighboring 
jurisdictions 

o Objective G.7.1 Coordinate with other jurisdictions to discuss regionally significant 
topics and cross-watershed issues. 
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EXHIBIT 1: LAKE SAMMAMISH KOKANEE INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT

INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT

For Lake Sammamish Watershed Investigations and Kokanee Salmon Recovery Actions 

PREAMBLE

THIS AGREEMENT ("Agreement") is entered into pursuant to chapter 39.34 RCW by and among the 
eligible jurisdictions signing this Agreement (individually for those signing this Agreement, “Party”, and 
collectively “Parties”).

WHEREAS, the Parties share an interest and responsibility for addressing long-term watershed planning 
and conservation for the Lake Sammamish Watershed, which lies within the aboriginal territory of the 
Snoqualmie Indian Tribe; and 

WHEREAS, a population of kokanee salmon is native to this watershed, along with other species of 
salmon and trout, that are historically significant to the Snoqualmie Indian Tribe and other Indian tribes 
for fishing and cultural purposes; and

WHEREAS, the Parties have a shared interest in preserving habitat for salmon and trout species in the 
Lake Sammamish Watershed; and

WHEREAS, kokanee salmon have resided in the Lake Sammamish Watershed since time immemorial for 
thousands of years, and in recent times their populations have declined significantly in abundance, 
diversity, and distribution; and 

WHEREAS, the Parties recognize and respect the present-day and historic importance of kokanee 
salmon to cultural, economic, and customary purposes, including tribal customs; and

WHEREAS, since 2007, the Parties have participated as voluntary members of the Lake Sammamish 
Kokanee Work Group (KWG) to develop kokanee recovery strategies and coordinate with all local, state, 
federal, and tribal agencies as well as non-governmental organizations; and

WHEREAS, the Parties recognize their participation in the Agreement demonstrates their commitment 
to proactively working to address habitat recovery needs of Lake Sammamish kokanee salmon; and 

WHEREAS, the Parties recognize that jurisdictional efforts, including habitat restoration, land protection, 
and regulatory, operational, and educational programs help support the habitat and continued survival 
of kokanee salmon; and

WHEREAS, the Parties have an interest in maximizing the achievement of multiple benefits by 
integrating salmon recovery planning and actions with those supporting floodplain management, water 
quality, open space, and recreation; and

WHEREAS, the Parties recognize that state, federal and tribal wildlife management agencies play unique 
and necessary roles in conserving and managing fishery resources, have participated and funded 
kokanee salmon recovery and monitoring actions and will continue to participate in recovery efforts in 
the future; and 
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EXHIBIT 1: LAKE SAMMAMISH KOKANEE INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT

WHEREAS, the Parties recognize that identification of watershed issues, and implementation of salmon 
conservation and recovery actions may be carried out more effectively and efficiently if done 
cooperatively than if carried out separately and independently; and

WHEREAS, Parties and other entities outside of this Agreement are taking and will continue to take 
separate and independent actions to improve the health of the Lake Sammamish Watershed;

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises, benefits and covenants contained herein, 
the Parties hereto do mutually covenant and agree as follows:

MUTUAL CONVENANTS AND AGREEMENTS

1. DEFINITIONS.  For purposes of this Agreement, the following terms will have the meaning 
provided for below:

1.1 ELIGIBLE JURISDICTIONS: The governments eligible for participation in this Agreement as Parties 
are King County, the cities of Bellevue, Issaquah, Redmond, and Sammamish, the Snoqualmie Indian 
Tribe, and any other federally recognized Indian tribes that may have a historical or cultural connection 
to the Sammamish Watershed, and other interested public agencies.

1.2 LAKE SAMMAMISH KOKANEE WORK GROUP:  The Lake Sammamish Kokanee Work Group, 
established in 2007, is the guiding body responsible for directing, coordinating, and adapting kokanee 
recovery actions and is comprised of local, state, federal, and tribal governments, non-governmental 
organizations and watershed residents.

1.3 KOKANEE ILA MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE: The Kokanee ILA Management Committee consists 
of elected officials or their designees which elected officials are appointed by each Party to this 
Agreement.

1.4 KOKANEE ILA STAFF COMMITTEE: The Kokanee ILA Staff Committee consists of staff who 
support elected officials or their designees of the Kokanee ILA Management Committee by coordinating 
with the Kokanee Work Group and any of its subcommittees, developing draft annual Agreement 
workplans and budgets, and producing reports, summaries, and presentations of Agreement actions. 
The Parties to this Agreement will not designate the same persons to both the Kokanee ILA Staff 
Committee and Kokanee ILA Management Committee. 

1.5 KOKANEE ILA WORK PLAN: The Kokanee ILA Work Plan (Exhibit B) will be created by the 
Kokanee Staff Committee annually to guide the work and resources within the Agreement and will be 
approved annually by the Kokanee ILA Management Committee.  The substance of the Kokanee ILA 
Work Plan and any amendments to it will be guided by the Lake Sammamish Kokanee Work Group 
technical documents, including but not limited to, the Blueprint for Restoration and Enhancement of 
Lake Sammamish Kokanee Tributaries (Kokanee Blueprint), Conservation Supplementation Plan for Lake 
Sammamish Late-run Kokanee (Supplementation Plan) and Ecological Survey of “Late-Run” Kokanee in 
Lake Sammamish (Ecological Survey). The Kokanee ILA Work Plan may be amended by the Kokanee ILA 
Management Committee as allowed under this agreement. 
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EXHIBIT 1: LAKE SAMMAMISH KOKANEE INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT

1.6 SERVICE PROVIDER(S):  Service Provider(s), as used herein, means that agency, tribe, 
government, consultant or other entity that supplies staffing or other resources to and for the Kokanee 
ILA Management Committee, in exchange for payment.  The Service Provider(s) may be a Party to this 
Agreement.  

1.7 FISCAL AGENT:  The Fiscal Agent refers to that agency or government that performs all 
accounting services for the Kokanee ILA Management Committee, as it may require, in accordance with 
the requirements of chapter 39.34 RCW.

2. PURPOSES. The purposes of this Agreement include the following:

2.1  To provide a mechanism and governance structure for the implementation and adaptive 
management of Lake Sammamish Kokanee ILA Work Plan elements, including coordinated recovery 
actions to create a healthy Lake Sammamish Watershed, restore habitat, conduct watershed 
investigations, implement supplementation programs and conduct outreach activities. 

2.2 To provide a framework for cooperation among the Parties on issues relating to the 
prioritization, funding, and management of Kokanee ILA Work Plan elements.

2.3. To provide a mechanism for on-going monitoring and adaptive management of Kokanee ILA 
Work Plan elements. 

2.4. To share the reasonable actual costs of the Service Provider to coordinate and provide the 
services necessary for the successful implementation and management of the Kokanee ILA Work Plan. 
The maximum financial or resource obligation of any Party will be limited to its share based upon the 
formula in Exhibit A.  

2.5. It is not the purpose or intent of this Agreement to, and this Agreement does not, create, 
supplant, preempt or supersede the authority or role of any individual jurisdiction.

3. EFFECTIVE DATE AND TERM.  This Agreement will become effective upon the signatures of three 
(3) eligible jurisdictions, as authorized by each jurisdiction’s governing body, and further provided that 
after such signatures, King County has filed this Agreement  in accordance with RCW 39.34.040 and .200.  
This Agreement provides the mechanism and governance structure for implementation of the Kokanee 
ILA Work Plan that will be specified and approved every year. Once effective, and subject to Section 8 
below, this Agreement will remain in effect for a term of ten (10) years; provided, however, that this 
Agreement may be extended for such additional terms as the Parties may agree to in writing, with such 
extension being effective upon its execution by at least three (3) of the Parties.

4. ORGANIZATION AND NATURE OF THE KOKANEE ILA MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE. The Parties to this 
Agreement hereby establish the Kokanee ILA Management Committee as the overseeing body for the 
Kokanee ILA Work Plan for carrying out the purposes of this Agreement.  The Kokanee ILA Management 
Committee will not supplant the Lake Sammamish Kokanee Work Group. The Kokanee ILA Management 
Committee will review recommended recovery actions from the Lake Sammamish Kokanee Work Group 
for the purpose of identifying Kokanee ILA Work Plan elements.  Each Party to this agreement will 
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EXHIBIT 1: LAKE SAMMAMISH KOKANEE INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT

appoint one (1) elected official or designee to serve as its representative on the Kokanee ILA 
Management Committee.  The Kokanee ILA Management Committee is responsible for decisions related 
to work program, staffing and service Agreements, and budget and financial operations related to the 
Agreement.  Further, the Kokanee ILA Management Committee is responsible for oversight and 
evaluation of any Service Provider(s) or consultants, for administration of the budget, and for 
administrative matters for action, consistent with the other subsections of this section. Representatives 
of the Service Provider may serve as non-voting ex officio members thereof.The Kokanee ILA 
Management Committee will have the following responsibilities:

 

4.1    By September 1st of each year, establish and approve an annual budget for the following 
calendar year, establishing the level of funding and total resource obligations of the Parties that are to 
be allocated on a proportional basis according to the average of the population, assessed property 
valuation and area attributable to each Party to the Agreement, in accordance with the formula set 
forth in Exhibit A, the formula will be updated every third year by the Service Provider and adopted by 
the Kokanee ILA Management Committee, as more current data become available, and in accordance 
with Section 2.4 For Parties that are not county or city governments, the level of funding and resource 
obligation will be determined by negotiation with, and approval by, the Kokanee ILA Management 
Committee .  

Services to the Kokanee ILA Management Committee for the term of this Agreement will be 
provided by King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks which will be the primary Service 
Provider unless the Parties choose another primary Service Provider, pursuant to the voting provisions 
of Section 5. The Kokanee ILA Management Committee will define annual services through the approval 
of the Kokanee ILA Work Plan (Exhibit B).  

4.2    Review and evaluate the performance of the Service Provider(s) to this Agreement and provide 
for quality services that are efficiently, effectively and responsibly delivered in the performance of the 
purposes of this Agreement.  

4.3 Arrange for the Service Provider to enter into contracts for any lawful purpose related hereto, 
including specific functions and tasks which are initiated and led by another Party to this Agreement 
beyond the services provided by the primary Service Provider. 

4.4 Adopt other rules and procedures that are consistent with its purposes as stated herein and are 
necessary for its operation.

5. VOTING.  The Kokanee ILA Management Committee will make decisions, approve scope of work, 
budget, priorities and any other actions necessary to carry out the purposes of this Agreement as 
follows:
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5.1 No action or binding decision will be taken by the Kokanee ILA Management Committee without 
the presence of a quorum of Party members.  A quorum exists if a majority of the Party members are 
present at the Kokanee ILA Management Committee meeting.  The voting procedures provided for in 
5.1.1 are conditioned upon there being a quorum of the Party members present for any action or 
decision to be effective and binding. 

5.1.1 Decisions will be made using a consensus model as much as possible.  Each Party agrees to use 
its best efforts and exercise good faith in consensus decision-making.  Consensus may be reached by 
unanimous agreement of the Party members at the meeting, or by a majority decision of the Party 
members, with a minority report.  

6. OBLIGATIONS OF PARTIES; BUDGET; FISCAL; RULES.

6.1 Each Party will be responsible for meeting its financial obligation hereunder as described 
in Section 2.4, and established in the annual budget adopted by the Kokanee ILA Management 
Committee under this Agreement and described in Section 4.1. Maximum funding responsibilities 
imposed upon the Parties during the first year of the Agreement will not exceed the amounts set forth 
in Exhibit A at the time of ILA adoption, which will be updated every third year as described in Section 
4.1, or more frequently as annexations result in changes to the area, population, and assessed value 
calculation for those Parties involved in the annexation to the extent that the cost shares established in 
the formula set forth in Exhibit A would be changed for such Parties by annexation.

6.2 No later than May 1 of each year of this agreement, the Kokanee ILA Management 
Committee will adopt a draft annual budget for consideration by all Parties to the agreement. No later 
than September 1 of each year of this Agreement, the Kokanee ILA Management Committee will adopt a 
budget, including its overhead and administrative costs, for the following calendar year and an estimate 
for the subsequent year to provide an estimate of the total biennial costs. The budget will propose the 
level of funding and other responsibilities (e.g. staffing) of the individual Parties for the following 
calendar year and will propose the levels of funding and resources to be allocated to specific prioritized 
implementation and adaptive management activities.  Thereafter, the Parties will take whatever 
separate legislative or other actions that may be necessary to timely obtain approval for such individual 
responsibilities under the proposed budget, and approval will be completed no later than December 
15th of each such year.

6.3 Funds collected from the Parties or other sources on behalf of the Kokanee ILA 
Management Committee will be managed in a separate cost center by King County as Fiscal Agent and 
as ex officio treasurer on behalf of the Kokanee ILA Management Committee pursuant to rules and 
procedures established and agreed to by the Kokanee ILA Management Committee.  Such rules and 
procedures will set out billing practices and collection procedures and any other procedures as may be 
necessary to provide for its efficient administration and operation.  Any Party to this Agreement may 
inspect and review all records maintained in connection with such fund at any reasonable time.

6.4 Current actions and costs have been identified for 2019-2020. Once the Agreement is 
effective, services through 2020 may be billed by the Service Provider retroactive to January 1, 2019.  In 
subsequent years, each Party’s cost share annual increase will not exceed 10% annually beginning with 
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2020 cost share levels plus an inflationary percentage increase annually agreed upon by the Kokanee ILA 
Management Committee, (i.e. Consumer Price Index or CPIW), without approval by each Party through 
each Party’s  respective approval processes. Provided, the total budget may exceed 10% plus 
inflationary increases should additional partners join this Agreement. Provided further, the total cost 
will be based on the Kokanee ILA Work Plan cost estimate and may not require the full increase to the 
budget. 

7. LATECOMERS.  A county, city or tribal government, or other interested public agency that has not 
become a Party to this Agreement within twelve (12) months after the effective date of this Agreement 
may become a Party only with the written consent of all Party members of the Kokanee ILA 
Management Committee. The provisions of Section 5 otherwise governing decisions of the Kokanee ILA 
Management Committee will not apply to Section 7.  The Parties and the county, city, tribe or other 
public agency seeking to become a Party will jointly determine the terms and conditions under which 
the county, city, tribe or other public agency may become a Party.  These terms and conditions will 
include payment by such county, city, tribe or other public agency to the Fiscal Agent of the amount 
determined jointly by the Parties and the county, city, tribe or other public agency to represent such 
county, city, tribe, or other public agency’s fair and proportionate share of all costs associated with 
activities undertaken by the Kokanee ILA Management Committee and the Parties on its behalf as of the 
date the county, city, tribe or other public agency becomes a Party.  Any county, city, tribe or other 
public agency that becomes a Party pursuant to this section will thereby assume the rights and 
responsibilities of all other Parties to this Agreement. After the inclusion of such entity as a Party to this 
Agreement, the formula for Party contribution will be adjusted, if necessary and pursuant to the 
Agreement of the Parties, for the following calendar year to reflect the addition of each new Party.

8. TERMINATION.  

8.1 An individual Party to this Agreement may terminate its participation in the Agreement effective 
December 31st of any year upon written notice to the other Parties provided no later than the 
preceding June 30th.  The terminating Party will remain fully responsible for meeting all of its funding 
and other obligations through the end of the calendar year in which such notice is given, together with 
any other costs that may have been incurred on behalf of such terminating Party up to the effective date 
of such termination.  

8.2 This Agreement may be terminated at any time by the written agreement of all Parties. It is 
expected that the makeup of the Parties to this Agreement may change from time to time.  Regardless 
of any such changes, the Parties choosing not to exercise the right of termination will each remain 
obligated to meet their respective share of the obligations of the Kokanee ILA Management Committee, 
as reflected in the annual budget. 

9. HOLD HARMLESS AND INDEMNIFICATION.  To the extent permitted by state law, and for the limited 
purposes set forth in this Agreement, each Party will protect, defend, hold harmless and indemnify the 
other Parties, their officers, elected officials, and employees, while acting within the scope of their 
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employment as such, from and against any and all third-party claims (including demands, suits, 
penalties, liabilities, damages, costs, expenses, or losses of any kind or nature whatsoever) arising out of 
or in any way resulting from such Party's own negligent acts or omissions related to such Party's 
participation and obligations under this Agreement.  Each Party agrees that its obligations under this 
subsection extend to any claim, demand and/or cause of action brought by or on behalf of any of its 
employees.  For this purpose, each Party, by mutual negotiation, hereby waives, with respect to the 
other Parties only, any immunity that would otherwise be available against such claims under the 
industrial insurance act provisions of Title 51 RCW. The provisions of this subsection will survive and 
continue to be applicable to Parties exercising the right of termination pursuant to this Section 9. For the 
purposes of this Section 9, the participating federally recognized tribes expressly and unequivocally 
waive sovereign immunity.

10 NO ASSUMPTION OF LIABILITY. In no event do the Parties to this Agreement intend to, nor do 
they, assume any responsibility, risk or liability of any other Party to this Agreement or otherwise with 
regard to any Party’s duties, responsibilities or liabilities under any statute or regulation of any local 
municipality or government, the State of Washington or the United States.

11 VOLUNTARY AGREEMENT. This is a voluntary agreement. In entering into this Agreement, no 
Party is committing to adopt or implement any actions or recommendations that may be contained in 
the Kokanee Blueprint, Ecological Survey, or Supplementation Plan pursuant to this Agreement. No 
Party of this Agreement, or its officers, directors, agents, employees, or other representatives, are 
authorized to represent or act on behalf of any other Party to this Agreement, nor may they hold 
themselves out to be so authorized.

12 NO PRECLUSION OF ACTIVITIES OR PROJECTS.  Nothing herein will preclude any one or more of 
the Parties to this Agreement from choosing or agreeing to fund or implement any work, activities or 
projects associated with any of the purposes hereunder by separate agreement or action, provided that 
any such decision or agreement will not impose any funding, participation or other obligation of any 
kind on any Party to this Agreement which is not a Party to such decision or agreement. 

13 NO THIRD PARTY RIGHTS.  Nothing contained in this Agreement is intended to, nor will it be 
construed to, create any rights in any third Party, including without limitation the non-Party members, 
any agency or department of the United States, or the State of Washington, or to form the basis for any 
liability on the part of the Kokanee ILA Management Committee or any of the Parties, or their officers, 
elected officials, agents and employees, to any third Party.
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14 NO WAIVER OF TRIBAL SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY.  Except as expressly set forth in Section 9 of this 
Agreement, nothing in this Agreement or any other terms and conditions waives or may be deemed to 
waive the sovereign immunity of the participating federally recognized Indian Tribes.

15 AMENDMENTS. This Agreement may be amended, altered or clarified only by the unanimous 
consent of the Parties to this Agreement, represented by the affirmative action by their governing 
bodies.

16 COUNTERPARTS. This Agreement may be executed in counterparts.

17 APPROVAL BY PARTIES’ GOVERNING BODIES. The governing body of each Party must approve 
this Agreement before any representative of such Party may sign this Agreement.

18 FILING OF AGREEMENT. This Agreement will be filed by King County in accordance with the 
provisions of RCW 39.34.040 and .200 and with the terms of Section 3 herein.
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Lake Sammamish late-run Kokanee salmon populations are facing newly severe and acute 
environmental pressures within Lake Sammamish and are at risk of extinction. Other salmon 
and cold-water fish species may also be affected. Jurisdictions within the Lake Sammamish 
basin are considering entering into an interlocal agreement to cost-share investigations and 
emergency actions for Kokanee salmon recovery.

Background on Kokanee Salmon 

Kokanee are related to sockeye but spend their whole lives in freshwater, never migrating to the 
ocean.  There are no sport, tribal, or commercial fisheries for them.  Major factors influencing 
their survival are localized habitat conditions in Lake Sammamish and natal spawning streams. 

Historically, there were three populations of kokanee in the Sammamish Basin:  the early-run 
Issaquah (identified as extinct in 2003), middle-run North Sammamish (genetically linked with 
the Sammamish sockeye population) and late-run South Sammamish (native).  The number of 
late-run Kokanee returning to spawn has severely declined from nearly 20,000 in 2012 to just 19 
in 2017.  Current low numbers of Kokanee could lead to their extinction within the Lake 
Sammamish basin if additional recovery actions are not taken quickly. 

Previous Regional Efforts

There is a long history of regional recovery efforts for Lake Sammamish Kokanee.  

1980-1990s: 

 Concerns about algae blooms in Lake Sammamish spurred local governments 
(Bellevue, Issaquah, Redmond, and King County) to conduct investigations into nitrogen 
and phosphorus entering the lake. Results indicated that sediment was a primary source 
of nutrients. Local governments established seasonal clearing limits and increased 
erosion control requirements on construction to reduce sediment entering the lake. The 
Lakemont water quality treatment and detention facility was built in the Lewis Creek 
basin to remove nutrients from development runoff. Nutrient levels in Lake Sammamish 
began to improve.

 The Sammamish Forum, one of five original Regional Needs Assessment Forums, 
provided a grant for technical studies to determine Kokanee spawning populations, 
including distribution, genetic differences, and abundance. The Kokanee Technical 
Committee formed.

 The Sammamish Forum merged with the Lake Washington forum to become the Lake 
Washington/Cedar / Sammamish (WRIA 8) Salmon Recovery Forum focused on 
Chinook salmon recovery under the Endangered Species Act.

2000 - 2010s: 

 Citizens and non-profit organizations mobilized to request additional actions for 
Kokanee. These included requesting federal protection, incorporating Kokanee into 
Chinook salmon recovery planning efforts, and advocating for more direct Kokanee 
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action at King County and City of Sammamish Council meetings.
 The Lake Sammamish Kokanee Work Group began in 2007 to address a gap left by 

the loss of the Sammamish Forum. This ad hoc coalition is comprised of local 
jurisdictions (Sammamish, Bellevue, Issaquah, Redmond, and King County), the US 
Fish and Wildlife Service, the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
Washington State Parks, the Snoqualmie Tribe, numerous non-profit organizations, 
and citizens. The Kokanee Workgroup has produced guidance documents for habitat 
improvement, hatchery supplementation, and recovery strategies for the late-run 
Kokanee.  The Workgroup has also conducted outreach and awareness programs for 
schools and community groups, assisted with restoration projects, and coordinated 
efforts between entities. Kokanee Work Group information and reports are available 
at: https://www.kingcounty.gov/services/environment/animals-and-plants/salmon-and-
trout/kokanee/kokanee-workgroup.aspx .

 The cities of Sammamish, Issaquah, and Redmond focused on implementing stream 
restoration and culvert replacement in Kokanee streams to provide access to 
spawning habitat and reduce scour from heavy rain events.

 The US Fish and Wildlife Service contributed approximately $240,000 for Kokanee 
technical and hatchery support.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service also initiated the 
Lake Sammamish Urban Wildlife Refuge Partnership for Kokanee funding over 
$100,000 for public education, outreach, and engagement for Kokanee recovery.

 Trout Unlimited, a national non-profit organization for fish conservation with a regional 
chapter of concerned citizens, hired a Kokanee Restoration Project Manager to 
identify projects, write grants, support meaningful citizen science, and engage the 
public in Kokanee recovery efforts.

Current Needs for Lake Sammamish Investigations and Kokanee Emergency Actions

Lake Sammamish Water Quality Investigations

The recent decline in Kokanee raised concern over water quality changes within the lake, 
especially the decline in available fish habitat between the warm surface water temperature and 
cooler, but oxygen depleted water layer found deeper in the lake.  In the summers of 2015 – 
2017, the warmer surface temperature extended deep into the lake and overlapped with the 
oxygen depleted deeper water, resulting in three summers with almost no lake habitat suitable 
for cold water fish survival (Attachment D: Lake Sammamish Water Quality). This phenomenon 
of lake stratification leaves only a small band/layer of viable habitat with increased predation, 
disease, and other stresses that can lead to reduced survival. It is expected that there have 
always been periods of habitat limitation, but the magnitude of warm temperature/low dissolved 
oxygen “squeeze” has been occurring more frequently.

The effect of the “squeeze” on the entire lake ecological system is uncertain, but indicates 
unfavorable conditions for other species of concern, including federally listed threatened 
Chinook salmon as well as Coho salmon. Loss of key species could also affect the food web, 
leading to increases in algae blooms or other impacts to the quality of Lake Sammamish.
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Additional study is needed to determine the extent of the water quality constraints and better 
understand how improvements could be made by increasing cold water through riparian 
shading, low impact development, and other methods for reducing surface water temperature 
and increasing cold groundwater seeps and springs.  Investigations into organic and chemical 
oxygen demand and ways to improve oxygen in lower levels of Lake Sammamish are also 
needed. 

Kokanee Recovery Actions

Due to the acute and critical reduction in the number of Kokanee returning to streams to spawn, 
activities related to hatchery programs, fish disease, and predation are needed to maintain 
enough Kokanee genetics for recovery while habitat is being improved. Some of the immediate 
actions include:  holding juvenile kokanee in cold-water rearing ponds to avoid peak summer 
lake temperatures; testing for increased bacterial and parasite infestation in the late-run 
Kokanee; and maintaining genetic diversity in the unique late-run Kokanee population by 
holding a portion of 2019 juveniles at a spring fed pond for three years (brood stock).  Local 
jurisdictions have a role in the parasite issues because urbanization has dramatically altered 
lakeshore and stream habitat.  Identifying the key stressors on Kokanee will allow targeted, 
specific habitat recovery actions to improve Kokanee survival. 

Key Elements of the draft Kokanee Interlocal Agreement 

Costs for Kokanee research and recovery efforts are $100,000 in 2019 and $150,000 in 2020.  
It is anticipated that additional investigations and juvenile kokanee rearing operations will be 
needed in future years. The draft ILA establishes a 10-year agreement with an annual 
termination clause.  An ILA to cost-share a portion of the Kokanee recovery efforts has been 
proposed. The ILA would be between the cities of Sammamish, Bellevue, Issaquah, and 
Redmond; King County; and local Native American Tribes.    Currently, the Snoqualmie Tribe is 
the only Native American Tribe to request to participate in the ILA.

Note, the City of Sammamish paid $28,500 to King County to spur emergency actions in early 
2019. These funds, already paid, would satisfy Sammamish’s ILA contribution requirements for 
2019.

Process

The ILA will become effective upon the signatures of three eligible jurisdictions.  Sammamish 
and Issaquah will be the first councils to review the ILA.  Other jurisdiction councils are 
tentatively scheduled to review the ILA in December.

ILA Cost-share Model

Since 2006, the Lake Washington/Cedar/ Sammamish Chinook Salmon habitat recovery 
program interlocal agreement has used a cost-share formula based on land area, population, 
and assessed value of land draining to the watershed.  The Kokanee ILA proposes to use the 

NEW BUSINESS #16.

Page 397 of 421



EXHIBIT 2: LAKE SAMMAMISH KOKANEE ILA BACKGROUND INFORMATION

same cost-share formula for jurisdictions, based on lands draining to Lake Sammamish.  

Tribes participating in the ILA would contribute an amount mutually agreed upon by all of the 
parties of the ILA rather than using the WRIA 8 model. Initial cost-shares under this model 
would be as shown below:

Proposed Initial ILA Cost-shares (rounded up to nearest $100)

Entity Formula Share 2019 2020

Bellevue 19.5% $19,500 $26,400

Issaquah 22.9% $23,000 $31,000

Redmond 4.3% $ 4,300 $5,800

Sammamish 28.5% $28,500 $38,400

King County 24.9% $25,000 $33,600

Snoqualmie Tribe NA NA $15,000

Total $100,000 $150,000

 

Budget Limitations and Termination Clauses

No later than May 1 of each year, a work plan and budget will be drafted for the following year 
and then adopted by the ILA Management Committee by September 1st. Unlike the regional 
salmon recovery ILA, no staff is anticipated for the Kokanee ILA, the work would be conducted 
through contracting and service agreements.

The budget will not increase more than a mutually agreed upon cost of living increase plus up to 
10% increase over previous year budget starting with 2020. Should the ILA Management 
Committee choose to increase the budget over this limit, approval by each party through each 
party’s respective approval processes would be required. Members may choose to withdraw 
from the ILA provided written notice is submitted by June 30th of the preceding year.  

Additional Jurisdictional Costs

The ILA would establish a policy committee of elected officials who would meet to provide 
guidance and review and approve the work plan. Depending on the operating guidelines 
established by the elected officials, this could require one to two meetings annually. 
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This ILA would require staff participation in the Kokanee Work Group to coordinate and develop 
the Kokanee ILA work plan and budget. All jurisdictions currently have voluntary staff 
participation. 

ILA Administration

King County has offered to be the Service Provider for the ILA, similar to the regional salmon 
recovery ILAs. Overhead costs would be limited to contract management and ILA administration 
services and would be evaluated as part of the annual budget process. 
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Direction Needed from Council

• Should staff return on a future date for Council action on 
a proposed Kokanee Recovery Interlocal Agreement 
(ILA)?
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Agenda

• Background

• Draft ILA

• Council Direction
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Background: Late-Run Kokanee Salmon

• Type of Sockeye Salmon

• Never migrate, Stay in Lake 
Sammamish

• Spawn in South Lake Samm. Streams

• Cultural Importance

Collecting Kokanee for spawning
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Partnerships for Recovery

Kokanee Work Group 
(2007- current)
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Actions to Date

Stream/Shoreline 
Restoration

Jurisdictions
Tribes

Citizens
Mountains to Sound

Trout Unlimited
Wash. State Parks

Mid-Sound Partnership
Save Lake Sammamish

WSDOT

Strategic Science
Jurisdictions

USFWS
Trout Unlimited

WDFW
Tribes

Hatchery Conservation
USFWS
WDFW

Trout Unlimited
Tribes

Education
USFWS

FISH
Wash. State Parks

Mid-Sound Partnership
Tribes

Jurisdictions

But who is studying the Lake…?

N
EW

 BU
SIN

ESS #16.

Page 405 of 421



7

Recent Population Decline

Late-run population dropped in 2016

General decline 

over last 10 years
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Interlocal 
Agreement
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Lake Sammamish Investigations

Summer “Squeeze” 

Temperature & Dissolved Oxygen

Graphic by King County
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Lake Sammamish

Temperature & Dissolved Oxygen

Red = Temperature too hot for salmon
Green = salmon habitat
Black = not enough oxygen for salmon

= times when good habitat is severely constrained

Increased disease and 
predation?
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Interlocal Agreement (ILA)

Participants
• Local Jurisdictions within Sammamish Watershed 

• Snoqualmie Tribe

Tasks Funded
• Lake Studies, Water Quality, Fish Assemblage, Diseases

• Broodstock program, integrated supplementation program

• Fish monitoring surveys, cryogenic banking

Cost Share Formula
• Sammamish paid $28.5k from the general fund in 2019 

• ILA will be retroactive; partners will pay their share for 2019
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ILA Commitments

• 10 years, but ability to “opt-out” each 
year

• Elected official and staff participation  (2 
meetings/yr)

• Annual workplan & budget with forecast 
for 2nd year 

• Potential for annual increase of inflation 
and < 10% increase (if approved by 
elected representative).
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Alignment with Comprehensive Plan

• Environment & Conservation Goals

• EC.1 Serve as a leader in environmental stewardship of the natural 
environment for current and future generations.

• EC.3 Protect wetlands and other water resources from encroachment and 
degradation and encourage restoration of such resources.

• EC.4 Protect and promote a diversity of plant, pollinator and animal species 
habitat in Sammamish.

• EC.5 Maintain and protect surface water and groundwater resources that 
serve the community and enhance the quality of life.

• EC.7 Support regional efforts in mitigating and adapting to climate change.
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• One-time contributions 
($15K in 2016 & 2017)

• Ongoing monitoring, 
required per NPDES permit 
($66K/yr, 2015 – present)

• Capital Projects (Zackuse, 
George Davis, and Ebright 
Creek Fish Passage 
Projects)

• $5.25M from 2016-
2021

• Add’l $4.4M from 
grants!Other Restoration 

Activities by the City
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Direction Needed 
from Council:

Should staff return on a future 
date for Council action on the 

proposed Kokanee ILA?
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Agenda Bill 

 City Council Special Meeting 

November 04, 2019  

 

SUBJECT: 
 

Discussion: SCA Regional Committee Appointments 
 

DATE SUBMITTED: 
 

October 20, 2019 
 

DEPARTMENT: 
 

City Manager's Office 
 

NEEDED FROM COUNCIL: 
 ☐  Action     ☑  Direction     ☐  Informational      

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

Determine SCA committee appointments.  
 

EXHIBITS: 
 

 

BUDGET:  
Total dollar amount  ☐ Approved in budget 

Fund(s)  ☐ 

☑ 

Budget reallocation required 

No budgetary impact 
 

 

WORK PLAN FOCUS AREAS:  

☐  Transportation ☐  Community Safety 

☐  Communication & Engagement ☐  Community Livability 

☐  High Performing Government ☐  Culture & Recreation 

☐  Environmental Health & Protection ☐  Financial Sustainability 
 

 

KEY FACTS AND INFORMATION SUMMARY: 

Summary 

The Sound Cities Association (SCA) has appointing authority for over 30 regional boards and
committees. 26 of those have seats for elected officials up for appointment for 2020.  

  

Applications are due to SCA on November 6, 2019. All interested councilors (including those currently 
serving on boards and committees whose term expires in 2019) must submit an application in order to 
be considered for appointment.  

  

On November 4, 2019, the City Council will discuss their committee preferences to best coordinate 
membership among the councilors. Please note that, pursuant to SCA Board Policy, each city may have 
no more than one representative serving at a time on any individual regional board or committee. 
Further, cities are asked to not submit multiple applicants for the same committee. 
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The nomination form was previously emailed to Council and may be found here. For detailed 
information about each committee, please refer to the SCA booklet for 2019 Regional Committee and 
Board Appointments. 

  

Timeline 

• November 6, 2019 - Deadline for applications/nominations to 2019 boards and committees 

• November 26, 2019 - PIC Nominating Committee meets to review applications/nominations 

• December 11, 2019 - SCA PIC makes a recommendation on the slate of appointees to the Board 
of Directors 

• December 18, 2019 - SCA Board of Directors finalizes 2020 board and committee appointments 
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COUNCIL REPORT – CHRISTIE MALCHOW 
NOV 4, 2019 

 

MEETING: MICHAEL JAVORSKY – INTRAVAIA RISK MANAGEMENT GROUP 

• He was hired by 2 Skyline parents to do an investigation on the drug use at Skyline HS.   
• The report is private & confidential, so I cannot share it, but he did give it to police for follow up 

• He has a recommendations report that everyone in the community should look at: 
10/11/19: Intravaia was retained by a group of Sammamish parents to conduct an external review, 
consultation and complete investigative report pertaining to recent overdose deaths and overdoses 
occurring involving Skyline High School students. The parents have requested our 
recommendations be made public: 

1. Parents should not rely on law enforcement or the school district to protect their 
children. This is the parent’s responsibility. Law enforcement and school districts 
are generally reactive, not proactive. Parents should be constantly proactive.  

2. Determine if children are utilizing Snapchat and are in communication with anyone. 
View child’s Snaps with SnapChat friends.  

3. Purchase NARCAN® from a pharmacy, such as QFC, Walgreens and Rite-Aid. Not 
only is it good to have this for a parent’s child, but if a friend of the child is visiting 
their home or at an event. A two-pack kit is approximately $130.00 but is covered 
by medical insurance with a prescription from a doctor. Keep one NARCAN® kit in 
your vehicle and one in the residence. Make sure everyone knows where to find 
them in an emergency. YouTube has many videos on how to administer NARCAN® 
nasal spray: HTTPS://YOUTU.BE/HGVSAO1OXPG. (NARCAN® IS ABSORBED 
THROUGH the MUCOUS MEMBRANES of the nose, no breathing necessary.)  

4. Purchase drug confirmation multi-drug test kits from an area pharmacy, such as 
QFC, Walgreens and Rite-Aid, which detect for opioids and fentanyl. Amazon also 
sells fentanyl drug tests.  

5. Do not touch or handle any pills found in possession of their child. Consider the pill 
hazardous material. Mishandling of the pill could result in serious injury or death. 
Report the incident to the police department and inform 911 dispatchers of 
fentanyl concern, so responding officer/s and fire department personnel can take 
personal protection precautionary measures.  

6. File an “Informational Report” pertaining to any drug trafficking to your police 
department. Parents can also file an anonymous tip with their police department.  

7. Call 911, NO EXCEPTION and report any overdose incident in which a patient was 
provided with NARCAN®. Have the fire department respond, evaluate the patient, 
and to provide additional care and transport. After administering NARCAN®, the 
NARCAN® can wear off and the fentanyl or opioid will begin working again. Calling 
911 is critical and must be done.   
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8. Keep in mind the potential for a civil suit for wrongful death or damages against 
any dealer/s and social media platforms.  

9. Parents and children receive training on how to recognize the signs and symptoms 
of an overdose. This could be done by a simple Google search for signs and 
symptoms of fentanyl and opioid overdose. In one of the noted overdose cases, a 
much younger brother of the victim, observed his older brother in distress and 
notified his parents, which saved his life. See YouTube videos: 
HTTPS://YOUTU.BE/UD9ASBTEZU8 AND HTTPS://YOUTU.BE/JYM7F9PQHY0  

10. Request an anti-harassment order against any dealer/s restricting them from 
having any contact with the child.      

11. Share information regarding the above report and new intelligence with other 
parents.  

12. Parents should consider contacting federal law enforcement agencies as well for 
assistance.  

13. Parents should consider using a GPS tracking device on the vehicle they allow their 
children to operate. See: HTTPS://SEATTLEGPSTRACKER.COM/  

14. Parents should consider hiring extra uniformed officers at school events and 
activities. This could be coordinated with the school district. Contact the school 
resource officer for additional information. 

15. In the event of an overdose resulting in death or not, parents should have the 
mindset the scene is a crime scene. Preserve evidence, such as cellphone, computer, 
contents of child’s pockets, identify witnesses/friends present, child’s room, car 
they drive, bathroom, clothing, coats, backpack, receipts, etc… Parents should read 
RCW 69.50.415: Controlled substances homicide—Penalty.  

16. Parents and children obtain adult & child CPR training or refresh current skills.  The 
Red Cross provides CPR training.  Take a CPR training course: 
HTTP://WWW.REDCROSS.ORG/TAKE-A-CLASS   See YouTube video Adult & Child 
CPR: HTTPS://YOUTU.BE/1WJ-ZIXNZ2S 

17. Confirm patrol officers in your jurisdiction carry NARCAN® and are dispatched to 
CPR and overdose call routed from the fire department in your jurisdiction.  An 
addendum can be written for fire department and police department dispatch 
protocols.  This could be included to defibrillator dispatch and response protocols. 

18. Responded officers treat these calls as a narcotics investigation, write a report, and 
refer to RCW 69.50.415: Controlled substance homicide-Penalty.  These are not aid 
calls.  Officers should be familiar with RCW 69.50.415: Controlled substance 
homicide-Penalty cases and prosecutorial standards.  The police department should 
have a policy for how to investigate these difficult cases.   

The China Connection: How One D.E.A. Agent Cracked a Global Fentanyl Ring 

The path of how fentanyl is getting into U.S. cities from Mexico 
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•  
 

MEETING: ALAN GOTHELF (NORTH BEND) & CHIEF JEFF CLARK (EFR) 

I attended a meeting with Alan & Jeff Clark on 10/24/19.  We discussed communications for the future in 
Sammamish between the Board Members & Council/Staff. 

• Based on this meeting I am suggesting that the new Council do the following at the 2020 Retreat: 
o Implement a requirement for producing written reports 
o Invite the Fire Chief to present their 2020 work plan & key places where our Council should know 

what’s going on 
o Require Board Members or those in positions representing Sammamish (like PIC) seek direction 

of Council for the votes they take at Board meetings so they are truly representing Sammamish 
at these meetings & so that our Council stays aware of on goings so that continuity of 
knowledge is maintained from one Council to another.  

 

ETC. & FYI 

• I am asking (again) as a reminder that 
we do this at the end of 2019 for our 
residents as a hard copy mailer: 

• For 2020: 
o I’d like to ask Council to 

consider altering the 
placement of where our 
Council reports lie.  Currently 
they are at the end of our 
meetings, and I think they 
should be in the middle so the 
Council can take a slightly 
deeper dive into the regional 
affairs and partnerships of our 
committee work.   

o I believe Council should direct the City Manager to set the date for the January 2020 Retreat, 
hire a facilitator now (before it is too late) so that whatever the makeup of the Council is in 
January, that all are aware of this key event. 

• I attended a lunch at the Together Center.  It was a great learning opportunity relative to their mission as 
well as their plans for a new Redmond campus.  They do monthly tours, and if you’d like to attend one, 
contact the Together Center. 
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City Council Agenda Calendar 
 

 

Meeting 
Date 

Packet 
Items 
Due 

Time 
Meeting 

Type 
Topics 

November 2019 

Tues 11/5 10/30 6:30 pm 
Regular 
Meeting 

● Canceled 

Thurs 11/7 N/A 
6:00 pm - 
8:30 pm 

Community 
Forum: Teen 

Drug Use 
● Central Washington University 

Tues 11/12 11/6 6:30 pm 
Study 

Session 

● Discussion: Shoreline Master Program 
Review (60-minutes) 

● Mid-Bi Budget Discussion 

Tues 11/19 11/13 6:30 pm 
Regular 
Meeting 

● Proclamation: Small Business Saturday 
● Public Hearing / Ordinance: Shoreline Master 

Program Review (60-minutes) 
● Public Hearing / Resolution: 2020 

Comprehensive Plan Amendments – Docket 
Requests (60-minutes) 

● Resolution: Urban Forest Management Plan 
● Public Hearing / Ordinance: 2020 Property 

tax 
● Public Hearing / Ordinance: 2019/2020 Mid-

biennial budget. 
● Approval: 2020 Legislative Priorities 
● Executive Session:  Property Acquisition 
 
Consent: 
● Resolution: 2020 Fee Schedule 
● Resolution: 2020 Salary Schedule 
● Approve: King County Conservation Futures 

ILA  

 To Be Scheduled To Be Scheduled Parked Items 

● Growth Centers 
● Internet Usage & Social Media 

Policies 

● Special Events Ordinance 
● Maintenance Safety Program 

Adoption 
● M&O Strategic Plan 

● Inner City Bus Service 
● Good Samaritan Law 
● Plastic Bags 
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● Parks Surveillance Camera 
Policy 

● Public Hearing/Ordinance: 
Traffic Impact Fee Update and 
Associated Code Amendments 

● Wireless/Small Cell Technology 
Regulations Update 

● Annual Amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan 

● Fleet Management Policy 
● Roadway Funding Strategy 
● Maintenance & Fire Station 

Facility Assessment 
● Franchise Agreement/SPWS 
● Proclamation: Sexual Assault 

Awareness Month (April 7, 
2020) 
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