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CITY OF SAMMAMISH
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA

REGULAR MEETING
October 4, 2000

Wednesday, October 4, 2000, 7:30 p.m., 486 228“Ave. N.E., City Hall Chambers

Approximate
Time

CALL TO ORDER 7 :30 pm

ROLL CALL/PLEDGE

1. Approval of Agenda .
2. Mayor/Council/Committee Reports 7 :30 pm

3. Public Comment (For members of the public to speak to the Council regarding items 7140 pm
NOT on the agenda. Please limit remarks to three minute. Additional comments will be
permitted before each ordinance is voted on)

4. Consent Calendar 7:45 pm
21) Claims for period ending September 20, 2000 in the

amount of $47,537.90
b) Payroll for September 15, 2000 pay period/pay date

September 20 totaling $66,736.10
c) Minutes of September 20, 2000 Regular Meeting

5. Public Hearing 7:50 pm
a) Wireless Telecommunications Ordinance

6. Unfinished Business
None

7. New Business
a) First Reading of Ordinance: an Ordinance of the 8:10 pm

City of Sammamish, Washington, pertaining to
personal wireless telecommunications facilities and
including a purpose statement, de?nitions,
exemptions, a policy statement, site selection
criteria, priority of locations, siting priority on



8.

8.

b)

C)

public property, co—loeation and design criteria,
permit inspection requirements and landscaping
requirements, non-use and abandonment
provisions, third party review, and remedies.

First Reading of Ordinance: An Ordinance of the City of

Sammamish, Washington, establishing a land use

mediation program

Contract: Pace Engineering Survey Work for 228"‘
Avenue Phase 1C

Executive Session: Land Acquisition

ADJOURN

8:20 pm

8:35 pm

8:50 pm

9:15 pm
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CITY COUNCIL ROLL CALL

"W
M

f ?V?/ 2 7 , ,

DATE: ;*?;~C3%fs,;:%;
I

NAME ,_
K

L __‘.iENT _,,, l.1_XCUsED
3 ABSENT

Mayor Jack Barry

Deputy Mayor Troy Romero *w/
PhilDyer

_________f____ ‘

Don Gerend ~§f/
M

Ron Haworth 5

Kathleen Huckabay

Kenneth Kilroy





City: City of Sammamish Accounts Payable Printed: 09/20/0012:51User: marlene Computer Check Register

Check: 2616 09/20/2000
Vendor: THIEL Richard Thiel Amount Invoice No

57.30

Total for Check Number 2616: 57.30

Check: 2617 09/20/2000
Vendor: FWPub Federal Way Public Safety Amount Invoice No

225.00

Total for Check Number 2617: 225.00

Total for Accounts Payable Check Run: 282.30 (D

g ‘K:1. 30
175.00 t{7/53790

(4 7/0 $0 . $0

Page I



City: City of Sammamish Accounts Payable Printed: 09/25/00 08:55
User: marlene Computer Check Register .)/-(~///05 7. 96(1)

Check: 2618 09/25/2000
Vendor: WCPDA Wa City Planning Dire Assoc Amount Invoice No

50.00
125.00

Total for Check Number 26182 175.00

Total for Accounts Payable Check Run: 175.00 I
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City: City of Sammamish Accounts Payable Printed: 09/28/0010:04

User: marlene Computer Check Register C:-.4‘LL L; c_:;—«~,

Check: 2619 10/04/2000 .
Vendor: ALDEN Alden Associates, Inc. Amount Invoice No

133.93 22889.1

Total for Check Number 2619: 133.93

Check: 2620 10/04/2000
Vendor: APACONF APA Conference Amount Invoice No

230.00 APA2000—42
230.00 APA2000—42

Total for Check Number 2620: 460.00

Check: 2621 10/04/2000
Vendor: APAIK Andrew Paik Amount Invoice No

15.00

Total for Check Number 2621: 1500

Check: 2622 10/04/2000
Vendor: BERRY Berryman & Henigar Amount Invoice No

2,969.65 18404

Total for Check Number 2622: 2,969.65

Jheck: 2623 10/04/2000
Vendor: BMAAS Bob Maas Amount Invoice No

15.00

Total for Check Number 2623: 15.00

Check: 2624 10/04/2000
Vendor: BMC BMC Lumber Amount Invoice No

88.30 2283682

Total for Check Number 26242 88.30

Check: 2625 10/04/2000
Vendor: BOFACC Bank Of America Credit Card Amount Invoice No

349.07

553.00

125.79

15.00

425.17

91 .19

14.96
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70.00

29.45

10.00

39.07

83.99
26.00

260.61

4.20

138.56

20.65

13.02

2.60

Total for Check Number’2625:

Check: 2626 10/04/2000
Vendor: CARPET Carpet Cleaning Specialists Amount Invoice No

90.00 12083

Total for Check Number 2626:

Check: 2627 10/04/2000
Vendor: CMOBLEY Curtis Mobley Amount Invoice No

15.00

Total for Check Number 2627:

Check: 2628 10/04/2000
Vendor: CORPEX Corporate Express Amount Invoice No

198.36 99392210
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Check: 2629
Vendor: Crowe

Check: 2630
Vendor: DAVILA

Check: 2631
Vendor: DCHANG

Check: 2632
Vendor: DKERMAN

Check: 2633
Vendor: DPARKIN

Check: 2634
Vendor: DVAUTIN

Check: 2635
Vendor: EDAW

Check: 2636
.’endor:GENUITY

Total for Check Number 2628:

10/04/2000
Les Crowe

Total for Check Number 2629:

10/04/2000
Gail Davila

Total for Check Number 2630:

10/04/2000
Dan Chang

Total for Check Number 2631:

10/04/2000
Deborah Kerman

Total for Check Number 2632:

10/04/2000
David Parkinson

Total for Check Number 2633:

10/04/2000
Dave Vautin

Total for Check Number 2634:

10/04/2000
Edaw, Inc.

Total for Check Number 2635:

10/04/2000
Genuity

175.28 99093360
83.68 99295170

426. 18 99309690
13.71 99295150
98.67 99391890
71.81 99452030

3.53 99451970
16.29 99451960
99.62 99451900

1,187.13

Amount Invoice No
500.00

500.00

Amount Invoice No
5.00

73.60

78.60

Amount Invoice No
15.00

15.00

Amount Invoice No
15.00

15.00

Amount Invoice No
15.00

15.00

Amount Invoice No
37.50

37.50

Amount Invoice No
5,500.00 10996

5,500.00

Amount Invoice No
87.14 960276
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Total for Check Number 2636: 87.14

Check: 2637 10/04/2000
Vendor: GHALL Gerrit Hall Amount Invoice No

. 37.50

Total for Check Number 2637: 37.50

Check: 2638 10/04/2000
Vendor: HBARLOW Holly Barlow Amount Invoice No

15.00

Total for Check Number 2638: 15.00

Check: 2639 10/04/2000 .

Vendor: JSMITH Jeff Smith Amount Invoice No
15.00

Total for Check Number 2639: 15.00

Check: 2640 10/04/2000
Amount Invoice NoVendor: KENYON Kenyon Dornay Marshall PLLC

7,868.22 1575
4,277.70 1578
1,577.60 1579
1,023.10 1580

Total for Check Number 2640: 14,746.62

Check: 2641 10/04/2000
Vendor: KINGDD King County DDES Amount Invoice No

3,960.00 9108053
1,485.00 9108223

Total for Check Number 2641: 5,445.00

Check: 2642 10/04/2000
Vendor: KH\IGFI King County Finance A/R Amount Invoice No

23.26 0073216

Total for Check Number 2642: 23.26

Check: 2643 10/04/2000
Vendor: LOCK Lockworks Amount Invoice No

29.87 49733

Total for Check Number 2643: 29.87

Check: 2644 10/04/2000
Vendor: MKIRWAN Matthew Kirwan Amount Invoice No

15.00

Total for Check Number 2644: 15.00

Check: 2645 10/04/2000
Vendor: MMAAS Matt Maas Amount Invoice No

37.50
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Total for Check Number 2645:

Check: 2646 10/04/2000
'endor: MOBILE Mobile Mini, Inc Amount Invoice No

960.20 42431201

Total for Check Number 2646: 960.20

Check: 2647 10/04/2000
Vendor: MSKINNER Michael Skinner Amount Invoice No

37.50

Total for Check Number 2647: 37.50

Check: 2648 10/04/2000
Vendor: PSE Puget Sound Energy Amount Invoice No

308.87

Total for Check Number 2648: 308.87

Check: 2649 10/04/2000
Vendor: RABAN C Rabanco Connections Amount Invoice No

30.00 195—000258004

Total for Check Number 26492 30.00

Check: 2650 10/04/2000
Vendor: RAGSDA Ragsdale Koch Altman LLC Amount Invoice No

3,333.34 147

Total for Check Number 2650: 3,333.34

Check: 2651 10/04/2000
Vendor: RNEVIN Randy Nevin Amount Invoice No

15.00

Total for Check Number 2651: 15.00

Check: 2652 10/04/2000
Amount Invoice NoVendor: Sam Sammamish Plateau Water Sewer

Total for Check Number 2652:

Check: 2653 10/04/2000
Vendor: SB&MAC Stewart Beall & MacNichols

Total for Check Number 2653:

Check: 2654 10/04/2000
Vendor: SSUG Springbrook Soft Users Group

Total for Check Number 2654:

636.12 200-301

636.12

Amount Invoice No
980.00

980.00

Amount Invoice No
50.00

50.00
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10/04/2000Check: 2655
Trinity Lutheran CollegeVendor: TRINIT

Total for Check Number 2655:

Check: 2656 10/04/2000
Vendor: VERIZSER Verizon Equipment Sales & Svc

Total for Check Number 2656:

Check: 2657 10/04/2000
Vendor: WAAUDIT Wa State Auditor’s Office

Total for Check Number 2657:

Check: 2658 10/04/2000
Vendor: WACRIME Wa State Crime Prevention Asc.

Total for Check Number 2658:

Check: 2659 10/04/2000
Vendor: WALDRO Waldron Resources

Total for Check Number 2659:

Check: 2660 10/04/2000
Vendor: WATLIN Jeffrey Watling

Total for Check Number 2660:

Check: 2661 10/04/2000
Vendor: WILSON Michael Wilson

Total for Check Number 2661:

Total for Accounts Payable Check Run:

Amount Invoice No
525.00

Amount Invoice No
76.37 CH 16691

Amount Invoice No
2,342.40 L33235

2,342.40

Amount Invoice No
50.00

50.00

Amount Invoice No
3,129.00 9563

3, 129.00

Amount Invoice No
45 .05

45.05

Amount Invoice No
108.24

108.24

‘9’/7o£>.£z>
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PRELIMINARY

City of Sammamish
City Council Minutes

Regular Meeting
September 20, 2000

Mayor Jack Barry called the regular meeting of the Sammamish City Council to order at 7:35
pm.

Councilmembers present: Mayor Jack Barry, Deputy Mayor Troy Romero (arrived 7:40 pm),
Councilmembers Phil Dyer, Don Gerend, Ron Haworth, Kathleen Huckabay and Kenneth
Kilroy.

Staff present: City Manager Michael Wilson, Director of Administrative Services Dennis
Richards, Public Works/Finance Director Ben Yazici, Director of Community Development Ray
Gilmore, Police Chief Richard Baranzini, Acting City Attorney Stephen King and City Clerk
Melonie Anderson.

Roll Call/Pledge

Roll was called. Councilmember Haworth led the pledge. x

Introduction of Special Guests and Presentations
The Girls Eastlake Little League Junior Team (ages l3/ 14) was introduced and presented

with a certi?cate of recognition for representing the community at the Girls Little League World
Series in Kirkland, Washington, and for serving as ambassadors of goodwill to participants from
around the World as host of the World Series.

The Council also recognized the Eastlake 9/10-year-old All-stars team. The team won the
state championship for their division for the second straight year in a row.

Cub Scout Troup 684, Den 9 was in attendance, working on earning their Citizenship
badge.

1. Approval of Agenda

MOTION: Councilmember Kilroy moved to approve the agenda. Councilmember Gerend
seconded. Motion carried unanimously 7-0.

2. Mayor/Council/Committee Reports

' Skyline High School Report (Mary Vinuelas): The school is Working, in
cooperation with Eastlake High School, on organizing an international basketball
tournament. They hope it will become an annual event. Curriculum Night was
also held tonight and the football team is 2-0.

' Councilmember Gerend reported the City is requesting funding from Sound
Transit in the amount of $10 million. The money would be used to fund projects
that would improve public transit on the Sammarnish Plateau. He asked for

H:\manderson\Council Minutes 2000\920rmp.doc 1



PRELIMINARY

Council approval to make a presentation on September 22 to Eastside
Transportation Partnership to request the money.

MOTION: Councilmember Haworth moved to appoint Councilmember Gerend the Council
Representative for the Sound Transit funding request. Councilmember Kilroy seconded. Motion
carried unanimously 7-O.

MOTION: Councilmember Gerend moved that Sammamish City Council endorse a letter being
sent byEastside Transportation Partnership to the Washington State Transportation Commission
requesting an I-90 Corridor Study. Councilmember Haworth seconded. Motion carried
unanimously 7-0.

I Community Development Committee (Dyer): No report

I Finance Committee (Huckabay): Staff is busy working on the budget. It should be ready
to present to Council sometime in late October. She reported that the Water Resource
Inventory Area 8 (WRIA) interlocal agreement is just about complete and requested it be
placed on the Council Agenda for a Study Session.

I Public Safety Committee (Kilroy): Next meeting will be Wednesday, September 27 at
4:00 pm to discuss safety issues on the East Lake Sammamish Trail.

I Public Works Commission (Haworth): The committee got an update on the Surface
Water Comprehensive Plan. The committee recommends the entire Council consider this
issue at a Study Session since it will involve decisions on many policy issues. 228thStreet
Phase I is approximately 30 days behind schedule due to unforeseen problems. The
committee recommended against enacting a heavy truck ordinance. It would require
posting around 600 signs to be enforceable by Police. The committee felt posting such a
large number of signs would be unnecessarily expensive and contribute to sign blight in
the community. Heavy truck problems will be dealt with on a case-by-case basis.

I Mayors Report (Barry): He attended a King County Council committee meeting of
Natural Resources/Parks and Recreation. The topic of the meeting was the interim use
ordinance for the East Lake Sammamish Trail. Mayor Barry read into the record a
statement that he made to the committee. He gave a copy of the statement to the Clerk
and this statement is available upon request.

3. Public Comment

Laura Franklin, 2808 223”Place NE: Is concerned about the condition of the trail from Heritage
Hills to Blackwell Elementary. The area behind the Saffron development needs to be cleaned up.
She also requested how to go about getting the trail marked so it is easier to follow.

Rory Crispin, 3023 East Lake Sammamish Parkway: Is concerned about safety and
environmental issues surrounding the proposed trail. He also feels there may be some legal
problems with the trail.

H:\manderson\Counci1 Minutes 2000\920rmp.doc 2



PRELIMINARY

Tom Harmon, 2303 West Beaver Lake Drive: Spoke regarding the Sammamish Plateau Water
and Sewer District Comprehensive Water Plan.

4. Consent Calendar

a) Claims for period ending September 20, 2000 in the amount of $90,483.07
b) Minutes of September 6, 2000 Regular Meeting

MOTION: Councilmember Huckabay moved to approve the Consent Calendar. Councilmember
Kilroy seconded. Motion carried 7-0.

5. Un?nished Business

6. New Business

a) Interlocal Agreement with King County for Waste Reduction and Recycling
Program

Director of Administrative Services explained this interlocal would provide for the first
City-Wide Recycling Event. It will be for Back Yard Compost bins. The 2210bins will be
distributed at Eastlake High School on October 7, 2000. Staff is currently working on obtaining
funding for an additional recycling event.

MOTION: Councilmember Haworth moved to authorize the City Manager to s__i_g_nthe interlocal
agreement with King County for Waste Reduction. Councilmember Kilroy seconded. Motion
carried unanimousl3?—0.

b) Contract: Sammamish Schools Sidewalk Improvement Program

Public Works Director Ben Yazici made the staff report. At the beginning of the year
Council set aside $200,000 for school sidewalk improvements. After completing design work,
the project was put out to bid. The low bidder was Westwater Construction Company, 31833
Kent Black Diamond Road, Auburn, WA 98092. The estimate for the total project exceeds the
original $200,000 but extra funds could come from excess money collected in REET. Staff is
recommending Council award the bid to Westwater Construction and authorizes the City
Manager to sign the contract.

Deputy Mayor Romero questioned if the job should be rebid to see if lower bids would
come in. Mr. Yazici explained that it might be too late to get the job done if it is rebid. The
amount of the bid is reasonable, considering the size of the project. The job should begin within
two weeks of the signing of the contract.

MOTION: Councilmember Dyer moved to award a contract to Westwater Construction
Company to complete Schedule A and authorize the City Manager to negotiate Schedule B with
the contractor up to $200,000. Councilmember Haworth seconded. Motion carried unanimously
Z.:.Q_-.

H:\manderson\Council Minutes 2000\920rmp.doc 3



PRELIMINARY

c) Contract: Pre Design Services for City Hall with In Form, Inc.

City Manger Michael Wilson gave the staff report. Council has already been given
information on the evaluation of the site for City Hall that gave a preliminary report on the site
regarding the type and size of building the site would accommodate. Complementary to that
study Council was provided some ?nancial analysis. After evaluation of this information Council
instructed staff to proceed to the next step. That step would be to commence of a facility
planning effort, which includes schematic flow design, and evaluation of the type of building that
could be developed for partial private use. The architect will determine space needs for each
department on an interim and long—termbasis. Within 60 days an architectural program will be
ready to present to Council showing what size the building should be, the functionality cost and
potential revenue that could be generated. This should provide the basis for comparing leasing
space vs owning space. Council will determine whether or not the City is interested in
developing a permanent space for Council, staff and possible business leasing space. If Council
decides to proceed further in this project, staff would then hire an architect and hold public
hearings to gather citizen input.

Mr. Wilson requested approval to solicit architectural firms while this process is being
completed so the staff would be able to move forward and meet a rather aggressive time schedule
to complete the building process. The total cost of this contract cannot exceed $29, 850. Mr.
Wilson explained the information received from this report should help Council and the
community decide if they want to build on the current site or not.

‘

Councilmember Gerend requested the estimate for the building include the cost for one or
more levels of underground parking.

Deputy Mayor Romero recused himself from the discussion of this contract because In
Form, Inc. is a client of his.

Public Comment:

Scott Hamilton l9727 SE 19thStreet: Encourage Council to consider providing space for a

senior/youth center into the City Hall design.

MOTION: Councilmember Huckabay moved to authorize the City Manger to sign a contract
with In Form, Inc. for pre design architectural work for City Hall. Councilmember Gerend
seconded. Motion carried 6-0 with Deputy hgyor Romero abstaining.

Mayor Barry suggested canceling the November 22, 2000 Study Session since it is the day
before Thanksgiving.

Councilmember Dyer announced the Community Development Committee will be meeting on
October 4, 2000 at 5:30 pm and the Finance Committee will meet on October 18, 2000 (the two

committees are exchanging meeting dates.)

Councilmember Haworth commented that the ?re service agreement has not been signed with
any of the parties involved. He suggested telling the involved members to sign by a date certain.

,

:1-,... - ,.,._ -41.- A .. ._,. vv\r\t\ n ..
arr)

' ' ' '

Mr. Wusou suggesteu ue anu Mi. Haworth meet after the meeting to discuss the situation.

H:\manders0n\Council Minutes 2000\920rmp.doc 4



PRELIMINAR Y

7. Adjournment: Mayor Jack Barry adjourned the meeting at 9:03 pm.

Melonie Anderson, City Clerk Jack Barry, Mayor

H:\manderson\Counci1 Minutes 2000\920rmp.doc 5





Bill No. 7a

AGENDA BILL

CITY OF SAMMAMISH
CITY COUNCIL

Subject: First Reading Of Ordinance; Wireless Meeting Date: October 4, 2000
Communications Facilities

Date Submitted: September 22, 2000

Originating Department: Community Development

Clearances:
Action Required: No action at this time; _Administration

,

Police
ordinance will be presented for adoption at the
second reading. Public Works Fire

Building/Planning Attorney
Exhibits: (a) Draft Ordinance; (b) Ordinance Committee: Reviewed by Community Development
Summary; (c) written comments A Committee

Budgeted Amount: n/a

Summary Statement:
The attached ordinance is an update to the City’s Communications Ordinance, ISDC 21A.26. The
proposal primarily addresses the siting of telecommunications facilities, but also addresses siting
standards for broadcast and relay towers, amateur radio towers, monopoles, satellite dish antennas,
wireless communications facilities and related equipment. The draft has been submitted to
interested wireless communication providers and interested citizens. Written comments received
to date are attached. Additional written comments received prior to the hearing will be forwarded
to Council’s in-boxes by Friday the 29”‘.

Recommended Motion:
Following the first reading of this ordinance, staff will prepare any recommended changes by
Council for consideration at the next reading of the ordinance, which will be on October 18, 2000.
If appropriate, Council may consider changes to the draft at th October 11thstudy session.





Exhibit A

City of Sammamish

Ordinance No.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH,
WASHINGTON, PERTAINING TO PERSONAL WIRELESS
TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES AND INCLUDING A
PURPOSE STATEMENT, DEFINITIONS, EXEMPTIONS, A
POLICY STATEMENT, SITE SELECTION CRITERIA,
PRIORITY OF LOCATIONS, SITING PRIORITY ON PUBLIC
PROPERTY, CO-LOCATION AND DESIGN CRITERIA, PERl\/IIT
INSPECTION REQUIREMENTS AND LANDSCAPING
REQUIIUEMENTS, NON—USE AND ABANDONMENT
PROVISIONS, THIRD PARTY IUEVIEW, AND REMEDIES.

WHEREAS, Section 704 of the federal Telecommunications Act of 1996, 47 USC Sec.
332(c)(7), provides that local governments may, pursuant to their inherent zoning
authority, regulate the placement, construction, and modification of personal wireless
telecommunications service facilities, provided that the local governments do not

unreasonably discriminate among providers of functionally equivalent services, or

prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the provision of personal wirelessservices; and,

WHEIHZAS, the City Council finds that personal wireless service facilities often require
large structures or towers, whose height and footprint may not be compatible, as a matter

of sound urban planning, with adjoining residential uses; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council further ?nds that the public interest is best served by
enacting specific siting regulations which will provide for placement of personal wireless
facilities in areas least likely to negatively affect residential property; and,

WHEREAS, the City is in the process of and will continue to identify potential sites
which will allow for the placement of personal wireless telecommunications facilities
subject to the criteria enumerated herein and elsewhere in City ordinances; and

WHEREAS, the City has established a legislative record including numerous examples
of wireless ordinances from other jurisdictions, and involved both the public and personal
wireless telecommunication service providers in drafting the text of this ordinance; and

WHEREAS, zoning districts in the City are currently classified as set forth in Chapter
21.26, ISDC; and,

WHEREAS, the current Communications Ordinance does not address specifically
telecommunications and wireless facilities in a manner consistent with the
Telecommunications Act of 1996.

Page l of l4



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

Section l. Chapter 2l A26 ofthe Interim Sammamish Development Code is hereby
repealed.

Section 2. A new chapter 21A. 26 ofthe Interim Sammamish Development Code is
adopted to read as follows:

Chapter 2lA.26
COMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES

Sections:
2lA.26.0lO Purpose.
2lA.26.02O General guidelines and permit requirements.
2lA.26.03O Development standards for all residential districts.
2lA.26.04O Development standards for all business and commercial districts
2lA.26.05O Broadcast and Relay Towers — Standards
2lA.26.06O Special exceptions.
2lA.26.07O Review by independent consultant — third party review.

\

2lA.26.0lO Purpose.
In addition to implementing the general purposes of the comprehensive plan and
development regulations, this section addresses the issues of permitting, siting,
appearance and safety associated with broadcast and relay towers, amateur radio towers,
telecommunications monopoles, satellite dish antennas, wireless communications
facilities and related equipment. It provides siting opportunities at appropriate locations
within the city to support existing communications technologies and to adapt to new
technologies as needed. This chapter provides for a wide range of locations and siting
options for wireless communications facilities which minimize associated safety hazards
and visual impacts. The siting of wireless comrnunication facilities on existing buildings
and structures, co—locationof telecommunication facilities on a single support structure
and visual mitigation strategies are encouraged to preserve neighborhood aesthetics and
reduce visual clutter in the community.

2lA.26.02O General guidelines and permit requirements.
A. General Guidelines. The development standards in this chapter address setback and
other site specific location factors. Siting criteria for all communication facilities are
necessary to encourage siting in the most appropriate locations based upon land use

compatibility, neighborhood characteristics and aesthetic considerations.
B. Priority of Locations. The order of priorities for locating new wireless service facilities
shall be as follows:
l . Place antennas and towers on public property, if practical.
2. Place antennas on appropriate rights-of—way.

Page 2 of l4



3. Place antennas and towers in districts (in descending order of preference: commercial
districts, public institutional districts, and downtown business districts) which do not

adjoin or adversely impact residential or waterfront districts.
4. Place antennas and towers on other non—residentialproperty.
5. Place antennas and towers in the city multi-family zoned areas.
6. Place antennas and towers in multi—familyresidential structures exceeding 30 feet in
height.
7. Place antennas and towers in residential and waterfront districts only if (a) locations
are not available on existing structures or in non—residentialdistricts; and (b) only on or in
existing churches, parks, schools, utility facilities or other appropriate public facilities.
C. General Requirements for Co-location. For new antenna and wireless communications
facilities, co—locationon existing towers and wireless support structures is preferred.
Where co—locationhas been demonstrated to be impracticable, new towers are most
appropriately located as stated in the order of preference in subsection B of this section.
Co-location on existing support structures is encouraged by fewer standards and a
simplified permit procedure. Attachment of antennas to existing nonresidential structures

and buildings primarily within business parks, business districts and commercial districts
is preferable to installation of new wireless support structures, broadcast and relay towers

or monopoles. The city may request that the applicant perform feasibility studies
associated with applications for communications facilities in order to demonstrate that
locations on existing structures have been explored as the preferred sitingalternative, or
that a conditional use permit or a variance from the development standards in this
chapter, as requested by the applicant, is necessary in order to provide wireless
communications, television, radio or other broadcast services.

If the city requests such a feasibility study of an applicant, the study shall demonstrate:
a. That the applicant has: (i) contacted the owners of structures in excess of 30 feet within
a one—quarter mile radius of the proposed site and from which a location standpoint could
provide part of a network for transmission of signals; (ii) asked for permission to install
the antenna on those structures; and (iii) received a denial of permission to install the
antenna on those structures, together with the reason for such denial.
The information submitted by the applicant shall include (i) a map of the area to be
served by the tower or antenna; (ii) its relationship to other cell sites in the applicant’s
network; and (iii) an evaluation of existing buildings taller than 30 feet, within one-

quarter mile of the proposed tower or antenna which from a location standpoint could
provide part of a network to provide transmission of signals.
In addition to the above, an applicant desiring to locate a new antenna support structure in
a residential or waterfront district shall demonstrate that a diligent effort has been made
to locate the proposed communications facilities on a government facility, a private
institutional structure, or other appropriate existing structures within a non—residential
zone, and that due to valid considerations including physical constraints, and economic or
technological feasibility, no appropriate location is available.
D. Permit:Processing Requirements.
l. Permit Type.
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a. Small Satellite Dish Antenna. Small satellite dish antennas shall comply with all
Uniform Building Code requirements, but are otherwise exempt from the permit
application procedures ofISDC 2lA.44.
b. Large Satellite Dish Antenna. Large satellite dish antennas and other antenna

applications shall be processed as a Type II permit. A building permit shall also be
required.
c. Amateur Radio Towers. Amateur radio tower applications shall be processed as a Type
ll permit. A building permit shall also be required.
d. Wireless Communication Facilities. A conditional use pemiit shall be required for
wireless communication facilities in residential districts, which shall be processed as a

Type lll permit. For all other districts, wireless communication facilities shall be
processed as a Type II permit. A building permit shall also be required.
e. Broadcast and Relay Towers. Broadcast and relay tower applications shall be
processed as a Type II permit. A building permit shall also be required.
2. Elements of a Complete Application. A complete application for the Type II permits
described in this chapter shall consist of an original. of the following:
a. A site plan, drawn at a scale not less than one inch per 50 feet, showing the boundaries
and dimensions of the parcel or site, including any adjacent public streets or easements.
b. An elevation of the proposed facility, including any buildings, existing or proposed,
associated with the facility, and which shall include all dimensions of proposed
structures.

‘

c. A topographic map, based upon the most recent site survey or information available, at

no less than f1ve—footcontour intervals.
d. The required application.
e. Three copies of the original of the application.
f. A signed statement indicating that (i) the applicant and landowner agree that they will
diligently negotiate in good faith to facilitate co—locationof additional personal wireless
service facilities by other providers on the applicant’s structure or within the same site
location and (ii) the applicant and/or landlord agree to remove the facility within 12
months after abandonment.
g. Copies of any environmental documents required by any federal agency. These shall
include the environmental assessment required by FCC Para. 1.1307, or in the event that
a FCC environmental assessment is not required, a statement that describes the speci?c
factors that obviate the requirement for an environmental assessment.

h. A current map and aerial photograph showing the location of the proposed tower, a

map showing the locations and service areas of other wireless service facilities operated
by the applicant and those proposed by the applicant that are close enough to impact
service within the city.
i. A statement by the applicant as to whether construction of the tower will accommodate
co—locationof additional facilities or antennas for future users.
3. A complete application for a conditional use permit shall, in addition to the elements
described in subsection (D)(2)(a) of this section include those elements as described in
IDSC 2lA.44.

2lA.26.03O Development standards for all residential districts
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A. Small Satellite Dish Antenna — Development Standards. Small satellite dish antennas

shall not extend above the highest point ofthe roof.
B. Large Satellite Dish Antenna ~ Development Standards. The following minimum
standards apply to all antennas:

l. Siting on Lot. Large satellite dish antennas shall be sited in the rear yard as a first order
of preference. If the applicant demonstrates that reception is not available in this location,
the second order of preference for siting shall be the side yard. If the applicant
demonstrates that reception is not available in this location, the third order of preference
shall be the front yard. Finally, if reception is not available in any other location, the
satellite dish antenna may be located on or attached to a roof, pursuant to the special
exception procedures in ISDC 2lA.26.060.
2. Height and Size. Antennas, antenna mountings and large satellite dishes shall be no

taller than the minimum required for the purposes of obtaining an obstruction—free
reception window. Large satellite dish antennas shall not exceed l2 feet in diameter and
l5 feet in height, including their bases. Height shall be measured from existing grade.
3. Color. To the extent technically feasible, specific paint colors may be required to allow
the antenna or large satellite dish and mounting structures to blend better with the
surroundings.
4. Screening, Landscaping. Screening of all large satellite dish antennas may be required
with one or a combination of the following methods: fencing, walls, landscaping,
structures or topography which will block the view of the antenna as muchas practicable
from any street and from the yards and main floor living areas of residential properties
within approximately 500 feet. Screening may be located anywhere between the antenna

and the abovementioned viewpoints. A dense vegetative screen shall be provided. for
large satellite dish antennas that are visible from any portion of the right—of—way.
Landscaping installed for the purposes of screening shall be maintained in healthy
condition.
5. Signs Prohibited. Satellite dish antennas shall not be used for the purposes of signage
or message display of any kind.
6. UBC Conformance. Construction plans and ?nal construction of the mounting bases of
all large satellite dish antennas shall be in accordance with the requirements established
in the latest edition of the Uniform Building Code adopted by the city.
7. Type of Dish. Aluminum mesh dishes should be used, as practicable, instead of a solid
fiberglass type large satellite dish antenna.

8. Number of Dishes Allowed. Only one large dish satellite antenna shall be allowed on
each residentially—zonedproperty.
C. Amateur Radio Towers —— Development Standards. The following minimum standards
apply to amateur radio towers:
l. Siting on Lot. Amateur radio towers may be ground or roof—moun.ted;however,
ground—mountedtowers must be located at a point farthest from lot lines as feasible, or
the point farthest from residential structures on abutting properties.
2. Height and Size. The height of a ground-—mountedtower may not exceed 65 feet unless
an applicant demonstrates physical obstructions to reception. Telescoping towers may
exceed the 65-foot height limit only when extended and operating. The combined
structure of a roof—n1ountedtower and antenna shall not exceed a height of 25 feet above
the existing rootline.
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3. Color. To the extent technically feasible and in compliance with safety regulations,
specific paint colors may be required to allow the tower to blend better with its setting.
4. Screening, Landscaping. Screening of the bases of ground—mountedamateur radio
towers shall be provided with one or a combination ofthe following methods: fencing,
walls, landscaping, structures, and/or topography which will block the view of the
antenna as much as practicable from any street and from the yards and main floor living
areas of residential properties within approximately 500 feet of the tower. Screening may
be located anywhere between the base and the abovementioned viewpoints. Landscaping
for the purposes of screening shall.be maintained in a healthy condition. Bases of amateur

radio towers shall be solidly screened by a view-obscuring fence, wall, or evergreen
plantings at least six feet in height.
5. Signs Prohibited. No signs shall be placed or posted on amateur radio towers.

6. UBC Conformance. Construction plans and final construction of the mounting bases
and towers of amateur radio towers covered by this section shall meet the structural
design requirements of this section and shall be in accordance with the requirements
established in Uniform Building Code as adopted by the city.
D. Wireless Communication Facilities ~— Development Standards. The following
standards shall be applied to all wireless communication facilities, such as antenna and
equipment shelters, exclusive of the broadcast and relay tower. Wireless monopoles,
lattice, and guy towers are regulated by the sub—sectionsthat govern broadcast and relay
towers, SMC 21A.26.050(2) through (7).

‘

l. Siting on Lot. No wireless communications facilities shall be located within required
building setback areas unless it is demonstrated that locating the proposed facility within
the required setback area will take advantage of an existing natural or artificial feature to

conceal the facility or minimize its visual impacts.
2. Height and Size. The combined antenna and supporting structure shall not extend more

than 15 feet above the existing or proposed roof structure.
3. Color, Screening, Landscaping.
a. Wireless communication antennas installed on existing buildings shall be screened or

camouflaged to the greatest practicable extent by use of shelters, compatible materials,
location, color, and/or other visual mitigation techniques to reduce visibility of the
antenna as viewed from any street or residential property. The antenna shall be visually
concealed utilizing color and compatible material to camou?age the facility to the
greatest extent feasible.
b. Screening of wireless communications facilities shall be provided with one or a
combination of the following materials: fencing, walls, landscaping, structures, or

topography which will block the view of the antenna and equipment shelter as much as
practicable from any street and from the yards and main floor living areas of residential
properties within 500 feet. Screening may be located anywhere between the base and the
abovementioned viewpoints.
c. Landscaping for the purposes of screening the wireless communications facilities shall
be maintained in a healthy condition.
d. Any fencing required for security shall meet the screening standards of the city’s
design guidelines.
4. Signs Prohibited. No wireless equipment shall be used for the purposes of signage or

message display of any kind.
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5. Conform to UBC. Wireless communication facilities shall comply with all applicable
UBC requirements.
6. Abandonment, Disrepair. A wireless communication facility shall be removed by the
facility owner within 12 months of the date it ceases to be operational or if the facility
falls into disrepair and is not maintained. Disrepair includes structural features, paint,
landscaping, or general lack of maintenance which could result in safety or visual
impacts.
7. Co—location.Placement of a freestanding wireless communication facility may be
denied if placement of the antenna on an existing structure can accommodate the
applicant/operator’s communications needs. The applicant shall also comply with the co-
location requirements ofISDC 2l.A.26.020(C). The co—locationofa proposed antenna on
an existing broadcast and relay tower or placement on an existing structure shall be
explored and documented by the applicant/operator in order to show that reasonable
efforts were made to identify alternate locations.
8. Equipment Shelters.
a. Limit on Area. Associated aboveground equipment shelters shall be minimized, and
shall not exceed 240 square feet (e.g., 12 feet by 20 feet) unless operators can
demonstrate that more space is needed.
b. Color. Shelters shall be painted a color that matches existing structures or the
surrounding landscape.
c. Materials. The use of concrete or concrete aggregate shelters is not allowed.
d. Screening, Landscaping. A dense vegetative screen shall be created around the
perimeter of the shelter.
e. Undergrounding. Operators shall consider undergrounding equipment if technically
feasible or placing equipment within existing structures.
f. UBC Conformance. Equipment shelters shall comply with all UBC requirements, but
may be exempt from building envelope insulation requirements (See RCW l9.27A.O27.)
E. Broadcast and Relay Towers —— Development Standards. Broadcast and relay towers
are not permitted in any residential district.

21A.26.04O Development standards for all business and commercial districts.

A. Small Satellite Dish Antenna. No additional development standards.
B. Large Satellite Dish Antenna ~—— Development Standards. In addition to the standards in
SMC 2lA.26.030(B)(l) through (8), the following standards shall apply:
1. Ground mounted antennas are subject to the following requirements:
a. Size. Such antenna shall not exceed 12 feet in diameter and 15 feet in height. Height
shall be measured from existing grade.
b. Placement. Ground-mounted antennas shall be located outside of any required
landscape area and preferably located in service areas or other less visible locations.
c. Screening. From the time of installation, ground—mountedantennas shall be screened as
high as the center of the dish when viewed from any public right—of—way.Solid screening
shall be provided as high as the dish if the proposed location abuts an adjoining
residential zone.
2. Roof—mountedantennas shall be solidly screened at least as high as the center of the
dish. The screening shall be ofa material and design compatible with the building,
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consistent with the city’s Design Review Manual, and can include parapet walls or other
similar screening.
C. Amateur Radio Towers — Development Standards. In addition to the development
standards in SMC 2lA.26.030(C), the following minimum standards apply:
1. Placement. Amateur radio towers reviewed under this section shall not be located
within any easement, the front yard, side or rear yard building setback areas. Amateur
radio towers may be ground or roof mounted; however, ground—mounted towers must be
located at a point farthest from lot lines as feasible, or the point farthest from residential
structures on abutting properties.
2. Paint Colors. To the extent technically feasible and in compliance with safety
regulations, specific paint colors may be required to allow the tower to blend better with
its setting.
3. Screening. Screening of the bases of ground—mounted amateur radio towers shall be
provided with one or a combination of the following methods: fencing, walls,
landscaping, structures, or topography which will block the View of the antenna as much
as practicable from any street and from the yards and main floor living areas of
residential properties within approximately 500 feet. Screening may be located anywhere
between the base and the abovementioned viewpoints. Landscaping for the purposes of
screening shall be maintained in a healthy condition. Bases of amateur radio towers shall
be solidly screened by a View-obscuring fence, wall, or evergreen plantings at least six
feet in height.

‘

4. Signs. Amateur radio towers shall not be used for the purposes of signage and shall not
display a sign of any kind.
5. UBC Conformance. Construction plans and final construction of the mounting bases
and towers of amateur radio towers covered by this section shall meet the structural
design requirements of this section and shall be subject to approval by the city building
official.
7. Commercial Use Prohibited. Amateur radio towers located in residential districts shall
not be constructed or used for commercial purposes.
8. Height. The height of a ground—mounted tower may not exceed 65 feet unless an
applicant demonstrates that physical obstructions impair the adequate use of the tower.
Telescoping towers may exceed the 65-foot height limit only when extended and
operating. The combined structure of a roof—mountedtower and antenna shall not exceed
a height of 25 feet above the existing roofline.
D. Wireless Communication Facilities .— Development Standards. In addition to the
requirements of SMC 2lA.26.030(C), the following standards shall be applied to all
wireless communications facilities, such as antenna and equipment shelters, exclusive of
any broadcast and relay tower. Wireless monopoles, lattice, and guy towers are regulated
by the sub~sections that govern broadcast and relay towers, SMC 2lA.26.050(2) through
(7)-
1. Co—location.Installation of a freestanding wireless communication facility may be
denied if placement of the antenna on an existing structure can accommodate the
operator’s communications needs. The applicant shall be required to comply with the co-
location requirements of SMC 2lA.26.020(C). The co—locationof a proposed antenna on
an existing broadcast and relay tower or placement on an existing structure shall be
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explored and documented by the operator in order to show that reasonable efforts were
made to identify alternate locations.
2. Siting on Lot. No wireless communications facilities shall be located within required
building setback areas unless it is demonstrated that locating the proposed facility within
the required setback area will take advantage of an existing natural or arti?cial feature to

conceal the facility or minimize its visual impacts.
3. Height. The combined antenna and supporting structure shall not extend more than 15
feet above the existing or proposed roof structure.
4. Signs. No wireless equipment shall be used for the purposes of signage or message
display of any kind.
5. Visibility. Location of wireless communication antennas on existing buildings shall be
screened or camouflaged to the greatest practicable extent by use of shelters, compatible
materials, location, color, and/or other visual mitigation techniques to reduce visibility of
the antenna as viewed from any street or residential property.
6. Screening. Screening of wireless equipment shall be provided with one or a
combination of the following materials: fencing, walls, landscaping, structures, or
topography which will block the view of the antenna and equipment shelter as much as
practicable from any street and from the yards and main floor living areas of residential
properties within 500 feet. Screening may be located anywhere between the base and the
abovementioned viewpoints. Landscaping for the purposes of screeningshall be
maintained in a healthy condition.
7. Fencing. Any fencing required for security shall meet screening codes in the same
manner as applied to screening for mechanical and service areas.
8. UBC Conformance. Construction plans and final construction of the mountings of
wireless antenna and equipment shelters shall be approved by the city building official.
Applications shall document that the proposed broadcast and relay tower and any
mounting bases are designed to reasonably withstand wind and seismic loads.
9. Abandonment, Disrepair. A wireless communication facility shall be removed by the
facility owner within l2 months of the date it ceases to be operational or if the facility
falls into disrepair and is not maintained. Disrepair includes structural features, paint,
landscaping, or general lack of maintenance which could result in safety or visual
impacts.
10. Equipment Shelters. Associated above—groundequipment shelters shall not exceed
240 square feet (e.g., l2 feet by 20 feet) unless operators can demonstrate that more space
is needed. A dense vegetative screen shall be created around the perimeter of the shelter.
Operators shall consider undergrounding equipment if technically feasible or placing the
equipment within an existing structure. Aboveground equipment shelters for antennas
located on buildings shall be located within, on the sides or behind the buildings and
screened to the fullest extent possible.
E. Broadcast and Relay Towers — Development Standards. Broadcast and relay towers
are allowed in all commercial and business districts as a conditional use, subject to the
criteria in ISDC 21A.-44.

21A.26.05O Minimum Standards for Broadcast and Relay Towers. The following
minimum standards apply to broadcast and relay towers:
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A. Location. Broadcast and relay towers are restricted to commercial and business
districts.

B. Siting on Lot. Broadcast and relay towers reviewed under this section shall not be
within required building setback areas unless it is demonstrated that locating the
proposed facility within the required setback area will take advantage of an existing
natural or artificial feature to conceal the facility or minimize its visual impacts in any
required building setback areas.

C. Height and Size. The combined height of a broadcast and relay tower and antenna
shall not exceed 85 feet except when co—locationis specifically provided for; then the
broadcast and relay tower shall not exceed 100 feet.

D. Color. To the extent technically feasible and in compliance with safety regulations,
specific colors of paint may be required to allow the broadcast and relay tower to blend
better with its setting.

E. Landscaping, Screening. Any fencing required for security shall meet screening
codes in the same manner as applied to screening for mechanical and service areas.

F. Signs Prohibited. Broadcast and relay towers shall not be used for thepurposes of
signage to display a message of any kind.

G. Co—location.Placement of a broadcast and relay tower may denied if an alternative
placement of the antenna on a building or other existing structure can accommodate the
communications needs. Applicants shall be required to provide documentation that
reasonable efforts to identify alternative locations were made.

H. Future Co—locationAccommodation. Owners and operators of a proposed broadcast
and relay tower shall provide information regarding the opportunity for the co—location
of other antenna and related equipment. If feasible, provision for future co—location
may be required.

1. Federal Requirements. All towers and antennas must meet or exceed current
standards and regulations of the FAA, the FCC, and any other agency of the federal
government with the authority to regulate towers and antennas. If those standards and
regulations are changed, then wireless service providers governed by this chapter shall
bring their towers and antennas into compliance with the revised standards and
regulations within three months of their effective date or the timelines provided by the
revised standards and regulations, whichever is longer. The revised standards and
regulations are not retroactively applicable to existing providers, unless otherwise
provided by federal law. Failure to bring towers and antennas into compliance with the
revised standards and regulations shall constitute grounds for the city to remove a
provider’s facilities at the provider’s expense.
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J. Building Codes, Safety Standards. To ensure the structural integrity oftowers,
antennas and facilities, the applicant/owner shall ensure that they are maintained in
compliance with standards contained in the applicable city building codes and the
applicable standards for towers published by the Electronic Industry Association (EIA),
as amended from time to time. If, upon application for a building permit or inspection,
the city concludes that a tower fails to comply with such codes and standards and
constitutes a danger to persons or property, then upon notice being provided to the
owner of the tower, the owner shall have 30 days to bring the tower into compliance
with such standards. If the owner fails to bring the tower into compliance within 30
days, the city may remove the tower at the owner’s expense.

K. Structural Design. Towers shall be constructed to Electronic Industry Association
Standards, which may be amended from time to time, and to all applicable codes
adopted by the city. Further, any improvements or additions to existing towers shall
require submission of site plans stamped by a professional engineer which demonstrate
compliance with EIA Standards and all other applicable industry practices. The plans
shall be submitted and reviewed at the time applications for building permits are
submitted.

L. Abandonment, Disrepair. All broadcast and relay towers shall be removed by the
facility owner within 12 months of the date they cease to be operational, or if the
facility falls into disrepair and is not maintained. Disrepair includes structural features,
paint, landscaping, or general lack of maintenance which could result in safety or visual
impacts.

2lA.26.06O Special exceptions.
A. Purpose. An applicant may apply for a special exception.where the strict application of
the standards for the specific type of facility would result in the obstruction or inability to
receive a communication signal.
B. Complete Application. An application for a special exception is processed under the
same permit type as the underlying permit. A complete application for a special exception
shall consist of:
l. A completed application form as required by the city planning and building services
department.
2. The applicant for a special exception shall demonstrate that the proposed material,
shape and color of the antenna will minimize negative visual impacts on adjacent or
nearby residential uses to the greatest extent possible. The use of certain materials, shapes
and colors may be required in order to minimize visual impacts.
3. The required application fee.
4. A written statement which satisfactorily demonstrates that all of the special exception
criteria have been met.
C. General Criteria. Each determination granting a special exception shall be supported
by written findings of fact and conclusions demonstrating that all of the following general
criteria and all specific criteria in subsection D of this section have been met:
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l . The applicant has demonstrated that strict application ofthis code would result in an
inability to receive a signal or to effectively provide tele-communications services, and
that this is the result of factors beyond the control of the applicant; and,
2. The proposed material, shape and color of the antenna will minimize visual impacts on
neighboring properties to the greatest extent possible; and,
3. Where appropriate, the applicant has demonstrated that the antenna will allow co-
location for additional antennas and/or/telecoinmunication facilities.
D. Special Exception Criteria for Specific Facilities. In addition to the applicant’s
submission of materials described in subsection B above, a special exception may only be
granted in accordance with the following criteria:
1. Large Satellite Dish Antenna and Other Antenna —~ Special Exceptions.
a. Residential Zones.
i. Modifications to requirements for setbacks, size, screening and maximum height may
be considered by special exception.
ii. If a special exception is requested from the height limit for a ground—mounted dish, the
height of the dish shall be limited to a maximum of 18 feet above the existing grade.
iii. A rooftop location shall only be considered if the requirements of this chapter would
result in reception blockage. If a special exception is sought to obtain a rooftop location,
the diameter of the dish shall be limited to six feet and a maximum permitted height of 15
feet above the roofline. The approval authority may require the applicant to place the
antenna in an area of the roof which takes into consideration view blockageand
aesthetics, provided reception is available.
b. Business and Commercial Districts.
i. Ground-Mounted Antenna. Exceptions to be first considered shall be from setback,
landscape and service area requirements, size and screening requirements. Only if these
waived regulations would still result in reception blockage shall a special exception from
height requirements be considered. If a special exception is sought to vary from the
height limit, the height of the dish shall be limited to a maximum of 20 feet above the
existing grade.
ii. Roof—MountedAntenna. The first exception to be considered shall be the center of the
roof requirement; the second exception shall be from the size and screening requirements,
respectively. Only if these waived regulations would still result in the blockage of an
electromagnetic signal, shall a special exception from height requirements be considered.
A special exception from the height limit shall be allowed up to a maximum of 20 feet
above the existing or proposed structure. The approval authority may require the
applicant to place the antenna in an area on the roof which takes into consideration view
blockage and aesthetics, provided there is a useable signal and structural considerations
allow the alternative placement.
2. Amateur Radio Towers — Special Exceptions. Residential Zones —— Where a property
owner desires to vary from the height, location or setback limitations, the special
exception criteria must be met.
3. Wireless Communications Facilities - Special Exceptions.
a. Residential Zones. An applicant for a proposed wireless facility that exceeds the height
limit shall meet the special exception criteria.
b. Business and Commercial Districts. An applicant for a proposed wireless facility that
exceeds the height limit shall meet the special exception criteria.
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4. Broadcast and Relay Towers — Special Exceptions.
a. Commercial Business Districts. An applicant for a proposed broadcast and relay tower

that exceeds height limits shall be required to obtain a conditional use permit under
ISDC 2lA.44..

2lA.26.070 Review by independent consultant - Third party review.
A. Wireless service providers use various methodologies and analyses, including

geographically based computer software, to determine the speci?c technical
parameters of their services and low power mobile radio service facilities, such as

expected coverage area, antenna configuration, topographic constraints that affect
signal paths, etc. In certain instances, a third party expert may need to review the
technical data submitted by a provider. The city may require a technical review as
part of the permitting process. The costs of the technical review shall be paid by
the provider.

B. The selection of the third party expert may be by mutual agreement between the
provider and the city, or, at the discretion of the city, with a provision for the
provider and interested parties to comment on the proposed expert and review
his/her quali?cations. The expert review is intended to address interference and
public safety issues and be a site—specif1creview of technical aspects of the
facilities or a review of the provider’s methodology and equipment used. The
expert review is not intended to be a subjective review of the sitewhich was
selected by the provider. Based on the results of the expert review, the city may
require changes to the provider’s application. The expert review shall address the
following:

1. The accuracy and completeness of submissions;
2. The applicability of analysis techniques and methodologies;
3. The validity of the conclusions reached; and
4. Any specific technical issues designated by the city.

Section 3. 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—emptedby
state or federal law or regulation, such decision or pre—emptionshall not affect the validity of
the remaining portions of this Ordinance or its application to other persons or circumstances.

Section 4. Effective Date. This Ordinance shall be published in the official newspaper of
the City, and shall take effect and be in full force five (5) days after the date of publication.

ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AT A REGULAR MEETING THEREOF
ON THE DAY OF

_W

, 2000.

CITY OF SAMMAMISH
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ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED:

Melonie Anderson, City Clerk

Approved as to form:

Bruce L. Disend, City Attorney

Filed with the City Clerk:
Passed by the City Council:
Ordinance No.
Date of Publication:

Mayor Jack Barry
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Exhibit B

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED COMMUNICATIONS ORDINANCE

Addresses the issues of permitting, siting, appearance and safety associated with
broadcast and relay towers, amateur radio towers, telecommunications
monopoles, satellite dish antennas, wireless communications facilities and related
equipment.

Provides siting opportunities at appropriate locations within the city to support
existing communications technologies and to adapt to new technologies as
needed.

Provides for a wide range of locations and siting options for wireless
communications facilities, which minimize associated safety hazards and visual
impacts.

The siting of wireless communication facilities on existing buildings and
structures, co—locationof telecommunication facilities on a single support
structure and visual mitigation strategies are encouraged to preserve
neighborhood aesthetics and reduce visual clutter in the community.

Priority of Locations:
1. Place antennas and towers on public property, if practical.
2. Place antennas on appropriate riglits—of—way.
3. Place antennas and towers in districts (in descending order of
preference: commercial districts, public institutional districts, and
downtown business districts) that do not adjoin or adversely impact
residential or waterfront districts.
4. Place antennas and towers on other non—residentialproperty.
5. Place antennas and towers in the City multi—faniilyzoned areas.
6. Place antennas and towers in multi—familyresidential structures
exceeding 30 feet in height.
7. Place antennas and towers in residential and waterfront districts only if
(a) locations are not available on existing structures or in non—residential
districts; and (b) only on or in existing churches, parks, schools, utility
facilities or other appropriate public facilities.

General Requirements for Co—location.

Permit Processing Requirements.

Development standards for all residential districts.

Development standards for all business and commercial districts.
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Minimum Standards for Broadcast and Relay Towers.

Special exceptions. — An applicant may apply for a special exception where the
strict application ofthe standards for the specific type of facility would result in
the obstruction or inability to receive a communication signal.

Review by independent consultant ~ Third party review.
The city may require a technical review as part of the permitting process.
The provider shall pay the costs ofthe technical review.



Exhibit C

“aubji Communications Code

Date: 8/24/00 1:06:04 PM Paci?c Daylight Time

From: donnel|yt@email.msn.com (Tom Donnelly)

To: scottlhamilton@aol.com (Scott Hamilton)

Scott -~

l have reviewed the proposed Communications Facilities code section (2tA.24»)

and have the following comments:

Under 2lA.24.02O A B.t: This encourages antennas and towers to be located

on "public property“. Would this encourage a tower to be placed in a

municipal park or recreation property? if so, such a communications

facility may be restricted to antennas being located on existing structures

in park and recreational areas, such as on lighting or electrical poles, or

antennas on existing buildings where the visibility could be more easily

mitigated. Use of certain public facilities such as water reservoirs,

maintenance buildings, or municipal root~top locations may also be

encourages with more explicit language.

The city may want to consider encouraging the use of public rights»of-«way

for antennas on existing utility poles along primary roadway corridors. i

believe this is an excellent way to place communications facilities where

they are needed most, and where they are least obtrusive.

21./\.22.02O D: This section addresses "Srnall“ vs. "L..arge"satellite dishes

but is vague on the sizing of such dishes. i would suggest that more

explicit dimensions be specified to separate the small dishes used on

residences, ie. those under 1 meters, vs. the larger dishes used for

communications equipment. A typical dish used by mobile communications

carriers and paging companies is l.2 meters in diameter.

2lA.24.02O D2: Under Elements of a Complete Application, l would suggest.

requiring a photo simulation be provided for all new towers. This is

helpful in viewing the actual potential impact of the facility, and is quite

readily used by many jurisdictions in the Seattle region.

Care should be taken to have subrnittal requirements be more rigid for new

towers and multiple equipment facilities, such as antenna arrays that exceed

4 antennas. Such facilities are more visible and should be evaluated more

their visible impacts. However locating a single antenna on a roof—top

location should not be subject to the same standards (is. requiring a

topographic map for a single antenna on a roof»-top location should not be

necessary).

2lA.24.070: This section specifies the possible use of independent third

party review of information that. is usually proprietary for the

communications companies. it seems doubtful that this code could be

enforced in any st.rict sense given the nature of the industry. While it is

valid to request that a carrier demonstrate that they have thoroughly

examined the possiblity of collocation, as shown in 2lA.24-.020 C, it may be

difficultat best to get third party to identify an alternative location

based on technical data that the carrier would agree to.

Overall comments:

1 Ifcollocation is not possible according to the standards set forth in

.......¢.
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this code section, it leave open the possibility of constructing either a
lattice tower or a monopole. No distinction or preference is given for the
type of tower that may be constructed. the code should be more rigid in
defining the type of tower that may be constructed and how it should blend
into it's surrounding environment. in some cases, a new ‘tower' may be a
wooden pole such as is used for public utilities in road corridors, with a
single flush~rnount antenna. Such facilities are found in Kirklarid.

2. The city may consider eliminating new towers over a certain height, such
as 30 feet. in stead of having one 100~ft tower covering a 3 mile radius
some jurisdictions have been known to limit facilities to multiple less
visible towers to 30~feet within the same coverage area.

3. Some thought may be given to antenna arrays or tower "farms". Locating
multiple antennas and satellite dishes on one rooftop may be considered
unsightly and undesirable in certain areas. if a monopole is maxed out on
available space for additional carriers (as is often claimed to be the case)
it may be helpful to specify a certain minimum distance within which a new
tower can be built. Otherwise an undesirable clustering of towers may
result.

i hope this is helpful. Giood lucid

Tom

b4F—Il¢¢‘I"l\F'vF‘4'1"’*">9‘V~d-"“I"F-‘*4V-'>'>“4A>~7 Headers; -..-...M....-.....~..t...u...-,......._.--.__........a...

Return~Path: <donnellyt@email.msn.com>
Received: from rly—za02.m><.aol.com (rly~za02.mail.aol.com [172.31.36.98]) by air'~2:a03.mail.aol.com (v75____b3,11)with
ESMTP; Thu, 24 Aug 2000 16:06:04 2000
Received: from smtp.ernail.msn.com (<:pimssrntpu08.emaii.msn.com [20'7.46,181_30]) by rly~za02.m><.aol.com (v75_‘_b3.9)
with ESl\/ITP; Thu, 24 Aug 2000 16:05:31 -0400
Received: from tomdonnelly ~ 63.30.50.195 by email.msn.com with Microsoft SMTPSVC;

Thu, 24 Aug 2000 13:04:49 0700
From: "Tom Donnelly" <donnellyt@emai|.msn.com>
To: "Scott Hamilton" <scottlhami|ton@aol.com>
Subject: Communications Code
Date: Thu, 24 Aug 2000 12:56:06 0700
l\/lessage~lD: <000901c00e05$57245c80$f776fea9@tomdonnelly>
l\fllME—Version:1.0 ’

Content-Type: text/plairi;
chai"set:"iso-88594"

ContentJl'ranst‘er-Encoding: 7bit
X-Priority: 3 (Normal)
X~l\/lSl\/lail~i3’riority:Normal
X—l\/lailer:l\/licrosoft Outlook 8.5, Build 4.71.2173.0
Importance: Normal
X~«l\/limeOLE: Produced By l\/licrosoft l\/limeOLE V5.00.2615.200
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I/0IE:T5'e\am‘
W/III!!!

September‘ l8, 2t)t)t)

Ray (iilmore

l)irector ol‘(‘ommunity Development
(‘ity o l‘Sammamish
704 228“Avenue N15;PMB 4191

.%ami‘nainisli,WA‘ 98053

Rli: C‘liapter21/X24 Draft lelecommunieation Ordinance

Dear Mr‘. Gilinore,

'l‘lianl<you for the opportunity to comment on the City‘s Draft Telecommunication
Ordinance. Our comments are limited to the wireless telecominunication portions o lithe

proposed ordinance, and are based on our experience in working with telecommunication
ordinances in the Puget Sound and elsewhere. We hope you will ?nd our comments

helpful. lfyou have any questions after re\~'iewing this letter, please do not hesitate to

contact me.

General Comments

In order to encourage wireless carriers to locate wireless communications facilities
(“WC‘l‘7s“)in the preferred locations identilied in the ordinance, we recommend that you

consider inclusion of an administrati\"e, e.\ipedited review process for the most prel‘erred
locations (e.g., collocation on existing commercial and utility structures). Additionally,

to further this intent ofthe ordinance, we recommend that you consider providing
approval by right for WCFS attached to existing utility poles in public rights~of—wayin
eommeieial/iiidastiial districts.

Specific Ordinance Section Comments

What follows is a list of our specific comments regarding individual sections olithe
proposed Ordinance. In the instance that we proposed specific language changes, we

underlined the proposed language in the context otthe balance olthe sentence or

paragraph.

(l) ZlA.24.()2().B.2

Place antennas \~\[/lllglllltpublic riglits-oll\\‘a'\‘.

i.



,\ 'Ji\/

('o/nmc/i/ W(_‘l“s should be permitted in all public rights—ol‘—way.Wireless
telecommunications providers are increasingly encouraged by local governments

to site WC‘l5swithin public rights—ol‘—wayas an alternative to private property.

Tliis approach has numerous benelits both lior thegiurisdiction and the carriers,
including substantially reducing the visual impacts of W(‘l’s and reducing the
number of new support structures in a given area. This is particularly true in
residential areas where aesthetic impacts tend to be o {the greatest concern.

2IA.24.020.(7

° . . . that the applicant has: (i) contacted the owners of‘non-residential structures
yvith sttitzilvlem/ft(}l_.aelevation(21l)(7\"C—gI”Q__tt_l_Ltllevel) within a one—quarter mile
1'21(llLtSofthe proposed site and li‘omwhich a location standpoint could provide
part of‘a ?Cl\VOI'l\' tor transmission otisignals;

- The inliormation submitted by the applicant shall inc.lude: (iii) an _C§’LlAlttLlllOIltl_}l‘

C):'l§_‘llHQ__l}Ql]_:_[CSld€?ll8lbuildings with suitable AGI, ClC‘v'L1llO_Il(21b()\'c:jg[_()ttljtl
l‘well, within one~quarter mile olithe proposed tower or antenna

Coziiiizeiil * Based on the location priorities established in section 2 l A.24.()2t).B

olthe proposed Ordinance, it seems that residential structures should not be
included in the search for collocation alternatives. It is possible that structures ot”
30 feet in height will not have sufficient ground elevation to provideacceptable
signal quality for a given network. Minimum heights ofantennas are universally‘
noted by RF engineers with minimum AGL elevations, not building elevations.

21A.24.020.(T

. . . that the applicant has: (iii) either received a denial of permission to install the
antenna on those structures; or has madekatleast two attempts to Contact the

propertv owner to request permrs_sionto inmstallthegjantennas on those structures
xvithout receiving_a response.

C0121/iieiii We have found that when a property owner is uninterested in leasing
space to a wireless carrier, the property owner sometimes simply does not respond
to the wireless carrier’s inquiries. Consequently, in many cases it is impossible or

nearly impossible to obtain a written "denial the most wireiess carriers can

provide is written documentation that they attempted to contact the owner.

2l.»\.24.020.I).2.a

A site plan, drawn at a scale not less than one inch per 50 feet, showing the

boundaries and dimensions ol‘the parcel or site, ifapplicab_l_e,including any

adjacent public streets or public easements ot‘ record.

toiiiiiiwir l5or lociitioiis in public riglits~ol1\\'ay, there is no legal description or

dimensions.
(5)

21.-\.24.(l2(l.l).2.h



(9)

/\ current map and zm‘i'z///i/to/new/2/isho\\ing the location olitlte proposed tower

. (emphasisadded)

(biiiiiieiiz ‘Wireless carriers generally submit photosimulations, site plans and

elevation \'lCWSof‘a proposed installation that provides suitable views o tithe

appearance olithe proposed laeility. /»\n aerial photograph would add very little
information useful for processing the application. We recommend that the City
delete this requirement.

2l.t\.24.030.I).3.a & b

(a) Wireless communications antennas installed on existing structures shall be

screened or camouflaged to the greatest extent possible by use o lishelters.
compatible materials, location. color, and/or other visual mitigation techniques to

reduce Visibility oi‘ antenna as viewed lrom residentially /oned property"_o_r_s1ree§

.Ll_€j0i_tLi_H_8’ Y0S i<..l.CtttialLt?/.9 HC<l_l11;OD0111.31;

(b) Screening ofwireless communications facilities other than £1lllQl_]_I’l£1Sshall

be proxided with one or a combination olithe following materials: fencing, walls.
landscaping. structures, or topography which will block the \'l(.‘\\’ olthe support

structure and equipment shelter as much as practicable from the yards and main
floor living areas ofresidentially zonedproperties and stgets adjoining
residentially zonedproperty within 500 feet. Screening may be located anywhere
between the base and the aboye~mentioned viewpoints.

Coiziiiieiiz We have proposed changes to subsections (a) and (b) so that

subsection (a) addresses the antennas only and subsection (b) addresses all

equipment other than antennas in order to avoid creating inconsistent obligations.
The same issue arises in Section 2lA.24.040.D.5&(>.

In addition. we believe it is better to be specific regarding what constitutes a

residential property in order to avoid any arguments. "1"ie language regarding
“any street” is too broad and could be interpreted to include major arterials,

highways. streets in commercial districts, etc. The “residential property”
language also exists in Sections 2lA.24.020.B.4 and 21/\.Z4.04().D.5. and should
be am~en=?‘;edin e\~'ei'y rzftected section.

21A.24.030.D.4:
Signs Prohibited. No wireless equipment shall be used tor the purposes o {signage
or message display of any kind, exgept as required by_la}_y.

'1

(‘oiiiiiieiil S This change clarifies the intent o lithe ordinance. Similar language

appears in other sections ofthe ordinance. lior the salxe o liconsisteney, it should

be amended in every allected section.

21;\.24.03tl.D.8.d

Screening. Landscaping. /‘\ (/(’Il.\‘(’ itege/(//i’w .\'(‘/‘(’(’.Il shall be created around the

perimeter olitlie shelter. (emphasis added)



(‘m2i/nwi/ This language is subject to broad interpretation. Most jttrisdictions
recogni/.e types or classes of landscaping with various widths and types of
plantings (i.e. (‘lass I, ll, etc). King (‘ounty (‘hapter 21.18/\ specifically deals
with types of landscaping. Your existing zoning is operating under the King
(‘ounty Code, thus, this should be a relatively simple fix. Similar language
appears in other sections ofthe proposed Ordinance. For the sake ofconsistency,
it should be amended in every affected section.

PR()P()SICI) NEW SECTION
2lA.24.03().F — lnstallation ol‘WC‘l?”sin the Public Right-ofWay
Wireless Coinintiiiication Facilities may be placed in the public riglits—of-wayon

existiiig utility poles. light standards, or other support structures with the ancillary
equipment cabinets placed on the ground. An existing utility pole. light standard.
or other support structure may be replaced with a new pote, light standard. or

other support structure to accommodate the WCF. The height ofthe new pole
maybe increased up to 25 feet above the existing pole height to accommodate the
signal quality and co\'erage ofthe proposed antenna(e).

Clo/iznzeizr— The proposed ordinance recognizes rights—of-wayas a preferred
location for siting WCFS. The ordinance should, therefore, encourage, such sites
in residential districts. x

2lA.24.040.I).5 & 6
5. Visibility. Location ofwireless communication antennas on exiting buildings
shall be screened or camou?aged to the greatest practicable extent by use of
shelters, compatible materials, location, color, and/or other visual mitigation
techniques to reduce visibility ofthe antenna as viewed from any street or

residential property.

6. Screening. Screening of wireless equipment shall be provided with one or a

combination ofthe following materials: fencing, walls, landscaping, structures. or

topography which will block the view ofthe . . .

(‘@122/izcml a Please see comment above regarding 2lA.24.030.D.3. This section
appears to create similar confusion regarding the City’s screening requirements.

undergrounding equipment ifshall consider2lA.24.040.D.l0 Operators
technically feasible. . .

tbiiiiizeizr a Kiosk structures are typically permitted in commercial and industrial
districts. lt seems appropriate to require consideration of underground installation
of equipment in residential districts. ln coininercial/industrial districts, howe\'er,

we believe that abo\'eground structures should be acceptable, thus, we

recommend that the City delete this section ofthe ordinance.

21./\_.Z4.()5()....l and K



(l(>)

.l. . . . applicable standards for towers published by the lilectronic lndustry
Association (lil/\), as amended from time to time. . .

K. lowers shall be constructed to lilectronic lndustry /\ssociation Standards.
which may be amended lrom time to time. . .

('onzmen/ Unless the (‘ity ol‘Saininaiiiisli has reviewed the lil/\ standards to

assure that there are no conflicts with the Lll3C‘,and o llicially adopted the lil/\

standards, these references should be deleted. At the very least, the code should
state which standard prevails in the event ola conflict in provisions between the
UBC and the EIA requirements.

PROPOSED NEW’ SF.(.'Tl{)i\t’

A“ ‘\ g :’*.,-'{\_ '\, _~‘,\ ,1!”
‘

\“ V,__ \\f '‘“q‘:‘‘.__‘ i -‘~ 3 1':Z}..‘e1..’.'.4t.t)':‘3{)..\.x* iii.'&il¢1llC.:1L1l H l\t Lw
{;«1.< ..V. \ \’)I,_"4. , i/\“».'.\,

ill t.«lC 1 lcIlIilC {\}L;yIiL"‘\\/1 “.\'¢l‘y

Wireless Communication Facilities may be placed in the public i‘iglit—oli‘-\va_v'on

an existing utility pole, light standard, or other support structure with the ancillary
equipment cabinets placed on the ground An existing u.tilit_ypole. light sta.nda.r<_l.,

or other support structure may be replaced with a new pole, light standard or

other support structure to accommodate the WCF. The height ofthe new pole
may be increased up to -10feet in height above the existing structure to

accommodate the signal quality and coverage ofthe proposed iantenna(e).

Co/ii/iie/it The proposed ordinance recognizes rights—of~wayas a preferred
location ofWCF. Thus. the ordinance should include speci?c provisions that

encourage such locations in commercial and industrial districts.

21A.24.060
A. Purpose. An applicant may apply for a special exception where the strict
application olithe standards for the specific type ol‘facility would
unacceptable communication signal.

C. l. The applicant has demonstrated that strict application ofthis ordinance
would result in a result in an unacceptable communications signal or to effectively
provide tele~communications services . . . (cnzp./i(151'.<=(1:/cz’.:m’)

Comma/it As written, these sections are unreasonable. A WCF sited in virtually

any location will be able to send and receive SONIC signal. Conversely, any

criteria that prohibit a carrier from constructing a new wireless tower will 0/.73/l‘Z{(’f

the wireless signal. It can be demonstrated by a variety ofmeans that signal
quality is acceptable or unacceptable. These suggested changes in the wording
clarity what the code obviously intends.

21 A.24.()(>().D.3

(a) Residential /ones. An applicant for a proposed wireless tacilit_\' that exceeds

the height limit shall meet the special e.\ception criteria.



(b) Business and (‘ommerciul l)istricts. /\n applicant tor a proposed wireless
lacility that exceeds the height limit shall meet the special exception criteria.

(‘u/n/m’n/ There are no stated special exception criteria. It is probable that this
section should have ret‘erenced another section ofthe Sammamish
'/ioning/Development Ordinances. This should be clarified tor the purposes ol‘
further discussions.

(l7) 2lA.24.070 Review by independent consultant Third party rcviexv . . .

(‘(2/22/zzc/2! Given the application requirements in the proposed ordinance, third
uarty review of in tormation developed by a carrier RI?"engineer is unnecessary.

that the LFLVde etc this e:e<:tion.Co t:":5illltlU'.lL1Sl-ltl';llCll;tllil";llE‘~,we l L

tearing otilicers are obligated under the law to give substantial weight to

information developed by a service provider, due to the fact the provider is most

‘amiliar with the operating system that is being developed. To introduce
'nl‘ormation from a comparatively uninformed opinionwould serve no usetul
vurpose, and would cause delay in processing applications and unnecessary
expense to providers.

;-\gain. we very much appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed
Sammamish telecommunication ordinance. Should you have questions or wish to meet

and discuss any section or provision ofthe proposed ordinance, please do not hesitate to

contact me or my Zoning Supervisor, Thomas Slade at (425) 770-0025.

lung Bui
VoiceStream Wireless
Executive Director

ti



Bill No. 7c

AGENDA BILL

CITY OF SAMMAMISH
CITY COUNCIL

Sub'ect: Meeting Date: October 04, 2000
228i Ave. Phase 1C survey

Date Submitted: September 28, 2000

Originating Department: Public Works

Clearances:
Action Required: Administration Police
Authorize execution of contract

Public Works Fire

Building/Planning Attorney
Exhibits:
A: Proposal from PACE Committee:
3: Standard City Contract Form

Budgeted Amount:

Summary Statement:
The City would like to proceed with some preliminary design for the 228thAve. Phase 1C project.
To accomplish this we will need a detailed survey of the existing road topography from NE 4thSt.
to SE 8thStreet. Staff recommends that Council authorize the City Manager to execute a contract

with Penhallegon Associates Consulting Engineers to provide the necessary survey information.
This firm is currently on the City’s engineering consultant roster.

Recommended Motion:
Move to authorize the City Manger to execute a contract with Penhallegon Associates Consulting
Engineers to complete survey of 228thAve. per agreement in Exhibit A.





Engineering

Planning

Surveying

mlullegon Anoctuu consulting Inc.

‘aura--u-—‘.

Exhibit A

September 28, 2000

Mr. John A. Cowling
City of Sammamish
704 - 228*‘Ave. NE
RMB. 491
Sammamish, WA 98074

Control & Topographic Survey of 228"‘Ave SE
and NE from SE 8"‘Street to NE 8”‘Street.
See Map Attached (Revision of September 27”‘Proposal)
Proposal No. 421.00

Subject:

Dear John,

We have viewed the project and conducted some preliminaryresearch. Our ?rm and Target
Surveyors before us has conductedseveral surveys along the route for Issaqunh School District
No. 411.

This project would lend itself very well to aerial mapping supplementedwith ground surveys as
we discussed earlier. It wouldbe our plan to ?eld locateand elevatethe centerline and E.P.S. of
the present roadway and those areas that are obscured from the aerial coverage. We would take
cross sections and present that to the Aerial Company along with the control to aid in blending
the contours. We wouldhavethe aerialmapping.extend 150feeteachdirectionat roadcrossings.
Our surveys would include an electric utilitydesignlocateand locationof utilitiesas well as top
and invert elevations of storm, sanitary and other utility manholes.

Our proposal is as follows

Purpose of Survey

Preparation of base mappingfor design of a new roadwayfacility.

Bearings and Vertical Datum

NAD 83/91 and NAVD 88 as established byKingCounty andother agencies if applicable.

Area of Coverage

60 feet each side of centerlineand 150'each way on cros_sroads. In the event that the 60
feet is on a steep slope, we will extend the cross sectionto the top or toe.

Scope of Work
Field Surveys
° Control survey

Recover existing controland establishadditionalcontrol as needed.

O:\DOCS_Kl-t\Proo\O927l)ohnCowlin5.wpd

FederalWay Kirkland

750SixthStreetSouth* Kirkland,WA98033
R4258212014-54253275043

CleElum
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Mr. John A. Cowling
City of Sammamish
September 28, 2000
Page 2

in
EstablishAerialControlPanelsas neededto controlthe project.
Tie in aerial control panels and run bench levelsto elevate control and to establish
Bench Marks out of the area of future construction.
establishedat intervalsof 1000feet or approximatelyevery 100feet in elevation.
Provide Aerial Company with horizontaland verticalcontrol with regard to pre-
panels.
Utility Locate — order electronicdesign locate of the utilities.

Topomphic Survey
Locateand elevateexisting EP’s along the route and at 50' stationsand at cross
streets and take cross sections to 60 feet eachside of centerlineand/or to top or toe
of steep slopes.
Locate and elevate existing utilities.
Identifytype and sizeand directionof ?ow.
Elevate top and invert of storm and sanitary sewers.
Driveways - locate and elevate driveways out to proposed right—of~waylines.
Aerial mappingwill be reliedupon for elevationsneededpast those lines.

I
I

Base Map Preparation
Plans - Sheet Size & Scale 24 x 36 sheets at a scale of 1" = 20'

The plan sheets will show all data locatedincludinghorizontaland vertical control points,
2 foot intervalcontours, existing roadways,edgeof pavement and driveways, elevations,
utilities,property lines,houseaddressesthat are withinthe 70 feetof topographiccorridor
and other pertinent surface features.

Procedure:

Task 1:
V

P

Task 2:

>

V.

Centerlinestationingwillbe identi?edon the basemappingat every 100' station
and major monument. In the ?eld only major monuments at section and quarter
comers will be marked with stationing.

Researchand Administration
Research will be conducted in public and private records for survey information
The most recent deeds for the site and adjoining parcels will be ordered.
All informationgathered willbe reviewed by the Project Managerand ?eld crew

Field Survey
The existing survey control will be recovered.
A traverse will be run to tie into needed monuments and property corners.
Vertical control will be run anda topographicsurvey will be conducted.

O:\DOC3_KH\Pmp\D927lohnCowlln5.wpd

PenhalleganAssociatesConsultingEngineers.Inc.
Englneenng- Planning-Surveying



Mr. John A. Cowling
City of Sarnmamish
September 28, 2000

‘ Page3

Task 3: Computations & Drafting
> The control traverse will be checkedand reduced.
> The relationshipof property linesto controltraverse will be computed.
> All surveyed informationwill be dra?ed in AutoCAD on 24 x 36 sheet at l" = 20’

unlessotherwiseinstructed
> Products: Prints and disk

Estimateof Hours and Cost for Tasks 1 through 3

Position §/Hour Hours Cost

Principal Surveyor 26.00 10 $ 960.00

Survey Project Manager 88.09 15 . $1,320.00

Senior Computer Tech 75.00 10 § 750.00

Survey TechnicianI 61.00 80 $4,880.00

Senior CAD Dra?er 68.00 __ 10 680.00

Senior Pggg Chief 68.00 56
V

$3,808.00

nstrument Person 48.00 56 2 688.00

Senior Office Tech 48.00 2 $ 96.00

Compilation of Costs
Totals

Task1,2,&3 . .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. $15,182.00
Outside Consultant .

Aerial mapping fee .. .. .......... . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 5,390.00
ElectronicUtility Locate_3_(LHrs @ $77/Hr . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 2,310.00

Expenses, mapping, reprographics and recording fees . . .. . . . . .. . . .. . . $ 118.00
Total .......................................... $23,000.00

These fees are to be considered not to exceed amounts and to be used for budgetary
purposes. Fees will be computed from the enclosed rate schedule.

Additional Item Costs
E s ti m a t e d

A

1729
L-1 Develop plan and pro?le sheets rather than just plan sheets .... . . $ 610.00
A—2 Develop cross section sheets at each 50-foot interval stations

and breaks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 1,200.00

PennaiiogonAssociatesConsultingEngineers.inc.

Engineeringo Flaming- Surveying



Mr. JohnA. Cowling
City of Sammamish
September 28, 2000
Page 4

A-3 Develop cross sectionsat 25-foot interval stations and breaks . . .. $ 2,000.00
A~4 Prepareand ?le a Recordof Survey to identify control used

for the project. .... ... . . . ... ... . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . .., . . . . . . . . $ 800.00

Items not covered by this proposal: .
‘ Locatingof wetlands?ags and tracing out drainageways. Those itemscan be negotiated

Once the extent is determined.

Time Schedule
We will complete the survey in approximatelyfour weeks of notice to proceed, unless
unforeseen problems are encountered.

Data Needed from Client
As-built utility and roadwaydrawingsif available.

Thankyou for the opportunityto submit this proposal. Please sign below andretumone copy to
our office if this proposal is acceptableto you. Receiving a signed copy will be our notice to
proceed. Do not hesitateto call if you have any questionsor comments regarding this proposal.

Sincerely,

PENHALLEGONASSOCIATES
CONSULTINGENGINEERS, INC.

/%v~l~v«3>-ll9—JZl
Gordon S. Rector, P.L.S.
Directorof Surveying

Proposal accepted by:

?ame Title Date

Check additional items desired:
A-1
A-2
A-3
A-4

Attachments:
0 Map
9 Fee Schedule

PenhallegonAssociatesConsulting Engineers.inc.

Engneenng- Planning- Surveying



_ . .
I

1

I . . ...|1 .
U m..e..1»..,..m.....,..u,u...:......?...

-

/$1/

III IIIIII .
III .aIua.IIu

IO

r7// -
/EL‘,6

~ Q’/%¢4e~5 4‘/14%/7 ,74/2,/—A 4



Ponhatlcqon Associates consulting Inc.

Engineering

Planning

Surveying 2000 HOURLY 3A11:SCI-IEDLLLE(Bey, 2)

_D_E.S_C.:RIP...T_I_Q_I:I. H URLY TE
1. V Expediter 3 2750
2. Jr. Chain Person, Jr. O?ice Tech. 3 33_()()

3. Chain Person, O?ice Tech. 3; 33,00
4. Sr. Word Processor,PlanningTech., Jr. InstrumentPerson 3 45,00

5. Jr. CAD Dra?er, Instmment Person, Sr. O?ice Tech. $ 48.00
6. Jr. Engineer, Designer I, Inspector, Jr. Planner,CAD Dra?er 1,Party Chief,ComputerTech. $ 55.00
7. Sr. Inspector, Planner,Engineer1,Designer11,SurveyTech CAD Drafter II $ 61.00
8. Engineer 11,Sr. Party Chief,‘Survey TechnicianII, Sr. Designer, Sr. CAD Drafter $ 68.00
9. Sr. Engineer,Sr. Planner,ProjectDesigner1,ProjectSurveyor, Sr. ComputerTech,Designer 8 75.00
10. Project Engineer,ProjectPlanner,Sr. ProjectSurveyor,Project Designer11,Chiefof Parties 2581.00
11. Sr. Project Desigier, Sr. Project Engineer,Sr. ProjectPlanner,Survey ProjectManager 3; 88.00
12. Project Manager, Survey Manager,PrincipalSurveyor $ 96.00
13. Sr. Project Manager, SurveyDirector $104.00
14. PrincipalEngineer/ProjectDirector $109.00
l5. GPS with Operator $125.00

16. GPS Two Person Crew $173.00
17. Robotic Instrument with Operator $ 88.00
18. RoboticInstrumentTwo"Person Crew $136.00

REIMBURSABLES
A.

‘

Within30 Mile Radius* No Charge
Beyond 30 MileRadius

Automobile $ .35 per mile
* On job inspectionmileagewill be billed S .35 per mile

B. SpecialEquipment As negotiatedor Cost + 10%

C. Blueprintingand Reproductions- In-house Establishedln~houseRates
Blueprinting and Reproductions - Outside Cost -9-10%

D. Copies — In-house
,

$ .10/Copy
E Maps, reports, materials and general supplies, cost of commercial

transportation,permit fees,pass-thrubills and similaritems
necessary for work in progress « Chargedat Cost + 10%

F. Per Diem for Out-«Of-Town Work Cost + 10%
G. Long Distance Phone Calls Cost + 10%
H. Sub-Consultant Cost + 10%
1. Expert Witness Rate x 1.5

Note: All payment isdue within 30 days from dateof invoice. Interest at 1 1/2% per month will be added on all
accounts older than 60days.

FederalWay Kirkland CleElum

750SixthStreetSouth0 Kir1dand.WA98033
9. 425.827.2014° F.425.827.5043





Exhibit B

CITY OF SAMMAMISH
AGREEMENT FOR SERVICES

Consultant: Penhallegon Assoc. Consulting Engineers (PACE[

This Agreement is entered into by and between the City of Sammamish, Washington, a municipal
corporation, hereinafter referred to as the “City," and PACE, hereinafter referred to as the “Consultant."

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 bene?ts and conditions set forth
below, the partieshereto 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. In performing such services, the Consultant shall comply with
all federal, state, and local laws and regulations applicable to the performance of such services. The
Consultant shall perform services diligently and completely and in accordance with professional standards
of conduct and performance.

2. Compensation and Method of Payment. The Consultant shall submit invoices for work
performed using the form set forth in Exhibit “B”. ‘

The City shall pay Consultant:

[Check applicable method of payment]

X According to the rates set forth in Exhibit "A"

A sum not to exceed $

__ Other (describe):

The Consultant shall complete and return to the City Exhibit “C,” Taxpayer Identification
Number, prior to or along with the first invoice submittal. The City shall pay the Consultant for services
rendered within ten days after City Council approval.

3. Duration of Agreement. This Agreement shall be in full force and effect for a period commencing
upon execution and ending December 31, 2000, unless sooner terminated under the provisions of the
Agreement. Time is of the essence of this Agreement in each and all of its provisions in which
performance is required.

4. Ownership and Use of Documents. Any records, ?les, documents, drawings, speci?cations, data
or information, regardless of form or format, and all other materials produced by the Consultant in
connection with the services provided to the City, shall be the property of the City whether the project for
which they were created is executed or not.

5. 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, subconsultants, or

Standard Services Contract
City of Sammarnish, Washington



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. ’

6. Indemni?cation. The 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, arising out of or resulting from the acts, errors or omissions of the Consultant, in performance
of this Agreement, except for injuries and damage caused by the sole negligence of the City.

7. Insurance.

A. The Consultant shall procure and maintain for the duration of the Agreement, insurance against
claims for injuries to persons or damage to property which may arise from or in connection with the
performance of the work hereunder by the Consultant, its agents, representatives, or employees.

Minimum Scope of Insurance

Consultant shall obtain insurance of the types described below:
1. Automobile Liability insurance covering all owned, non-owned, hired and leased

vehicles. Coverage shall be written on Insurance Services Office (ISO) form CA 00
01 or a substitute form providing equivalent liability coverage. If necessary, the
policy shall be endorsed to provide contractual liability coverage.

2. Commercial General Liability insurance shall be written on ISO occurrence form CG
00 01 and shall cover liability arising from premises, operations, independent
contractors and personal injury and advertising injury. The Cityshall be named as an
insured under the Contractor’s Commercial General Liability insurance policy with
respect to the work performed for the City.

3. Workers’ Compensation coverage as required by the Industrial Insurance laws of the
State of Washington.

4. Professional Liability insurance appropriate to the Consultant’s profession.

Minimum Amounts of Insurance

Consultant shall maintain the following insurance limits:

1. Automobile Liabilig; insurance with a minimum combined single limit for bodily injury and
property damage of $1,000,000 per accident.

2. Commercial General Liability insurance shall be written with limits no less than $1,000,000
each occurrence, $2,000,000 general aggregate.

3. Professional Liability insurance shall be written with limits no less than $1,000,000 per claim
and $1,000,000 policy aggregate limit.

Other Insurance Provisions

The insurance policies are to contain, or be endorsed to contain, the following provisions for Automobile
Liability, Professional Liability and Commercial General Liability insurance:

1. The Consultant’s insurance coverage shall be primary insurance as respects the City. Any
insurance, se1f—insurance,or insurance pool coverage maintained by the City shall be excess
of the Consultant’s insurance and shall not contribute with it.

H:\manderson\Contracts\PACE Services Agreement Contract.doc— 2



2. The Consultant’s insurance shall be endorsed to state that coverage shall not be cancelled by
either party except after thirty (30) days prior written notice by certi?ed mail, return receipt
requested, has been given to the City

Verification of Coverage

Consultant shall furnish the City with original certi?cates and a copy of the amendatory endorsements,
including but not necessarily limited to the additional insured endorsement, evidencing the insurance
requirements of the Consultant before commencement of the work.

8. Record Keeping and Reporting.

A. The Consultant shall maintain accounts and records, including personnel, property, ?nancial, and
programmatic records, which sufficiently and properly re?ect 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.

B. 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 Of?ce of the Archivist in accordance with
RCW Chapter 40.14 and by the City.

9. Audits and Inspections. The records and documents with respect to all matters covered by this
Agreement shall be subject at all times to inspection, review, or audit by the City during the performance of
this Agreement.

‘

10. Termination.

A. 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 ?nished or un?nished
documents, data, studies, worksheets, models, reports or other materials prepared by the Consultant
pursuant to this Agreement shall promptly be submitted to the City

B. 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.

C. 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.

D. 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.

E. 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.

11. Discrimination Prohibited. 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.

12. 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.

1.3. Conflict of Interest. The Consultant represents to the City that it has no con?ict of interest in
performing any of the services set forth in Exhibit "A." In the event that the Consultant is asked to perform
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services for a project with which it may have a con?ict, Consultant will immediately disclose such con?ict

to the City.

14. Con?dentiality. All information regarding the City obtained by the Consultant in performance of
this Agreement shall be considered con?dential. Breach of con?dentiality by the Consultant shall be
grounds for immediate termination.

15. Non-appropriation of funds. If suf?cient funds are not appropriated or allocated for payment under
this Agreement for any future ?scal 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 ?scal 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.

16. 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.

17. Notices. Notices to the City of Sammamish shall be sent to the following address:

City Manager
City of Sammamish
704 228“‘Avenue NE, PMB 491
Sammamish, Washington 98053
Phone number: (425) 898-0660

Notices to the Consultant shall be sent to the following address:

Penhallegon Associates Consulting Engineers
750 Sixth Street South
Kirkland,WA 98033
Phone Number: (425) 827-5043

18. 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 speci?cally 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 ?xed by the judge hearing the case and such fee, shall
be included in the judgment.

19. 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.

CITY OF SAMMAMISH, WASHINGTON CONSULTANT

By: By:

Title: City Manager Title:

Date: Date:
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Attest/Authenticated: Approved As To Form:

City Clerk City Attorney
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[INSERT EXHIBIT A — SCOPE OF SERVICES]
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EXHIBIT B
City of Sammamish

Billing Invoice

To: City of Sammamish
704 228thAvenue NE, PMB 491
Sammamish, Washington 98053
Phone: (425) 898-0660
FAX: (425) 898-0669

Invoice Number: Date of Invoice:

Consultant:
Mailing Address:

Telephone: ( )

Contract Period: Reporting Period:

Amount requested this invoice: $

Attach itemized description of services provided.

Speci?c Program:

Authorized signature

For Department Use Only

BUDGET SUMMARY

Total contract amount $
Previous payments 353
Current request $
Balance remaining $

Approved for Payment by: Date:
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EXHIBIT C
CITY or SAMMAMISH

704 228“Avenue NE, PMB 491
Sammamish, WA 98053
Phone: (425) 898-0660
FAX: (425) 898-0669

TAX IDENTIFICATION NUMBER

In order for you to receive payment from the City of Sammamish, the 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 Identi?cation Number or Social
Security Number.

Please complete the following information request form and return it to the City of Sammamish prior to or
along with the submittal of the first billing invoice.

Please check the appropriate category:

Corporation Partnership Government Consultant

Individual/Proprietor —--"—- Other (explain)

TIN No.:

Social Security No.:

Print Name:

Title:

Business Name:

Business Address:

Business Phone:

Date Authorized Signature (Required)
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704 - 228th AVENUENE - PMB 491 - SAMVIAMISH,WASHINGTON98053 - PHONE425-898-0660 - FAX 425-898-0669

September 15, 2000

Tom Meagher
Legal Advertising Representative
King County Journal Newspapers
P. O. Box 90130
Bellevue, 98009-9230

Re: Legal Notice for City of Samrnarnish

Dear Torn:

Please publish the enclosed legal notice in the Tuesday September 19, 2000 edition of the
Eastside Journal. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Melonie Anderson
City Clerk





704 - 228th AVENUENE - PMB 491 - SAMMAMISH,WASHINGTON98053 - PHONE425—898—O660- FAX 425-898-0669

CITY OF SAMMAMISH
LEGAL NOTICE

Notice is hereby given that the Sammamish City Council will hold a public hearing on

Wednesday, October 4, 2000, 7:30 pm at the Sammamish City Council Chambers, 486
228thAvenue NE. The purpose of this public hearing is to receive public comment on

proposed modi?cations to the Interim Telecommunications ordinance. Citizens may

comment on these documents at this public hearing or submit written comments

addressed to the City Clerk, 704 228thAvenue NE, PMB 491, Sammamish, WA 98074
prior to the public hearing. Additional information relating to this meeting may be
obtained from the Office of the City Clerk, (425) 836-7904.

MELONIE ANDERSON
CITY CLERK

Published Eastside Journal: September 19, 2000
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InterimtrailDEI3 Comments
By MarkCross, AICP
June 11, 2000

June 11, 2000

Ms. Cheryl Fambles,
Director, King County DCFM
King County Admin Building
500 Fourth Ave., Room 320
Seattle, WA 98104

SUBJECT: Comments on Draft EIS, East Lake Sammamish Interim Use Trail
and Resource Protection Plan.

Dear Ms. Fambles,
l have read the Draft EIS and reviewed the appendices. Based on these
documents, my 14 years living in the current City of Sammamish and my
professional background as a land use planner, l have the following comments.

I agree and support the proposed action of interim use of the ‘railbed’. l agree
with the conclusions of the draft ElS that the alternative 1 alignment along East
Lake Sammamish Parkway and East Lake Sammamish Shore Lane is too
dangerous. The ElS understates the relative safety differences of the two
options. An example of this understatement is the lack of reference to the poor
road geometries of East Lake Sammamish Shore Lane at the intersection with
East Lake Sammamish Parkway. Once East Lake Sammamish Shore Lane is
made a one—way southbound street to accommodate the alternative trail
alignment, all vehicles wanting to travel north on East Lake Sammamish Parkway
willhave to make a difficult and dangerous turn. Both the vertical and horizontal
alignments are poor. My main comment and suggestion is that the Final ElS
include a more thorough traffic engineering analysis of the road crossings
envisioned with the proposed action 'railbed' route and the alternative 1 route.

SAFETY ISSUE ANALYZED

The relative safety provided by the proposed action 'railbed' option is far superior
to (Alternative 1, bypass). Here is why:

1. The proposed action railbed option does NOT include pedestrian
movement along the shoulder of East Lake Sammamish Parkway. The
Alternative 1 option includes the use of the East Lake Sammamish
Parkway for two way pedestrian and bicycle movement for 4,000 to 5,000
feet. This is extremely dangerous given that the only s paration between
the automobile and trail users will be a painted stripe. Jersey barriers
would provide protection, but there is not the paved surface width to allow
for this along the proposed route.
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InterimtrailDEIS Comments
By MarkCross, AICP
June 11,,2000

2. Driveways along East Lake Sammamish Parkway and of East Lake
Sammamish Lane are wider at the road in ALLCASES than they are
when they cross the railbed. Allof the driveway flair in width at the road
access points. The proposed railbed option crosses the driveways at their
narrowest points. (See attached colored drawings copied from the
wetlands appendices, sheets 36 to 44.) Note how the driveways widen as
they meet the roadway.

3. The Alternative Option 1 has pedestrians and bicyclists crossing 28
driveways. At 30 feet in width each along the roadway, that is 840 feet of
distance that pedestrians and bicyclists are mixed with vehicles within the
driveway apron areas. The 6 crossings along the railbed proposed
alternative are just 24 feet wide each because they do not flare to meet
the street access and thus pedestrians and bicyclists are only mixed with
pedestrians for approximately 144 feet of driveway width. The alternative
option thus includes not only 4,000 feet of East Lake Sammamish
Parkway exposure but also includes approximately 700 lineal feet of
additional feet of driveway crossings!

4. As the driveways move from the waterfront to the streets along the Option
1 alternative route, they pick up the traffic of additional houses and thus
the Option 1 alternative mixes the pedestrian and bicycle traffic with
approximately twice as much vehicular traffic as does the railbed option.
(See attached wetlands appendices panels 35 to 44) houses shown in
red are houses that generate traffic across the alternative one route that
do not provide ANY traffic across the railbed option. (Any discrepancies in
numbers or locations due to my lack of physical access to the railbed
route)

5. In several locations along East Lake Sammamish Place, driveways and
parking are unrestricted and constitute large undefined access points for
vehicular movement. Several of these existing driveways and parking
areas would have to be structured and restricted to make pedestrian and
bicycle movement even reasonably safe. l do not see any evidence that
residents along East Lake Sammamish Shore Lane are willingto see the
one way traffic pattern be established or the current open parking or wide
driveway conditions changed.

6. Parking is allowed along East Lake Sammamish Parkway. Several
houses along the alternative route rely on “on street” parking. Less of this
type of parking would be lost to the neighborhood with the railbed option.

7. The traditional pattern of picking up mail out of the driver’s window of
vehicles along East Lake Sammamish would have to be curtailed with the
Alternative route option 1. it was right in the area of SE26th Street where
a resident picked up mail in just this way and then hit our family car
broadside in 1993 trying to maneuver to the driveway. The driver of this
car was cited for failing to yietd the right of way, but the damage was
already done. This kind of maneuver is always risky and would have to be
ended completely with the Alternative Option 1. Are the City and County
really ready to do this?





InterimtrailDEIS Comments
By MarkCross, AICP
June 11,,2000

existing regional trail system. I look to King County to provide leadership
in providing for the extension of the regional trail along the existing rail
bed.

o I expect that safety for trail users and nearby residents willbe given
primary consideration in planning for both interim and permanent use of
the trail system

0 The proposed East Lake Sammamish Trail is a logical extension of the
hugely popular Burke Gilman trail and will link lssaquah to Redmond.

- The proposed gravel surface for the interim trail willallow for safe use by
pedestrians and lower speed bikes due to its coarser texture as compared
to asphalt. It is much harder for a bike to surprise pedestrians from behind
on a gravel surface.

o Based on walking Alternative Route 1 and analyzing the proposed rail bed
option (which I am not allowed to inspect), from aerial photos and the
wetland atlas contained in the appendices, I support the proposed action
railbed option for three primary reasons.

1. The railbed option, as compared to the bypass Alternative 1,
provides far greater safety for pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists.

2. The railbed option provides appropriate public access to scenic
public property including publicly owned waterfront consistent with
State, King County and City of Sammamish Shoreline Master
Programs.

3. Interim use will not occur until the end of the third summer since
King County purchased the rail line. Three summers is enough
time to allow for adequate design and implementation of a gravel
surface along the route including the incorporation of design and
operational features to meet the concerns of neighbors.

o A careful review of the draft environmental document does not reveal
substantial impacts to the environment or neighbors that cannot be
mitigated.

o The County and City both have obligations under the policies of the State
Shoreline Management Act to provide public access to publicly owned
waterfront. (See wetlands atlas panels 37, 38 and 39. Long—termlease of
publicly owned waterfront for exclusive private use combined with long-
term prohibition in public access is inconsistent with the State Shoreline
Management Act and locally adopted Shoreline Master Programs of King
County and the cities of lssaquah, Redmond and Sammamish.

- The no action option is not appropriate in that adding several years to the
time bicycles and pedestrians are forced to conflict with high speed
automobile traffic is unacceptably hazardous given the interim use option
along the railbed is legally available.

o The physical topographic constraintsof East Lake Sammamish make
placement of the trail along the road edge unfeasible and hugely
expensive as compared to the railbed alternative. if East Lake
Sammamish Parkway were expanded, safety consideration would have to
be given to a center turn lane in any event. A center turn lane is required





InterimtrailDE-ISComments
By MarkCross, AICP
June 11, 2000

8. The EIS wetlands mapping in the appendix on panels 37, 38 and 39 show
that the County now owns hundreds of feet of waterfront property. If there
were an overriding safety or environmental issue that would suggest
limitingall human access, that would be a strong reason to deny the public
and private owners access. In the absence of that issue, it is
unconscionable for the County or the City to lease publicly owned
waterfront for exclusive private use and to deny the public even the right to
walk or ride their bikes nearby. Allowing long—termuse of public waterfront
for private docks and the removal of native vegetation for no other reason
than view enhancement while denying the public the right to pass by is
just not consistent with State law or good public policy.
Additional areas along the railbed route are available to mitigate the
placement of gravel. Adjacent residents to non-native species have
converted many areas along the route. Adjacent residents have also
prevented the growth of native species along lake frontage now owned by
the county where re—vegetation could help in the survival of threatened
species of salmon and lake living kokanee.

1O.The County Parks Department, in renewing permits for private use of

11.

County property, should limitthe leases to parking, access and boat
docks. All permits should have provisions that prohibit the use of
pesticides or herbicides on County property. Banthe use of “Weed and
Feed” type products on County Property especially in these areas near
Lake Sammamish. This will improve the environment and water quality
that I am sure all of the residents of the County want to improve.
The vertical and horizontal geometrics of East Lake Sammamish Shore
Lane as it intersects with East Lake Sammamish Parkway do not meet
City or County standards. This dangerous intersection cannot
accommodate both the pedestrian and bicycle traffic anticipated with the
trail and the one way circulation pattern would create difficult turning
movements for vehicles.

l have added color to the wetlands mapping panels included in the appendix to
‘l

the Draft EIS panels 36 to 44. See attached. Driveways are yellow. Houses that
cross the railbed for access are in green, houses that do not cross the railbedbut
do access the Alternative 1 bypass alternative route are in red. Note the number
of red houses. This shows how many more houses generate vehicle trips that
conflict with bicycle and pedestrian movements under the Alternative 1 option as
compared to the ‘railbed' alignment. The sections of East Lake Sammamish
Parkway and East Lake Sammamish Shore Lane where trail users would be
closer to vehicular movements as compared to the ‘railbed' alignment are shown
in a dashed red line.

Conclusions:

We look to King County to plan, design and construct regional facilities of
all kinds. The East Lake Sammamish Trail is a logical extension of the
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with the road cross—sections adopted both by the City of Sammamish and
King County.

0 The latest traffic volumes available for East Lake Sammamish are
contained in the newly adopted City of Sammamish Interim Transportation
Plan. See attached. These numbers reinforce the fact that traffic volumes
continue to grow along East Lake Sammamish and thus continue to
degrade safety for motorized and non—motorizedusers of this
transportation corridor. it is also fair to conclude that the safety
pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles along East Lake Sammamish will
continue to deteriorate.

King County is the appropriate agency to be planning and constructing regional
facilities. The proposed trail is a very appropriate extension of an existing, very
successful, regional trail facility. The railbed route is the only safe route for both
interim and final trail construction due to the physical constraints on widening
East Lake Sammamish Parkway and East Lake Sammamish Shore Lane. The
natural flare in driveway aprons as they approach streets means that alternative
alignments that follow streets are always going to include wider crossings by
pedestrians and bicycles and thus more conflict with vehicles.

Finally, the Proposed Action of trail construction along the existing railbed is
much safer than the alternative Option 1, which exposes trail users and vehicles
to greatly expanded dangers and conflicts. The proposed opening of the trail to
interim use in fall of 2001 willbe three summers after the County acquired this
public parkland. Three summers is long enough.

Thank you for your consideration,
Sincerely,

7%!/»é5w74/e
Mark Cross, AlCP and Family
247-208"‘Ave. NE
Sammamish, WA 98053
425-836-0289
Attachments

c. King County Council
City of Sammamish Council
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Public Safety and Liability Impacts Associated with Opening the
Proposed East Lake Sammamish Interim Trail.

The following comments are specifically directed at the negative public safety aspects of the
proposed action to open an interim trail along East Lake Sammamish in the manner proposed by
King County in their August 25, 2000, Final Environmental Impact Statement. I base these
comments from over 25 years of experienceas a traffic engineer with the City of Bellevue
directly responsible for the safe and efficient design, construction and operation of transportation
systems, including pedestrian and bicycle facilities. In addition, my past four years, as a
consulting engineer, have been spent conducting safety and liability studies for cities and counties
in Washington State, including King County, and testifying as an expert witness on traffic
accident cases involving public lawsuits. 1

Notice of the safety concerns of this project has clearly been given to King County through
public testimony. I have personally provided analysis of safety concerns during the scoping
process and in reference to the DEIS for the Interim Plan.‘These safety concerns have also been
documented in the County’s own analysis associated with the preparation of the Environmental
Impact Statement for this project. Unfortunately, the proposals for mitigation of these safety
concerns are inadequate. I can only believe that this is as a result of the project “being a low cost,
interim approach”, with little, if any, planning and consideration of alternatives. As a direct result
of this approach, the public could be placed at serious risk. King County’s liability is increased
further when a pedestrian and bicycle accident does occur since the County was forewarned and
has the ability to prevent these accidents from happening with low cost solutions resulting from
proper planning.

The traffic safety and liability concerns associated with this project occur primarily at driveway
crossings. The ?nal EIS even states “. ..there is a potential for conflicts between trail users and
vehicles at intersectionswith roadways and driveways” (page 1-5). Unfortunately it does not
describeclearly the full nature and seriousness of these conflicts. It goes further to state that
“...trail user and property owner safety are the most frequently received scoping comments”
(page 3-88). The EIS states that adequatesight distance between vehicles and users of the trail
would be limited due to the close proximity of the railbed to East Lake Sammamish Parkway and
that sight distance limitationsexist at approximately 39 of the estimated 52 total railbed driveway
crossings (page 3-104).

My field investigation of these sight obstructions showed that they are associated with steep
driveways, berms of dirt, dense landscaping, the possibility of parked cars, and driveway
crossings at extreme angles with the railbed. Sight lines for trail users, including many who
would very likelybe children, are equally limited. The County’s “interirn” solution to addressing
these sight obstructions is the posting of stop signs and warning signs for vehicles, pedestrians,
and bicycles. The EIS states that over 280 traffic control and trail etiquette signs would be
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installed with the proposed project. Refer to Figure 3.7—5of the ?nal EIS for a perspective on the
‘use of this signage.

My experience has shown me that the use of stop signs and warning signs to mitigate safety
issues in circumstancessuch as these will be grossly inadequate. Traf?c control signs are only
effective when drivers, pedestrians or bicycles can clearly perceive their bene?t and/or they are
sufficiently enforced by the police. The County should not depend on these signs to keep trail
users, especially children, safe. Vehicles leaving the Parkway at speeds over 35 MPH, entering
driveways at steep grades with little or no sight distance at the railbed, will eventually collide
with a pedestrian or bicycle. Even at low speeds, collisions involving a vehicle and a pedestrian
or bicyclist can result in a major injury or even a death.

Stop signs used on driveways in this manner will not prevent accidents since they quickly become
unnecessary in the eyes of many drivers and trail users. I recently confirmed this behavior of
disregard for traffic control signs on less severe trail intersections on the Burke—Gilmantrail. My
experience as a liability expert confirms that signs will serve only to assist in assessing blame
after the fact. No amount of signing is going to make these crossings safe. The sight obstructions
that are present today will not be improvedunder any of the proposals in the Final EIS for this
project. Adequatesight lines must be provided or the trail rerouted to a safearea for crossings.
Available rights of way exist in this corridor for trail relocation to provide safe crossings. Proper
planning and design can result in making these crossings safe and reduce liability risks to King
County.

“Alternative 1” identifies a route that utilizes portions of East Lake Sammamish Parkway and
East Lake Sammamish Place to bypass one section of private properties that would be bisected by
the proposed project. The intent of "Alternative l" is to utilize the shoulders of these roadways
without any separation from traffic other than a white painted edge-line. The Final EIS calls for
relocating the centerline of East Lake Sammamish in this section to establish an eight-foot wide
shoulder on one side and two to three feet on the other side. This alternative is unrealistic since it
would promote walking with your back to traffic in a shared lane with bicycles also coming from
behind you. This alternative route could serve as a safe solutionwith proper planning and
construction. Unfortunately, “Alternative 1” - the only alternative presented in the Final ElS
other than the “No Action” alternative, is an incomplete solution as designed in the Final EIS.

The County, and possibly adjacent Cities, could be held responsible in part for accidents
associated with an inadequatedesign. The risk exposure increases further because there has been
clear notice of both design defects and reasonable, relatively low—costsolutions that can reduce
the risk of these accidents from happening. This is unfortunate, because with proper planning and
design, a safe multi-purpose trail could be constructed on the east side of Lake Sammamish.

My recommendation is for the County to proceed with a morethorough planning process that will
allow further consideration of design alternatives for a safer permanent trail.

William E. Hare, P.E.
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Commercial DevelopmentSolutions
Consultants to the Real.Estate Industry

October 4, 2000

City Council
City of Sammarnish
704 228“Avenue NE, PMB 491
Sammarnish,Washington 98074

RE: Proposed Wireless Telecommunications Ordinance

Dear Mayor Barry and Councilmembers,

Thank you for allowing me to comment on the proposed Wireless Telecommunications
Ordinance on behalf of my client, Metricom Inc, this evening at your public hearing.

Metricom provides its customers with a wireless data communications system through its
product called Ricochet, which is essentially a wireless modem. To make the product
work, a series of small microcell radio units are located throughout a community which
transmit the data and provide access to the Internet. These radio units are attached to
street light arms, are powered by the solar panel on the street light, and are the size of a
shoebox (l2” X 7.2” X 4”). These radios transmit data between themselves and also
communicate with a Wired Access Point (WAP), which is an antenna (with up to 16
panels) located so as to cover a large area. Metricom currently has 43 radio units and one
WAP located within the City of Sammamish.

On behalf of Metricom, I offer the following comments and suggestions for improving
the draft ordinance before you:

1. Section 21A.26.020.B.2 Priority of Locations

What does the adjective “appropriate” mean in reference to rights-of—way?This
subsection identifies location of WCFS in the right-of—-wayas the second highest
priority for the City. The word “appropriate” should be deleted. Either it’s in the
right—of—wayor it’s not.

2. Section 21A.26.020.C Co—location

A. This section addresses co-location of facilities and states that this is
encouraged. It states “attachment of antennas to existing nonresidential
structures. . .is preferable to installation of new wireless support structures. . .”
This is good and should be encouraged. However, the rest of the section goes
on to discourage the use of co-location by allowing the City to require a

Post Office Box 70372 I Seattle, Washington98107
206.286.8575 I Mobile 206.601.4951I lisa@cdspermits.comI Fax 206.286.8426
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feasibility study. These are very costly and very time—consuming.The part of
the section beginning with the third sentence in paragraph 2 (“The City may
request. . . 7’)through the end of the section should be deleted. Sections
26.030.D.7 and 26.040.D.l already require an applicant to explain why they
are not using co—location,if they aren’t.

. If this wording in the section is retained, it should be modified so that the
feasibility study is clearly not required if an applicant is co-locating on
existing towers and wireless support structures, as called for in the first
sentence of Section 26020.0 An applicant should not have to demonstrate
the feasibility of other sites, if the applicant is locating when the City
encourages location.

Section 2lA.26.020.D Permit Processing Requirements

A. The terms listed in Subsection 1 should be defined in the ordinance. It is very
hard to understand what applies to what when the terms are not clearly
defined. For example, the term “broadcast and relay towers” is not defined,
and yet later language implies that this includes monopoles. Is this true? In
any case, the terms used should be defined.

. In Subsection l.d, Type II and Type III permits are required for Wireless
Communications Facilities. Where are the “fewer standards and simplified
permit procedures” which are the incentives for co-location promised in
Section 26.020.C? There should be a clear identification of a simplified
permit procedure when an applicant is co-locating on an existing structure.

Section 21A.26.030.D.2 Wireless Communications Facilities

This section deals with the development standards to WCFS and speci?cally with
the height and size of these facilities. In general, the ordinance lists location of
antennas in the right-of—wayas the second highest priority location (SMC
21A.26.020.B). But beyond that mention, it does not discuss standards for use of
the right-of-way. For example, this Section 2lA.26.030.D.2 addresses height of
WCFS above “roofs” but does not mention allowed height above structures in the
right-of-way. Is this an oversight or is any structure located in the right-of~way
permitted?

Section 21A.26.07O Review by Independent Consultant — Third Party Review

A. This section discusses a technical review of applications received. In
Subsection A, rather than saying “in certain instances,” the times when a
technical review is warranted should be clearly spelled out. The current
wording is too vague.

SammamishCCLtr1 .doc
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B. First, in the first sentence of Subsection B, the word “may” should be replaced
with “shall” so that selection of the expert is by mutual agreement. Second,
the second and third sentences (beginning with “The expert review” and
ending with “by the provider”) should be deleted. They are confusing and
contradict the list of subjects the expert reviewershould address.

5. Housekeeping

A. Section 2lA.26.020.D.3 references “Subsection (D)(2)(a)”, I suggest you
delete the reference to “(a)”, as it limits the elements in a complete
application to just the site plan.
Section '71 A 2‘ m0.Dand Section '7‘ A ”6.040.D refere"L4L1_L.L4\J.\J_I\J L1l.l_X.L4 I lice

2lA.26.050(2) through (7)”, I suggest the correct references are “(B)
through (G).”

C. Section 2lA.26.030.D.8 and Section 21A.26.040.D. 10 both say above-
ground equipment shelters “shall not exceed 240 square feet (eg 12 feet by
20 feet)” This appears to be referring to the ground area covered by the
equipment shelter. Adding clarifying language would make this clear
(“shall not exceed afootprim‘ of240 square feet”). Otherwise, it is
confusing.

D. The title for Section 2lA.26.060.D.l includes the words “Other Antenna.”
What does this mean? To what antennas does this refer?

E. Section 2lA.26.060.D.3.a and b refer to meeting “the special exception
criteria” for residential and commercial locations at which the height limit
is exceeded. There is no special exception criteria listed in these sections.
Should the wording be “the special general exception criteria” and refer
the General Criteria listed in Subsection “C”?

KI?

“Ql\/ff‘
piv1p

Thank you very much for the opportunity to provide these comments to you on behalf of
Metricom, Inc. Metricom looks forward to a continued good relationship with the City of
Sammamish and to serving our Sammamish customers. If you have questions or wish
additional information, please contact me at 206-286-8575.

Sincerely,
.0‘

f ‘‘a.,~_:,;,'.,/’ ‘ g
w’!'m“ . " us. *’/1

rt. tr ........
ix

Lisa Verner
Principal

C: Karen Kirkpatrick, Metricom, Inc.
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