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CITY OF SAMMAMISH
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA

REGULAR MEETING
February 7, 2001

Wednesday, February 7, 2001, 7:30 p.m., 486 228thAve. N.E., City Hall Chambers

Approximate
Time

CALL TO ORDER 7:30 pm

ROLL CALL/PLEDGE

INTRODUCTIONS OF SPECIAL GUESTS/PRESENTATIONS 7:35 pm

1. Approval of Agenda 7:40 pm

2. Executive Session — If necessary

3. Mayor/Council/Committee Reports 7:55 pm

4. Public Comment (For members of the public to speak. to the Council regarding items 8205 pm 2

NOT on the agenda. Please limit remarks to three minute. Additional comments will be
permitted before each ordinance is voted on)

5. Consent Calendar 8:15 pm
a) Claims for period ending February 7, 2001 in the amount

of $824,185.05
b) Payroll for pay period/pay date January 20, 2001 totaling

$83,978.34 and for pay period/pay date February 5, 2001
totaling $85,676.52.

c) Minutes for January 17, 2001 Regular Meeting
d) Minutes for January 24, 2001 Special Meeting
e) Eastside Transportation Partnership Annual Dues

6. Public Hearing 8:20 pm
a. Extension of land use moratorium

7. Un?nished Business
a. Discussion - Final Design Decision for 228"‘Street SE 8:35 pm

Transportation Improvement Project



b) Resolution: Call for the Vote on Formation of the
Beaver Lake Management District

New Business
a) Ordinance: Land Use Moratorium Extension

b) Ordinance: Granting authority to City Manager to

execute contracts for easements and rights-of—way
purchases without Council approval

c) Resolution: Final Plat Approval/Willamette @
Sammamish Highlands

d) Resolution: Final Plat Approval/Beaver Crest

e) Contract: Public Works Director

1) Contract Supplement #2: Additional Design for 228th
Avenue Phase 1b with Inca Engineering

ADJOURN

8:55 pm

9:05 pm

9:15 pm

9:30 pm

9:40 pm

9:50 pm

9:55 pm



CITY COUNCIL ROLL CALL

DATE: }},q,bruaA%_"/22w]

EXCUSED

17:

NAME PRESENT

Mayor Troy Romero

Deputy Mayor Ken Kilroy

Jack Barry

Phil Dyer

Don Gerend

Ron Haworth

_,.LZ__

;
Z
_.__WZ
____/LLKathleen Huckabay

ABSENT





From: ,,B:a;lwin<bbaldwin@ba|dwinrgi.com>
To: 'jack.barry3@gte.net‘ <jack.barry3@gte.net>
Date: Wednesday, February 07, 2001 5:31 PM
Subject: FW: Roundabouts

> -—---OriginalMessage-----
> From: BillBaldwin
> Sent: Wednesday, February 07, 2001 5:29 PM
> To: .‘jLa.;s.k...l2a.r£,v§@gte...r:i§ti
> Subject: Roundabouts
>

> Jack, Just a quick note on the above subject. While our PAB voted to
> recommend the one roundabout as an experiment Iwould caution the council
> to read the total recommendation. We are not so sold on the concept that
> it be put in place at any cost. lf traffic engineering feels it is not
> feasible or if the emergency services are not sold on the concept for life
> safety reasons, then let's not do it. The reason we want the wide
> intersections is so we can modify them to roundabouts at a later date once
> we know what the entire overall traffic plan is for our city. We willhave
> more information at a later date as to the effectiveness of roundabouts in
> our area, based on knownfacts, not predictions. The main thing is, we
‘>want to have the flexibilityto change as our community changes. Everyone
> wants to alleviate traffic as much as possible, but no one seems to want
> to try something different to accomplish that goal. We know one thing for
> sure, standard traffic designs and small, signaled intersections do not
> relieve traffic. l hope this helps the council on their vote tonight. Bill
> Baldwin, PAB Chairman
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February 7, 2001

Mayor Troy Romero
City of Sammamish
704 - 228th Ave NE
PMB 491
Sammamish, WA 98074

RE: Consideration regarding Water Certi?cates

Dear Mayor Romero:

The Sammamish Plateau Water & Sewer District Board of Commissioners is considering your
request regarding Certificates of Water Availability issued for developments located within the
City of Sammamish. The District originally scheduled a discussion on the subject for their
meeting of February 5, 2001. As you were unable to attend that meeting, the subject was tabled
for discussion at the Board Meeting of February 12, 2001. The meeting starts at 3 PM, and is
held at the District office.

The Board would like to hear input from the City as part of the discussion. If you or another City
representative will not be able to attend the February 12th meeting, the subject can be
rescheduled to a time that is better suited for a full discussion.

District staff has provided information to the District Board for use in the discussion. A copy of
this information is enclosed for your review prior to the meeting. If you have additional material,
and can provide it to District staff by Friday morning, it can be included in the packet the Board
will have for consideration prior to the meeting.

Sincerely,
M"?

_,,m, ,w‘

/M, M; ,.
hut’

.Regeg,’steif, P. . //,,.wPlanning Engineer

Encl.

ct Ben Yazici
Ray Gilmore
City Councilpersons (W/o enclosures)

Ol—O2—4OCitycert.doc ,

Doyourpart,
1510 ~ 22:32-rtAve. a sarnmam/sh, Wash/ngto/7 98075 a (425) 392-»6256 w Fax (425) 39‘zm53e39 a
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February 1, 2001

To: Board of Commissioners

From: Jay Regenstreif, P.E.

Subject: Certi?cates of Availability for Projects within the City of Sammamish

The District recently receiveda letter from Mayor Romero requesting the District consider:
Granting certain applicantsfor Water Certi?cates an inde?niteextension solong as the
City’s building moratorium is in place.

The letter goes on to explain the City’s building moratorium and their “hardship exception.”
Several applicants have appeared before the City Council and requested a hardship exception
because the Water Certificates of Availability would have expired before the building
moratorium was lifted. The City Council has granted these exception requests in almost all cases.

The District Board of Commissioners considered this subject at their August 9, 1999 meeting.
Property owners applying for development within the City of Sammamish had raised this
subject. At the August 9, l999meeting, the Board of Commissionersdetermined to continue the
water allocation policy as it had been implementedin June 1998. The primary reason was to not
create a preference for a certain type of property owner.

Several piecesof information are attached as background for your re-considerationof this issue.
I Letter from City of SammamishMayor Romero dated January 9, 2001
I City of SammamishOrdinance No. 02000-68 extendingtheir Moratorium
I District Staff memo dated August 4, 1999 regarding Certi?cates for projects within the City.
I ConfidentialMemo from Dan Mallove dated August 6, 1999 regarding the issue.
I Minutesfrom Board meeting of August 2, 1999 (subject first presented)
I Minutes from Board meeting of August 9, 1999
I Notice of City Moratorium sent with Allocation Opportunity letters to developers proposing

projects located within the City of Sammamish.
Map of District Boundaries with City Boundariesand current projects imposed.
List of developmentprojects with Certi?cates issued after August 25, 1999.
District Resolution No. 2298 setting policiesand procedures for Allocation.
AllocationPlan Flow Chart and Information.

The Board is requested to review the information presented in August 1999. The information
presented then continues to be valid, with the exception that the speci?c projects mentioned in
that memo are not being considered at this time.

As in August 1999 in general terms there are three choices availablefor the Board
1. Provide Certificate Updates for projects withinthe City of Sammarnish (City Request)
2. Continue to consider requests for Certificate Updates (beyond 1 year) on a case by case

basis, with no special considerationgiven if the project is within the City of Sammamish.
3. Provide Certificate Updates for allprojects within the District upon request.

City certificates request.doc/





February 1, 2001
Page 2
Board of Commissioners

District sta?f is aware of the City’s moratorium.A copyof the City’s Ordinance No. 02000-68 is
attached. This Ordinance contains the current moratorium on ?ling applicationsfor development
permits in the City of Sammamish. Part h of Section 3. Categorical Exemptions speci?cally
states that projects with Certi?cates of Water Availabilitydated prior to August 25, 1999 would
be considered for exemption from the City’s moratorium. (reprinted here)

Ordinance 02000-68
Section 3. Categorical Exemptions.
h. Permits and approvals for any land use permitted by ISDC when all of the
following conditions are met:

(1) The property owner(s) applied for the right to connect to a public water supply
before August 25, 1999;

(2) The property owner(s) were granted the right to connect to a public water supply;
and

(8) The property owner(s) right to connect to a public water supply will lapse unless
exercised by a completed development permit application to the City of
Sammamish during the term of this moratorium. -

District statf attempted to direct parties considering development within the City of Sammamish
to consider the implications of the City’s moratorium prior to entering into a Developer
Extension Agreement. A notice (attached) was sent out with letters informing developers they
had an opportunity to obtain a Certificate of Water Availability.District staff was concerned that
the parties be fully informed prior to paying fees that are only partially re?indable for a
Certificate that has a limitedtime during which it can be used.

However, some developers proposing projects within the City of Sammamish continued to
execute the Developer Extension Agreements and pay the fees required to obtain the Certi?cates.
Because the projects did not meet the City Ordinance Section 3 exception requirements,
applicantshave been requesting a Hardship Exception provided in Section 5.

Ordinance 02000-68
Section 5: Hardship Exceptions:
In the event of unusual or unreasonable hardships caused by this moratorium, appeal
may be made to the City Council for an exception from the provisions of the moratorium.
The City Council may grant an exception upon a showing of such unusual or
unreasonable hardship.

As District staff understands, one “hardship” claimed has been the Certificate of Water
Availability expiration and due to the current limited water supply situation there would be no
guarantee that another Certi?cate could be obtained after the City’s moratorium is lifted.

A list of projects within the City of Sammamish requesting Certi?cates of Availability for
subdivisionof property after August 25, 1999 is attached.

City certi?cates request.doc/
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January 9, 2001

Sammamish PlateauWater & Sewer District
Board PresidentW.F. Stevligson
1510 22st“Avenue SE
Sarnmamish, WA 98074

estates ran‘:3 an
Re: Request for Consideration regarding Water Certi?cates

Dear President Steve Stevligson:

Per Harmon’s request from our City Council meeting,I wanted to send you a letter
con?rming the City Council’s request that you consider granting certain applicants for
Water Certi?cates an inde?nite extension so long as the City’s building moratorium is in
place.

As you know, since approximatelythe second week that the City Council was sworn in
back in 1999,we have had in place a buildingmoratorium. The moratorium is
approaching two years old. There is a signi?cant possibility it will continue for some
additionalperiod of time.

Under the City’s moratorium,there are certain exceptions,including a “hardship
exception” to the moratorium. Under the hardshipexception, an applicantcan come
before the City Council and ask to be exempted from the moratorium so that they can
apply for their land use permit. While there have probably only been a dozen or so
exemption requests, they nonetheless are signi?cant as some of them request the division
of property into additionalplats. In many instances,we have granted the exemptions
because the applicantshave had Water Certi?cates that would have expired before the
moratoriumwas lifted. Given the clif?cultlyin securingWater Certi?cates, and no
promise that water will be granted in the future,we as a City Council have, in almost
every instance, granted the exemption.

Under this backdrop, it is evident to us that if the water and sewer districtwere to give
the applicants an inde?nite extensionon the expirationdate for their Water Certi?cates
until 30 days from the date the moratorium is lifted, that many of these applicants would
no longer have a hardship (or at least, would unlikelybe granted an exemption to the
moratorium). We would appreciateyour considerationgranting these applicantsan
inde?nite extension on their Water Certi?cates. Should you choose to do so, you will
assist us in trying to keep new development to a bare minimum in the City while we go
through the comprehensive plan process.





Thank you for your considerationof this request. Should you need any additional
information,please feel free to contact our City’s Directorof Community Development,
Ray Gilmore.

Very truly,-yours,

Co: Bob George, Board Commissioner
Tom Harman, Board Secretary
Ben Yazici, InterimCity Manager
City Council
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This information is provided for your convenience.
For official documents, please contact the City Clerk.
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AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH, WASHINGTON, RELATING TO
LAND USE AND ZONING, AND EXTENDING A MORATORIUM ON THE FILING OF
APPLICATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT PERMITS AND APPROVALS WITHIN THE

CORPORATE LIMITS OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH

WHEREAS, incorporation of the City of Sammamish was approved at an election held
on November 8, 1998; and

WHEREAS, the City Council was elected on April 27, 1999, and sworn in on May 8,
1999;and

WHEREAS, the City of Sammamish officially incorporated on August 31, 1999; and

WHEREAS, there has been rapid and substantial growth in and around the City of
Sammamish; and

WHEREAS, one of the concerns of the citizens of Sammamish which led to
incorporation of the City was the impact of County land use decisions on the
Sammamish community; and

WHEREAS, state law, RCW 35.02.137, authorizes the City Council of a newly
incorporated city to adopt moratoriums during the interim transition period between the
incorporation election and the date of official incorporation; and

WHEREAS, in accordance with state law, the City Council passed Resolution No. R99-
04 on May 19, 1999, which adopted a moratorium during the interim transition period
on the filing of applications with King County for development permits and approvals
including, but not limited to, subdivision approvals, short subdivision approvals, and
building permits; and

http://www.oi.sammamish.wa.us/documents/ordinances/02000-68.aspQrammmy QZQQO6631/3O/O1





Cityof Sammamish Page 2 of 5

WHEREAS, state law, RCW 35A.63.220, authorizes the City Council to adopt
moratoriums following incorporation; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was conducted on July 28, 1999 to receive comment on
the impacts andeffectiveness of the moratorium imposed by Resolution No. R99-04 and
the need to continue and/or modify the moratorium following the date of incorporation;
and

WHEREAS, based upon the public testimony and other evidence presented at the July
28, 1999 public hearing, the City Council passed Ordinance No. 099-28, on August 25,
1999, to extend the moratorium from the date of incorporation until February 18, 2000;
and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was conducted on February 9, 2000 to receive comment
on the impacts and effectiveness of the moratorium imposed by Ordinance No. O99-28
and the need to continue and/or modify the moratorium; and

WHEREAS, based upon the public testimony and other evidence presented at the
February 9, 2000, public hearing, the City Council passed Ordinance No. 2000-51, on
February 16, 2000, to extend the moratorium from February 18, 2000 until August 16,
2000;and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was conducted on August 16, 2000 to receive comment
on the impacts and effectiveness of the moratorium imposed by Ordinance No. 099-28
and extended by Ordinance 2000-51 and the need to continue and/or modify the
moratorium; and

WHEREAS, based upon the public testimony and other evidence submitted at the
August 16, 2000 public hearing, the City Council finds that there is a substantial basis
and public support for extension of the moratorium; and

WHEREAS, in accordance with the State Growth Management Act, the City is
diligently pursuing a planning process that will result in the adoption of the City's first
comprehensive plan; and

WHEREAS, the City Council needs sufficient time to carefully consider the appropriate
land use designations and development regulations of property within the City limits;
and

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to prevent further overburdening of the existing
municipal infrastructure pending completion of the City’s Growth Management Act
planning process; and

WHEREAS, absent an extension of the moratorium, property owners could obtain
vested rights to develop their property contrary to the City's planning process; and

WHEREAS, at the time of the February 9, 2000 extension, the Council established a
categorical exemption from the terms of the moratorium for property owners who
applied for water certificates prior to the August 25, 1999 extension, and whose water
certificates will lapse unless exercised during the term of this moratorium; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that protection of the public health, safety, and
welfare supports extending the moratorium on applications for development permits

http://www.oi.sammamish.wa.us/clocuments/ordinances/O2000-68.asp »
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Cityof Sammamish Page 3 of 5

and approvals for property within the corporate limits of the City of Sammamish;

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCILOF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH,WASHINGTON,
DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS;

Section 1. Findings of Fact. The “Whereas” clauses above shall constitute findings of
fact in support of the moratorium hereafter set forth and are incorporated herein.

Section 2. Moratorium Established. Except as hereinafter set forth, a moratorium is
imposed upon the filing of applications for development permits and approvals for
property located within the corporate limits of the City of Sammamish. For purposes of
this moratorium, the terms "development permits and approvals" include:

a. Subdivision approvals;

b. Short subdivision approvals;

c. Site plan approvals;

d. Multi-family dwelling unit approvals (apartments, townhouses, condominiums,
mobile home parks, group residences);

e. Rezones;

f. Building permits;

g. Conditional use or special use permits;

h. Communication facilities;

i. Commercial construction in business and office Zones; and

j. Shoreline substantial development permits.

Section 3. Categorical Exemptions. Except as hereafter set forth, the terms
"development permits and approvals" do not include the following:

a. Permits and approvals for churches, synagogues, and temples (SIC Code 866);
health service uses; educational service uses; park and recreational uses; and day
care facilities I and II (all as defined per ISDC 21A.O6);

b. Permits and approvals for additions or alterations to existing multi-family
residential and commercial structures when such additions or alterations do not result
in the creation of new units, and permits for structures replacing pre-existing
structures destroyed by fire or other unintentional casualty;

c. Permits and approvals for government facilities and structures including, but not
limited to, streets, utilities, and surface water improvements;

(D

d. P—rmits and approvals for construction of single ftmily residences;

e. Permits and approvals for signs;

http ://www.ci.sammamish.wa.us/documents/ordinances/OZOOO-68.asp
Q 8 1/30/O1
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I Cityof Sammamish Page 4 of 5

f. Permits and approvals for law enforcement, emergency medical, and disaster relief
facilities, parking and storage;

g. Permits and approvals for lot line adjustments;

h. Permits and approvals for any land use permitted by ISDC when all of the
following conditions are met: (1) The property owner(s) applied for the right to,
connect to a public water supply before August 25, 1999; (2) The property owner(s)
were granted the right to connect to a public water supply; and (3) The property
owner(s) right to connect to a public water supply will lapse unless exercised by a
completed development permit application to the City of Sammamish during the
term of this moratorium.

Provided, an exemption shall not be granted if it includes the division of land; and,
this moratorium shall not affect vested rights established prior to the imposition of the
moratorium.

Section 4. Effective Period of Moratorium. This moratorium, as a public emergency
measure necessary for the protection of the public health, safety, and welfare, shall be
effective immediately upon termination of the moratorium imposed by Ordinance No.
099-51 (August 16, 2000) and shall continue in effect until February 16, 2001 unless
earlier repealed, renewed or modified by the City Council as provided by state law.

Section 5. Hardship Exceptions. In the event of unusual or unreasonable hardships
caused by this moratorium, appeal may be made to the City Council for an exception
from the provisions of the moratorium. The City Council may grant an exception upon a
showing of such unusual or unreasonable hardship.

Section 6. Severability. If any section, sentence, or phrase of this ordinance should
be declared invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, such
invalidity or unconstitutionality shall not affect the validity or constitutionality of any
other section, sentence, or phrase of this ordinance.

PASSED BYTHE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH,WASHINGTON, ON
THIS 16th DAY OF AUGUST, 2000.

CITY OF SAMMAMISH

Mayor Jack Barry

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED:

Melonie Anderson, City Clerk

Approved as to form:

http://www.ci.sammamishwa.us/documents/ordinances/O2OOO
{
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’ Cityof Sammamish Page 5 of 5

Bruce L. Disend, City Attorney

Filed with the City Clerk:
Passed by the City Council:
Date of Publication:
Effective Date:

. City of Sammamish 704 - 228th Avenue NE, PMB 491 Samrnamish, WA 98074 __
Phone: 425-898-0660 Fax: 425-898-0669 ggg

http ://www. ci.sammamish.wa.us/d0cuments/ ordinances/02000-68 .asp 1/30/O1
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August 4, 1999

To:
.

Board of Commissioners

From: Jay Regenstreif

Subject: Certi?cates of Availability for Projects within the City of Sammamish
Existing Certi?cate of Availability Policy
The Districthas issued King County Certi?cates of Water Availability for many projects within
the District boundaries. The general District policy regarding these Certi?cates validity follows.

LENGTH OF CERTIFICATE VALIDITY existing District olicy)
Development Type Developer Extension Length of Certi?cates

Agreement Required Validity (until used with a

comlete aplication.)
1 ERU Sinle Familv Residential N 1 year.0 ,
1 ERU Single Family Residential —

* The Board considers requests for a six—monthextension on a case by case basis.
# The Board considers requests for extensions on a case by case basis, but has exempted Tax

Supported Public Agency projects from the Water Allocation.

Once a Certi?cate has been presented to and accepted by King County as part of a complete
project application, the Developer has satis?ed those conditions of the Certi?cate and Developer
Extension Agreement, and the water remains allocated. As long as the project remains an active
project with the County, the Certi?cate is active with the District.

District policy for Certi?cates is the same across the District. The only difference is the ability to
acquire a Certi?cate, which is much easier in the Cascade View Zone of the District.

Certi?cates issued for projects requiring 21Developer Extension Agreement require payment of a
portion of the General Facility Charges. If a project is terminatedthe District considers refunding
up to one half of the General Facility Charges. The un-refunded General Facility Charges remain
associatedwith the property as a credit in dollars against future General Facility Charges. These
policies were established to: 1) discourage “speculation” of more water and sewer than would
reasonably be required for a project; and 2) collect the funds to support construction of capital
projects required to serve the developments.

Since the Water Allocation procedure has been implemented the Board has generally denied
requests to Update Certi?cates beyond 1 year from the Certi?cates original issuance.

certi?cates within city of sammamish.doc/





August 4, 1999
Page 2
Board of Commissioners

Projects within the City of Sammamish boundary Requests to
Maintain Certi?cates of Availability Validity Beyond One Year from Original Issuance
District staff have received inquiries from a handful of projects on whether the District will
maintain a Certi?cate of Availability’s validity beyond one year of the Certi?cates original
issuance. One written request, Cantor 208“ SP, is included in the Developer Extension
Agreement portion of this CommissionerPacket.

{Requests for maintaining Certi?cates beyond one year have previouslybeen termed “Certi?cate
Updates” by District Staff. The King County Certi?cate of Availability form has a “one year”
limit on the form. In cases where the District approved a Certi?cate Update request a new
Certi?cate would be written and the “updated” Certi?cate provided to the Developer.)

In the following staff has listed some issues that may be consideredby the Board in determining
whether projects within the City of Sammamish Boundaries should be given special
consideration with respect to Certi?cate Update requests. These issues are provided as a basis of
discussion and do not necessarily represent all opinions or issues.

Issues Favoring Special Consideration of Projects within the City‘of Sammamish Boundary
1. The Developers have paid some portion of the General Facility Charges associated with a

project. The District only considers refunding of up to one-half of the prepaid General
Facility Charges, with the remainder to be applied to a future project on thesame
property.

2. By allowing the City Moratorium to compel a developer of a project within the City of
Sammamish to terminate a Developer Extension Agreement the District will be favoring
Out-of—Citydevelopments and In-City developments not affected by the moratorium.
This could be construed as a land use decision.

If the Board decides to consider Special Consideration for projects within the City of
Sammamish Boundary there are some associated issues that will also need to be decided.
A. Would Certi?cates be provided for all projects, or only those that could demonstrate their

ability to proceed if the City’s moratorium were not in place.
B. Length of Certi?cate update —— 6 months, 1 year or until such time as the City of

Sammamish releases the moratoriumon acceptingpermit applications.

A 4‘_‘ISSuCSOpposedto Special Consideration of Projects within the Ciggof Sammamish Boundary
1. The District has not provided special consideration to projects that have not been able to

obtain other government approvals necessary for King County to accept a project. (Such
as Traf?c Concurrency.)

2. There is no guarantee that the County would accept allprojects. There is most likely a
mixture of projects that can obtain all County or City required approvals required for
application. An example is the Traf?c Concurrency Certi?cate.

certi?cates within city of sammamish.doc/

§A»...«m-5 Q/$5/Q? ?;/3





2.

August 4, 1999
Page 3
Board of Commissioners

3. Water ERUs_ that can not be used in a “timely” fashion can be made available to those
projects that ga_r_1potentially use the water. The projects that can make application for
project approvals include; A

Churches, Schools, Parks, Government projects, Re-models, Short plats,
Individual single family homes on existing tax lots created before the City’s
moratorium,and all projects outside the City of Sammamish.

Changes may be forthcoming. In addition the “use” of the certi?cates issued for these
projects is based on each project’s ability to meet King County and/or the City of
Sammamish application and approval requirements for traf?c concurrency,storm
drainage requirements, SEPA, etc.

4. The City of Sammamish policies are still being formulated and can be changed at any
time. The time limit on any moratorium has not been determined.

5. This would create different policies for otherwise similar projects within the District.
Policies for projects In the City of Samrnamish and Out—ofthe City of Sammamish.

6. If the City of Issaquah is‘successful in armexing a portion of the District the Board might
be requested to consider different policies for each City and County area.

7. The District would be giving priority to projects within a certain area of the District. This
could be construedas a land use decision.

8. The District’s limited water situation is still considered temporary. The District is
attempting to obtain more water. When additional water is obtained the ability to hold
onto certificates will not be an issue.

DISCUSSION
The Board may discuss these issues and others to determine the District’s policy. There is
obviously data on how many projects are in the City that could benefit from allowing Certi?cate
Extensions.You may want to consider the policy without regard for how many or which projects
are included. However, limited project information is provided on the next page.

In general terms there are three choices.
1. Provide Certi?cate Updates for projects within the City of Sarnmamish

Continue to consider requests for Certi?cate Updates on a case by case basis, with no
special consideration given if the project is within the City of Sammamish.

3. Project Certi?cate Updates for all projects within the Districtupon request.

The first two choicesare discussed above.
The third choice would not discriminate on a project’s location within the District, but would
have the potential for allowing water to be held by projects inde?nitely. Project’s that are not
able or do not want to proceed at this time could sit on the water. This could keep others from
using the water.

certi?cates within city of sammamish.doc/
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August 6, 1999

PRIVILEGE AND CONFI])ENTfiLAL
ATTORNEY/CIJLENT COMMUNICATION

VIA FACSIMILE AND REGULAR MAIL

Jay Regenstrief
SamrnarnishPlateau Water District
1510 228“Ave SE
Issaquah, WA 98029

Re: City of SammamishMoratoriurn/Impact on District Certi?cates of Availability

Dear Jay:

The District has asked me to respondto variousissues created by City of Samrnamish
Resolution No. R99-O04,establishinga moratoriumon the ?ling of applicationswith King
County for developmentpermitsand approvalswithin the corporate limitsof the City of
Sarnmamish. Speci?cally, the District is concernedabout inquiriesand/orwritten requests it has
receivedfor issuanceof “Certi?cate Updates”by the District for projectslocatedwithinthe City
of Sarnrnarnishand affectedby the City ofSarnrnarnish’smoratorium.

You have providedme with your memorandumdated August 3, 1999 to the District
Board of Commissioners,alongwith a copy of City of SamrnamishResolutionNo. R99-O04.
I also have reviewed our researchand earliercorrespondenceto the District concerningother
matters dated April 17, 1998,May 11, 1998,and January 15, 1999.

My understanding is that inquiriesand/or writtenrequests have beenreceived from a
number of projects locatedwithinthe City of Sammarnishfor issuanceof what the District refers
to as “Certi?cate Updates.” The “Certi?cate Updates” in essence are extensionsissued by the
District of ‘‘ievalidity of the Certi?cate of Availabilitybeyond the one year period of the

..,
fCertitic . of Availability’s original issuance.
vv 4.&v as
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It also is my understandingthat sincethe institutionof the temporary water moratorium
and the establishmentof the water allocationprocedure,the District generallyhas refused to
issue “Certi?cate Updates” beyond the one year period establishedin the Certi?cate of
Availability’soriginal issuance. If in fact this has been the District’s policy, extreme caution
must be exercised in establishingany exceptionsor deviationsfrom this practice or policy. Ifthe
District establishesa policy or procedureto dealwith inquiriesand/or writtenrequests received
from project owners within the City of Sammamish,the District may be seen as creating a
preference for a certain type of property owner. As I have advisedyou in my previous
correspondencewith the District,it is unlawful for the Districtto create a preferencefor a certain
type of property owner as opposedto any other property owners withinthe District. Such
preferencesmay violate the prohibitionof RCW 80.28.09Oagainst any “water company” making
or granting any “ undue or unreasonablepreferenceor advantageto any person. . . or to any
particulardescriptionof servicein any respect whatsoever.” In addition,if the District
establishesa preferentialpolicy for dealingwith projectswithin the City of Sammamish,the
District mightbe improperlyengagingin land use management which mightbe inconsistentwith
the provisions of the King County Growth Management Act. Finally, if the District institutes a
policy or procedurewhich treats unequallytwo similarlysituatedclassesof people, such action
might constitutea violationof the guarantees of equalprotection under the laws provided by the
Washington and United States constitutions.

My concerns about establishinga specialpolicy or procedure for dealingwith project
owners within the City of Sammamishalso is heightenedby the uncertainnature of the
moratoriumestablishedby the City of Sammamish. As you are aware, the moratoriumwas
establishedspecificallyfor the “interim transitionperiod” while the City of Sammamish city
counsel studies the impact of King County land use decisionson the City of Sammamish
community. My understanding is that considerableuncertaintyexists that the substanceof any
subsequentmoratoriumenactedby the City of Sammamishon a more long term basis may be
materially different than the temporary moratoriumcurrentlyin place. Moreover, there also
appears to be significant uncertaintyas to thevarioustypes of developmentsand projects that
ultimatelywill be allowed or disallowedwhen the City of Sammamish ?nalizes its land use
planningdecisions.

While I am aware that there are some factors which favor creatingspecialconsideration
for projects within the City of Sammamish,I believe that any such specialconsiderationwill
create more negative consequences for the Districtthan favorableones. Historically, the District
has refused to provide specialconsiderationto projectsthat have not beenable to obtain other
governmental approvals necessary for a projectto be acceptedby King County. Consequently,
specialconsiderationfor projectswithinthe City of Sammamish may not be legallydefensible.
Moreover, as you have pointedout the District’slimitedwater situationstill is consideredto be
temporary. Thus,creatingspecialconsiderationsfor limitedproperty owners withinthe District
is not advisable. '
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In summary, it is my recommendationthat the Districtnot create any specialpolicies or
procedures concerningCerti?catesof Availabilityissuedfor projects locatedwithinthe City of .

Sammamish. If the Districtwishesto discussthese issuesfurther or to have me attend the
Board Meeting,I am availableand willing to attend.

As always,I thank you for your inquiryand encourage you to contact me if you haveany
questions concerningthis or any other matter.

Very truly yours,

COZENAND O’CONNOR

;%~a<X\§\sM
DanielP. Mallove

DPM/sed

cc: JohnMilne(via facsimile)
‘ SEATTLEl\256960\l072588.000

?mwgp?gyMme 3/6/itti ?%3





HOLDING CERTIFICATES/CITYOF SAMMAMISHMORATORIUM

Regenstreifreportedon her understandingof the City of Sammamish’smoratoriumand its affect on property

ownerscurrentlyholding a certi?cateof water availability. She reportedon the numberof calls she had been

receiving inquiringifthe Districtwouldextendthe validity of certi?catesof water availabilitydue to the city’s

moratorium.She advised that the Board has generallydeniedrequests to update certi?cates beyond l year from

the originalissuance. She presentedthe pros and cons on extensionrequests and advisedwhat would have to be

done with the County and the City. Kelly inquired if there were an easy way to accomplish this task.

RegenstreiFsuggestedseveralscenariosbut she had no idea what the City wouldrequire.

Milne statedthat he saw several legal issues and suggestedfurther study on this topic. He suggestedthat Dan

Mallove, the attorney who had advisedthe District on its BRU allocationprocedure,loo" at the imormation

includedin Regenstreit’s memo to the Boarddated July 29, l999. George stated that extending certificates for

those within the City of limits would be unfair to those living outsideof the city limits and any changes made

would be consideredland use actions. Following further discussion, Stice made a motion to continue further

discussionon this issue until Mallove had had a chance to review the infonnation provided in Regenstreifs

memo. George secondedthe motionwhich was carriedunanimously.

USE OF SECONDFLOOR

Little advised that he wished to update the Boardon the use of the District’s2""Floor. He advised that he had

not heardback from the City regardingthe rentalof approximately450 square feet of space and in the meantime

through personnelchanges and additions, office space on the 1”‘floor was at a premium. He reportedthat after

discussionswith the Crew and Engineering Department he felt it would be more feasible to have the

EngineeringDepartment make use of the 2”‘floor. The Crew could then expand into the area currently in use

by the EngineeringDepartment and both departments would have the space they required. He stated that both

departments currently did not have enough space for added personnel.

Stice advisedthat she wanted the Board to be aware of the status of District staffing and space planning. She

inquiredabout the hiring of Mike Forgey and asked about liability insurance for his work at other Districts as

needed. Little adviscdthathe would discuss the liability insurance issue with the Insurance Pool. Following

further discussion, George made a motion authorizing the 2"“floor of the District office to be converted into

oflice space for the engineeringdepartment,and that it would no longer be availableto the City of Sammamish .

for additionaloffice space. Stice secondedthe motion which was carried unanimously.

August2, 1999 4

gore-rd 3?/X/W





SEPA CHECKLIST — 223"‘ROAD WIDENING PROJECT

Wong inquiredif the Board had questionson the SEPA Checklistsubmittedfor their review. Stice inquired

about includingmountain beaver on future Checklistsand advisedthat at some pointmountainbeaver would

be placed on the endangeredspecieslist. Followingfurther discussion,George made a motion to accept the

SEPA Checklist as submitted by District staff and directed District staff to proceed with the publication of

the Notice of Action. Stice secondedthe motionwhich was carriedunanimously.

CERTIFICATE UPDATES WITHIN THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH

Regenstreifadvised that this was a revisitof the issues discussedat the August 2, 1999 Board meeting. She

reported that Dan Mallove, special legal counsel, had providedan opinion letter regarding the District's legal

._.._A.fposition in updatir ce uticates ‘or those properties locatedwithin ie C‘ y of Samméimish relative to the

City's current moratorium. Milne advised on Mallove’s letter and concurred with Mal1ove’s

recommendationthat the Districtnot change itsallocationpolicydue to the City’s moratorium. Stice advised

problems thakcouldresult if the District were to allow certi?cate updates for those properties located

within the City of Sammamishand not propertieslocatedoutside.of the City of Sammarnish.

Regenstreif reviewed the District’s allocation process and advised that since the allocation process started in

June of I998 the Board had only granted a few updates for extenuating circumstances. Following further

discussion, Stice made a motion to continuewith the current allocationpolicy. George seconded the motion

which was carried unanimously.

SUNNY HILLS NORTH INTERCEPTOR —— EASEMENT ACQUISITION

Craig LaBrie, a property owner involved in the easement acquisition process, advised that he had been

working with Sid Porter in order to bring the easement acquisition and the system__together.He further

advised that he and the District were close to an agreement on the sewer fees he would be responsible for.

DEVELOPER EXTENSION AGREEMENT/CERTIFICATES

Regenstreifreported that Beaverdam l Tract R was requestingan assignment of their developer extension

agreement to Puget Sound Investment Group. She advised ofthe location of the project and the number of

ERUs involved. Followingdiscussion, George made a motion to approve the assignment and assumption of

the Beaverdam l Tract R Project. Stice secondedthe motionwhichwas carried unanimously.

Regenstreif reported on the Jenkins certificate update request stating that the property involved was located

in the City of Sammamish. She further reportedon the circumstances involvedwith the project causing the

request for an extension.

August 9. i999 Meeting 4





IMPORTANT NOTE REGARDING
POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT OF PROPERTY

WITHIN THE CITY OF 3ATV1IV1AI‘V'liSI-I

Under the District’s current policy and procedure, Certi?cate(s) of Water and Sewer
Availability issued with a Developer Extension Agreement are valid for 6 months. A
6-month extension can be requested, and may be considered by the District Board of
Commissioners on a case by case basis, that would extend the Certificate(s) validity to a
full year. Generally the Board has been granting the initial 6-month extension. However,
the Board has generally not been granting requests for extensions beyond the one—year
time frame.

The property covered by the attached Developer Extension Agreement is located within
the City of Sammamish. The City has had and may still have in effect a development
moratorium. The District strongly suggests you contact the City of Sammamish to discuss
the current development potential of the property included in the Developer Extension
Agreement.

If the City does not accept the Certi?cates as part of a valid, complete project application
during the period when the Certi?cates are valid, the water and sewer allocation
associated with the project will be taken back by the District for re-allocation. [Once the
City has accepted a Certi?cateas part of a valid, complete project application, the
Certificate remains active with that application.]

Per the enclosed Developer Extension Agreement there are fees and charges due to the
District in conjunction with obtaining a Certi?cate of Water Availability. (See pages A-
10 and A-14 of the Developer Extension Agreement.) These fees and charges are not
fully refundable. (See Section WS-55 DEVELOPER EXTENSION AGREEMENT
TERMINTATION on page WS-12 of the Developer Extension Agreement.)

District Staff suggests you fully consider the implications of the City of Sammamish’s
Development Moratorium before entering into the Developer Extension Agreement.

The City of Sammamishstaff can be contacted at 425-898-0660.
District staff can be contacted at 425-392-6256.

NOTE with DEAS INSIDE CITY or SAMMAMISH.doc N,,3,wjw»;?~“m, flilwa,
' ' 4” Do yourpart,

1510 ~ 22am Ave. SE. a Sammam/‘s/7, Wasmngzon 98075 a (425) 392-5255 9 Fax (425) 397-5359 w be Wate‘5ma”'
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SAMMAMISHPLATEAUWATER & SEWER DISTRICT
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

RESOLUTIONNo.22‘?ES

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF

SAMMAMISH PLATEAU WATER AND SEWER DISTRICT, KING
COUNTY, WASHINGTON, RESCINDING RESOLUTIONS NOS. 2236,
2241, 2257, 2258 AND 2286 IMPOSING, AMENDING AND EXTENDING A

MORATORIUM ON THE ISSUANCE OF CERTAIN KING COUNTY

CERTIFICATES OF WATER AVAILABILITY; AND ESTABLISHING
POLICIES AND PROCEDURES RELATING TO THE ISSUANCE OF‘

CERTAIN CERTIFICATES OF WATER AND SEWER AVAILABILITY
BY THE DISTRICT

WHEREAS, King County requires partiesundertaking certain land use actions such as

the subdivision of, development of, and constructionupon real property to obtain certi?cates of

water and/or sewer availability from a public purveyor of such utility services as a condition of

King County’s considerationand approval of various permits and approvals relating to such land
use actions; and

WHEREAS, the SammamishPlateau Water & Sewer District (“District”),as a purveyor
of water and sewer utility service, receives such requests to certify to King County the
availability of water and sewer utility service for certain landuse actions;and

WHEREAS, parties desiring to undertake certain land use actions as referencedabove
within the District requiring the extensionof the District's water and/or sewer utility systems

have done so by developer extensionagreement with the District; and

WHEREAS, the District has experiencedextraordinary growth during the last ten years

and, because its ability to providewater supply from its aquifers is limited by its water rights, the
District imposed a moratorium on the issuance of Certificates of Water Availability in 1989
which was lifted in 1990, but reimposedin 1991 and retaineduntil 1994 when additionalwater

supply became available; and

WHEREAS, the District presently has available water supply allowing the District to

serve a total of 22,975 EquivalentResidentialUnits(“ERU”); and

WHEREAS, the Districthas allocatedwater supply to certain propertiesidentifiedby the
District through service applications, previously approved/issued Certi?cates of Water
Availability, Developer ExtensionAgreements and other serviceagreements; and

WHEREAS. the District, by the adoption of Resolution No. 2236, established a

temporary moratorium on the issuance of new King County Certi?cates of Water Availability,

except for requests for Certi?cates of Water Availability for ERUSpreviously allocated by the
District, such temporary moratorium to expire at midnight on May 4, 1998 unless otherwise
terminated, modified or extendedby the Board of Commissioners; and

Resolution No. .7
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WHEREAS, the District,by the adoptionof ResolutionNo. 2241, exemptedPublicTax
Supported Agencies for the development of public projects from the District's temporary
moratorium as their development will promote the public health, welfare and safety of the
District and its customers and provideessentialgovernmental serviceswithin the District;and

WHEREAS, the District, by the adoptionof Resolution No. 2257, excluded the area
known as the Cascade View Zone from the District’s temporary moratoriumas the Cascade
View Zone is not physicallyconnected to the Plateau Area Zone‘s water supply system and has
independentsufficient water supply; and

WHEREAS, the District,by the adoptionof ResolutionNo. 2258, exempted requests for
the issuance of Certi?cates of Water Availability for one ERU per tax lot existing as of January
5, 1998 from the temporary moratorium;and

WHEREAS. the District, by the adoption of Resolution No. 2286, extended the
temporary moratorium;and

WHEREAS, the Districthas solicited and received input regarding the District’s water
supply and methods for aiiocating available ERUS through a Public Hearing on February 23,
1998, a Public Hearing on May 27, 1998, public input at the regular Board of Commissioner
Meetings, and a Policy Report Overview of Water Supply Opportunitiesdated April 1, i998 by
Dames and Moore,a consulting engineeringfirm; and

WHEREAS, Districtstaff hasrecommendedthat a reserve of 300 ERUS be established
for continuedprovision of water service to new developmentsby Public Tax SupportedAgencies
and to provide for emergency needs as further identifiedby the District; and

WHEREAS, District staff has now recommended that the District terminate the
temporary moratorium on the issuanceof King County Certi?cates of Water Availability for the
District's water supply that has not been previously allocated or identified to be held in reserve
(“Available ERUS”) on certain terms and conditions;and

WHEREAS, the District Boardof Commissionersdesires to set forth the policies and
procedures under which the Available ERUS may be made available for allocation to parties
desiring to obtain such water supply from the District; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Commissionersof Sammamish Plateau Water &
Sewer District,King County, Washington, as follows:

1. Resolution Nos. 2236, 2241, 2257 and 2286 previouslyadopted by the District
Board of Commissionersare hereby rescinded as of the date of the adoptionof
this Resolution.

2, ResolutionNo. 2258 previouslyadoptedby the District Board of Commissioners
is hereby rescinded as ofjurre 11, 1998 at 4:30 PM.

3. Certi?cates of Water Availability shall be made available for issuance by the
District on the following terms and conditions:

A. The District will detemrine the number of ERUS available for allocation,
after reviewing the water supply available, previously allocated ERUS, and
reserve requirements (“Available ERUS”). For the Water Allocation to be
held June 15, i998, as furtherprovidedfor hereina reserve requirementof
300 ERUS is hereby established.

B. The District shall hold periodic Water Allocations (“Allocation”) to

determine parties (“Applicants”) that will have an opportunity to have
water service allocated through the issuance of Certi?cates of Water
Availability and/or the approval of water service requests. For water
service to be considered allocated to an Applicant, the issuance of atent

Resolution No .
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Certi?cateof Water Availability or provision of water service to the
Applicant,shall comply with all District policiesand proceduresfor such
actions.

Application for Allocation shall be made on a District Water Allocation
Application (“Application”) form. The forms shall be available at the
District Offices during normal District office hours. There shall be
separate applicationforms for each periodicAllocation.(i.e. an application
form for the June 15, I998 Allocationshall not be valid for the October
i998 Allocation.) Only one application shall be consideredfor a specific
parcel/tax lot in each periodic Allocation, and should include all ERUS
requested for the speci?c parcel/tax lot. For an application to be
considered by the District for an Allocation,it must be determined to be
complete by the District and shall include,at a minimum:

i) Project Description.

ii) Number of ERUSrequestedfor a project.

iii) Minimum number of ERUs acceptable to the Applicant for
consideration if there are insufficient ERUS to satisfy the full
number of ERUS requested for a project; if no minimum number
has been provided the minimumwill be consideredthe same as the
number requestedfor the project.

iv) identification of the Applicant — including name, address and
authorized signature(s).

v) Identification of the Property Owner, at the time of the Allocation,
- including name, address and signature(s).

vi) Identification of the Property for which an application is being
made, including tax lot numbersand legal description.

vii) Property information, includingproperty size and current zoning.

viii) The type of Certificate of Availability that would be required for a
project land use action, such as short plat, plat, or building permit
applications.

ix) Identi?cation of whethera project would includesewer service, in
addition to the water service.requested.

x) Identi?cation of whether the District currently provides water
and/or sewer service to the property.

Applications will be made available to interested parties for the June 15,
i998 Allocation on June 3, 1998. Applications for each subsequent
Allocationwill be made available immediately following completion of
the previousAllocation.

Allocations shall be held approximately every 4 months, with the
drawings occurring in February, June, and October, if there are Available
ERUS. The speci?c date of each Allocation shall be established by the
Board of Commissioners prior to applications for that Allocation being
made available and accepted by the District. Each Allocation shall be
considered a separate event, with a specific separate application as
prepared by the District required for each Allocation.

The initial Allocationshall be held on June 15, 1998 at 9:00 AM at the
District Offices located at 1510 —- 228"‘Avenue SE, Issaquah, WA 98029.
Applicationsfor the initial Allocationshall be received by the District and
must be delivered to the DistrictOffices no later than 4:30 PM on June I l,
1998. Applications for the June l5, 1998 Allocation received by the
District after that time will not be accepted.

Resolution No .Z575/gl
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If there are available E.RUs, the second Allocation shall be held on
October 12, l998 at 9:00 AM at the District Offices located at 1510 -

228"'Avenue SE, Issaquah, WA 98029. Applications for the second
Allocation shall be received by the District and must be delivered to the
District Offices no later than 4:30 PM on October 8, 1998. Applications
for the October 12, 1998Allocationreceivedby the Districtafter that time
willnot be accepted.

13. When an application is received it shall be reviewed by District staff to
determine if it appears to be complete and correct. If an application
appears to be complete and correct, as determined by the District,District
staff shall identify the application as complete. If the District determines
that an application is de?cient because it fails to include all required
informationor containsincorrect information,Districtstaff may request an
Applicant to provide additionalinformation.The Districtreserves the right
to determine or seek an advisory opinion from King County regarding
land uses allowed by current zoning. However, Certi?cate of Availability
requests for rezones will be considered for inclusion in the Allocation.if
an application is determined by the District to be deficient and the
de?ciency is not remedied prior to the Allocation, it shall be considered
incompleteand shall not be included in the Allocation.

F. Following the closure of the application period by the District for each
Allocation,and prior to the time established for the Allocation,the District
shall determine the total number of ERUSrequested by all Applicants with
complete applications for the Allocation.if the total number of ERUS
requested is less than the Available ERUS, all Applicantswith complete
applicationsshall be identified as successfulApplicants.

Each Allocation,where there are more ERUS requested than there are
Available ERUs, shall be held in the following manner:

i. All complete applications shall be drawn in a random order by an
independent third party designated by the District. As each
application is drawn, such applicationshall be assigned a number
in sequence with the first applicationdrawn assigned number one
and subsequent applications each assigneda sequential number.

ii. Each complete application, in the order establishedby the drawing
beginning with number one, shall be considered relative to the
number of Available ERUs, until all complete applications have
been consideredand identi?edas either successfulor placed on an
AllocationWaiting List. The following steps shall be undertaken
for each individualApplication.

a. lf there are sufficient Available ERUs to satisfythe request,
the applicationshall be determined to be successful.

b. If there are insufficient Available ERUS to satisfy the
request, the minimumnumber of ERUs acceptable to the
Applicant, as indicated on the application, shall be
reviewed. If there are sufficient Available ERUS to satisfy
the minimum request, the application shall be determined
to be successful for obtaining ERUS up to the maximum
numberof AvailableERUS requested.

c. If there are insufficient Available ERUS to satisfy the
minimumnumber of ERUS acceptable to the Applicant.as
indicated on the application, the application shall be held
on :1 Waiting List for that specific Allocation. The
applications held on the Waiting List shall be held in the
order established by the drawing. [Consideration of
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applicationsshall continueand subsequent applications
may be identi?edas successful, even following placement
of certain applications on the Waiting List] (See 3.].

below.)

d. The number of Available ERUS shall be reduced by the
number of ERUS that are made available to the successful
Applicantsunder 3.E.ii.a. or 3.E.ii.b. above.

H. Successful Applicants shall be noti?ed by certi?ed mail sent to the
address designated on the application.The date of the mailing of the
notice by the District shall constitute the date of notice, not the date of
receipt. The notice shall advise the Applicants of their opportunity to
obtain Certificates of Water Availability or water service for the project
identified on the application. The District shall providewritten notification
of policies and procedures associatedwith and required to be completed
and complied with to obtain the Certificateand/or service requested on the
application. These policies and procedures may include, but are not
limited to, the successful Applicantentering into a Developer Extension
Agreement with the District. The policies and procedures required for
each successful Applicantshall be further determined by the District.

Each successful Applicant shall have 60 calendar days from the date of
District notification, to complete the required procedures including
execution of any requireddocuments and payment of any required fees, as
identi?ed by the District.

i. Applicants for projects identi?ed by the District as requiring a
Developer Extension Agreement shall be required to execute a
Developer Extension Agreement for the project, and pay the
associated fees.

If the project will also require sewer service from the District, the
Developer Extension Agreement shall includeboth the water and
sewer service sections.

Requirements and fees shall be determined by District policies and
procedures in effect at the time of request.

ii. Applicants for projects identitied by the District as not requiring a
Developer Extension Agreement, which are requesting a
Certificate of Water Availability shall be required to pay for the
Certificate of Availability in accordancewith District policies and
procedures.

If Sewer Certificatesof Availability and/orAgreements for Future
Sewer Connectionsare requiredthey may be requestedas well.

Fees shall be determined by District policies and procedures in
effect at the timeCerti?cates of Availability are request.

iii. Applicants for projects identified by the Districtas not requiring 21

Developer Extension Agreement, and which do not require a
Certificate of Water Availability shall be required to pay for the
servicerequestedat the time of such request.

Cost and requirements for service shall be determined by District
policiesand procedures in effect at the time of request.

iv. If the District does not receive the required documents and fees
from a successful Applicant within the 60 day time limit, the
District shall cancel the identification of an application as
successful, terminate the ability of the Applicant to obtain a
Certificate of Water Availability and/or water service for the

- ' .. :,.... .. :....: 1... 1: It.pi‘Oj€Ci under the Sp€Ct?u .r’\ilOC3iruu,u?fi iiicuitfy inc uRua
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associated with the Applicationas “Unused ERUS.”Requests for
extensionsto the 60 day time limit shall not be considered. The
Unused ERUSmay be used by the District to satisfy applications
on the Waiting List for the same Allocation in which such ERUS
were made available. (See 3.G.ii.c.above and 3.1. below.)

Certi?cates of Availability shallbe issued, following Districtpoliciesand
procedures in effect at the time of the request, if the District receivesthe
requireddocumentsand fees within the 60 day periodestablished above.

i. Projects identi?ed by the District as requiring a Developer
Extension Agreement shall have Certi?cates issued in accordance
with the Developer Extension Agreement policies and procedures.
(Currently these are issued to be valid for 6 months.)

Projects identi?ed by the District as not requiring a Developer
Extension Agreement shall have Certi?cates issued in accordance
with applicable District policiesand procedures. (Currently these
are issued to be valid for 1year.)

iii. Once a Certi?cate of Availability has been provided to and
accepted by King County as part of a valid, complete project/land
use or permit application, the Certificate of Availability shall
remain valid as long as the land use application for which King
County required the Certi?cate is active and pending with King
County.

iv. If a Certi?cate is not provided to King County when required as
provided above, and no extension is provided by the District, the
Certi?cates shall be cancelled and invalid. The ERUS associated

V

with the Certi?cates of Availability that are not used, and cease to
be valid shall no longer be consideredallocated by the District,and

’ may be included with Available ERUS for future Allocations.

Applications that are not successfulin a speci?c Allocation shall be held
on a Waiting List, in the order drawn for that specific Allocation (see
3.E.ii.c. above). Unused ERUS shall be identi?ed to provide an
opportunity for applicationson the Waiting List to obtain Certificates of
Water Availability and/orwater service.

Unused ERUS shall include,and are limited to:

i. Available ERUS identi?ed at the time of the Allocation that were
not made available to an Applicantas part of that Allocation.

ii. ERUS made available to an Applicant as part of a successful
applicationunder a speci?c Allocation, where the Applicantdid
not provide the required documentsand fees to the Districtwithin
the 60 day time limit. (See 3.l~l.iv.above.)

iii. ERUS made available to an Applicant as part of a successful
application under a speci?c Allocation, where the Applicant
provided the requireddocuments and fees to the District within the
60 day time limit,but reducedtheir requestednumber of ERUS.

Unused ERUS shall be available for allocation to applications on the
Waiting List until the time the District closes the application acceptance
period for a subsequentAllocation.

If and when an applicationon the Waiting List can be satisfied by the
Unused ERUs available, the District shall identify the application as
successful and shall proceed in the same manner as with those initially
identi?ed as successfulin a speci?c Allocation. (See 3.l-l. and 3.1. above.)
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At the time the applicationperiodfor a subsequentAllocationis closed by
the District,the Waiting List shall be terminatedand all applicationsfor
the previous Allocation that were not successful shall be null and void.
Applicationsheld on the waiting list for a speci?c Allocationshall not be
placed into a subsequent Allocation. Separate applications shall be
requiredfor each subsequentand new Allocation.

4. Any party applying to the District for the issuance of a Certi?cate of Water
Availability for (a) uses previouslyallocatedby the District as determinedby the
District, (b) Public Tax Supported Agencies for the development of public
projects, and (c) use within the Cascade View Zone area of the District, are
exempt from the water allocationprocess described above.

5. This resolution shall be effective on the date of its adoptionand shall supersede
all prior District resolutions, policies and procedures to the extent they are
inconsistentwith this resolution.

ADOPTED at a regular open public meeting of the Board of Commissioners,
Sammamish Plateau Water & S w r Distr'ct, Kin Count , Washin ton, helgrorrt-hegrid day ofE C I g y

7 I‘I|I‘\A i009 .u’j
Jun», 1 IJU- to’

/"

Robin B. Stice, President

Gifford W. Miller, Secretary

RobertE. George, Commis oner

Resolution No .
7
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ALLOCATION PLAN

SUCCESSFUL APPLICANTS - OBTAINING CERTIFICATES

IS THE PROJECT REQUIRED TO ENTER INTO A
DEVELOPER EXTENSION AGREEMENT (DEA)
A DEA is required for projects that willuse more than 1 ERU or

pro'ects that may be required to extend water and/or sewer facilities.

DEVELOPER EXTENSION . DEVELOPER EXTENSION
AGREEMENT REQUIRED AGREEMENT NOT REQUIRED

NOTIFIED OF
OPPORTUNITY TO

ENTER INTO A DEA TO
OBTAIN CERT|F|CATE(S) OI: WATER AND/OR

OF WATER AND/OR SEWER AVAILABILITY
SEWER AVAILABILITY

EXECUTEDDOCUMENTSAND PAYMENT PAYMENT FOR CERTIFICATES RECEIVED
FOR DEAS RECEIVED WITHIN 60 DAYS

WITHIN60 DAYS
DMIN.FEE: $250 EA. WATER &SEWER

GFC PAYMENT: $500/ERU EA. WATER &SEWER

NOTIFIED OF
OPPORTUNITY TO

OBTAIN CERT|F|CATE(S)

ADMIN.FEE: $25 EA. WATER & SEWER

Y NO

CERTlF|CATE(S)
ISSUED

ERUS
RETURNED
AS UNUSED

ERUS
*SEE PAGE 2

CERTIF|CATE(S)
ISSUED

VALIDFOR 6 MONTHS VALIDFOR 1 YEAR

ABBREVIATIONS & DEFINITIONS USED:

ERU = Equivalent Residential Unit
(measured as a %”water meter)

Meter %” 1" 1-1/2” 2" 3" 4"
ERU 1 2.5 5 8 16 25

A
< ) =WaterforA||ocation

I

= Projects

TWIDEA= Developer Extension Agreement

GFC = General Facility Charge

® = See Pages 4 - 6 for Detailed Information

Certi?cate(s) = KingCounty Certi?cate of Water Availability and Sewer Availability

2/7/01 ALLOCATl0Nf|ow.xls Page 2 of 5





WATER ALLOCATION PLAN

INFORMATION ON STEPS INALLOCATION PLAN

Allocation Plan — General Information
The first Allocation, after adoption by the Board of Commissioners, was held June 15, 1998. The
use of an Allocation System to disburse ERUs may continue until the District obtains a
significant additional water supply, or indefinitely.

Following the first Allocation, the District holds Allocations at regular intervals. The Board has
chosen to hold these 3 times a year, approximately every 4 months. The Allocations are
generally held in early February, June and October.

# ERUs Available for Allocation: The District determines the number of ERUs available for
disbursement through an Allocation based on the District’s water rights, existing customers,
previously allocated water commitments and reserve requirements.

I Applications by Project: The District has application forms for the each individual Allocation.
Applications, on District forms, are accepted by the District during a designated application

\-/ period. Each application should provide information for the proposed project including:

Project Description Number of ERUs Requested
Applicant Information Minimum Number of ERUs Acceptable
Property Information Property Owner Information
(The application willonly be valid on the (If the Applicant is not the Owner, the
property specified.) Owner’s signature willbe required.)

Each application is reviewed to determine if it appears to be in compliance with current zoning
and the information provided is correct and complete, and modifications requested if any
information does not appear to be correct.

Allocation Drawing: The Allocation Drawings are performed by an independent agent. Each
application receives an Allocation ID number and all ID numbers are combined and chosen in a
random order to determine successful applicants. All applications willbe placed in their chosen
order for the allocation of available water supply, prior to identifying the successful applicants.

Comparison of ERUs Requested on Individual Applications & Available ERUs: Starting
with the first application chosen through the Allocation Drawing, the number of ERUs requested
by the individual application would be compared to the number of ERUs available for allocation.
/ If there are sufficient ERUs available to satisfy the request, the applicant is identified as

successful. (Continue with Step 5.)
v’ If there are not sufficient ERUs available to satisfy the request, the minimum number of

ERUs the applicant indicated they would accept is checked. Ifthere are sufficient ERUs
available to satisfy the minimum request, the applicant is identified as successful (for the
maximum number available). (Continue with Step 5.)

/ If there are not sufficient ERUs available to satisfy even the minimum number of ERUS the
applicant would accept, the application is held on a waiting list. The order in the waiting list
is the same as the order in the Allocation. (Wait at Step 7.)
Repeat Step 4 if other applications remain to be considered. The District tries to allocate as
many ERUs as possible to Allocation applicants.

02/‘O7/‘Oi allocationflow Page 3 of 5





WATER ALLOCATION PLAN

# ERUs Available Reduced by the # Allocated After ERUs have been allocated to ae successful application in step 4 or step 9, the number of ERUs available for allocation is
decreased, and Step 4 or 9 is repeated

Successful Applicants Notified of Opportunity to Obtain ERUs/Certificates of Availability:
The District determines if a proposed project that has successfully applied for ERUs requires a
Developer Extension Agreement (“DEA”)to obtain Certificates of Water and/or Sewer
Availability. The criteria regarding this determination is set forth in resolutions pertaining to
DEAs. Generally, if a project is proposed with more than 1 ERU, or if the project would require
improvements to or extension of the District’s water and/or sewer facilities, a DEA is required.

Applications Held in Order Chosen for Opportunity to Obtain Unused ERUs Applications
that do not successfully obtain ERUs during the initialAllocation drawing are held on a waiting
list, during the period following the Allocation, for an opportunity to obtain ERUs allocated in the
Allocation but unused. (See Steps 11 — 17 for description of how the ERUs may become
“unused”) The waiting list order is the order in which the applications were drawn in the
Allocation.

ERUs Unused by Successful Applicants: The ERUs awarded to successful applicants in a
Allocation, but not obtained by the applicants, are returned to a pool to be awarded to those on
the Allocation waiting list, or used in future Allocations. (See Steps 11 — 17 for description of
how the ERUs may become “unused”)

Comparison of Individual Applications Requested ERUs & Available Unused ERUs:
Unused ERUs are accumulated until there are enough to satisfy the number of ERUs requested
on the application at the top of the waiting list. However, on the last day the District accepts
applications for the next Allocation, all ERUs being held are moved to the next Allocation pool
and included in the District’s determination of ERUs Available for Allocation (step 1).

No ERUs Allocated to Project: On the last day the District accepts applications for the next
Allocationdrawing, if Unused ERUs have not become available in sufficient number to satisfy
the requests of those on the waiting list, the waiting list is terminated.
Those applicants on the waiting list need to provide new applications to the District for
consideration in the next Allocation. Each Allocation is held using new applications.
The waiting list is not allowed to continue indefinitely so a project with ERU requests higher than
the District’s capabilities does not block all allocation for a long period.

02/07/O1 allocationflow P
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02/07/O1

WATER ALLOCATION PLAN

Successful Applicant Notified of Opportunity to Enter Into a DEA and Obtain Certificates:
DEA documents are prepared using information provided on the Allocation application, and
provided to the applicants with instructions for execution. Execution includes required signatures
and fees. The documents and fees must be provided back to the District within 60 days.
[note: this step and the following steps 12 and 13 are the District’s current procedure for
obtaining Certificates for projects requiring DEAs.]

Executed Documents and Payment for DEAs Received: District waits for 60 days for receipt
of executed documents and payment required for DEA.

The fees would include, at a minimum,
Administrative fees: $250.00 each Water and/or Sewer
Partial Payment of GFCs: $500 per ERU each for Water and/or Sewer.
(For a project with both water and sewer service this is $1000/ERU plus $500.)

The notarized signatures required include the Applicants/Developer and the Property Owner (if
different than the Applicant).

Applicant provides Executed Documents and Fees within 60 days: The District Board
considers the DEA for approval, by Resolution. If approved the District executes the DEA and
provides a fully executed DEA and Certificates of Availability to the Applicant.

The Certificates of Availability are valid for 6 months to be provided to King County as part of a
complete application for the associated project. If not used the Certificate(s) lose validity. The
District can consider requests for one 6 month extension to the Certificates.

Successful Applicant Notified of Opportunity to Obtain Certificates: A letter is sent
notifying the successful applicant of the fee requirements to obtain Certificates, and of the 60
day limitwithin which the fees must be paid.
[note: the following steps 15 and 16 are the Districts current procedure for obtaining
Certificates for projects that do not require DEAs.]

Payment for Certificates Received: District waits for receipt of payment required for
Certificates for the project within 60 days of the District providing notice of the opportunity to
obtain the Certificates.

The fees would include, at a minimum:
$25 per ERU each for Water and/or Sewer Certificates.

If the project is in an urban area, but is not proposed to be served by District sewer at this time,
a Sewer Certificate of Availability and Agreement for Future Connection to Sewer may be
required. The Agreement fee is $25 and requires the Property Owner’s notarized signature.

Applicant provides Fees within 60 days: District Staff prepares and provides the Certificates
of Availability for the project.

The Certificates of Availability are valid for 1 year to be provided to King County as part of a
complete application for the associated project. if not used the Certificates lose validity and will
not be renewed.

Applicant does not provide Fees and/or Executed DEA within 60 days: If required
payments and/or Executed documents are not received within 60 days, the District cancels the
application and includes the ERUs with “Unused ERUs” to be made available to other
unsuccessful applicants (step 8), or in subsequent Allocations.

allocationflew Page 5 of 5





:5 ma

E, maDE ms

_u_m=amm>ms.32on.
E Qemms

m N m m
wasas E

msmsaaooaa. >a..w%o=.2335»
. E.9.?xmssN8 m3

928: gmmmsm
asQ? Ims

5 HN Ha Hm Smaljma Hm .._.u
was9%
> .

98 m3 awmims
3.; wx§8.a_. n2m_§_.m:.&N 3 3 3

no33mmw_o= $.a_o= wLr|sl>m.__s._c
E.asmms asasEs 02.3.33

34.9.?ms

Ho No NH 333 NM Nw N»
9.23 .2023 nos.

?..mmEm£,mmum m_wm_%.msm4
3% owsnmm nos.cm...933. _u_m_==mu>m<_m2<
Qommms E 8.

09:3: 23.3 «mm9.?Ims
_,,§,9.?Ims

wm NN B
somasma E55

22% mma?m ooM=o=.m§_<
>

_
mama:2.3 E asEs

>__smmsssmma 2 9.2:m__
cammmo?mzsmm:28. ..

0: :m___.oomao:u
as was><m_,Emzm
mmaamaa?émmasaos

_<_m__5>%__.mmm”

§ Sm”: ><m.zm.2% es
mmaamamm?<<>8%.

2.“ §-§-3E

BE o_2§ osoms
En §-§-8%

onmam5&3
mmm?mam23 GE. is
32 B2: ><m::mzm
mmasmsw?Emmsws?oa

immuneQmsmmma
Essa 8 033%.





_<_>_~?I moi

So ma
22.2.5 >%w2<

mama
E 9.: Es

h m m w m m
30 ms

33:8 noaa.

Nmom3
_§=__2 no_.=3=

:33.
E 9%xms

HH HN Hw H9 Hm Hm
EB 20 m3

o2=a__ 2% _u_m===5>n<.moJ.
m§.§..o§2__3 woman53 cmm

muwoma mcuooasammv
m§=§= 033 § 0%mms

2:32
Q .c§.mm: mm.09

Hm Hm Mm NH Ewe NN Nw
ammoma 2...: Eoza 93.353

3:» mman 98 m3
oo33.mm_o: 93. 95 933.

E 9.? Ime So 3

w8.__E 953.. :35.
E.9%$5

>§m:.=.w ..§§§

Hm

Na

Nm Nm Nu Na Nm 8
£0 E:

3.53 22.6 933.

as 9:
09:5: 9:3.

.,...§_2.

Rm0...?Ims

wH

_o:.< I2... _.oo>._._oz_
§- NE: ><m::mzm

L mmaamamms.E3283:

_<_>Ezo >Smmmm”
2: - 3%. >5. 2m.Em pm:
mmaamaag<<>mg:

_uI” ...~m.$m.$$

8% 925
an §.§-o§

03.. mam_.on>:ozm”

mmamam33 DE.3»
$3- was><m=:mzm

mmaamawmsEmamc<55 m.,magi

?olmmwa »<m_Em mm

mmaamaas_._§mQ
ma- Em”:><m:cmzm

,3 um , 2
m ._a.. M.»mu

V5,» 5.. §.«é,»w.w«..n.€.%» .





H

L :m_n_®>_wC®£®._QEOO0®W_ .wmv_._mn_umsummm..m__u_®0_.._m”_...Em:._O

2582 Eu?wm
ms__._. zom_<_._ m._.<Dmmt.__s_s_oo _2m.—._ —.CoN.wN>m<:mmmu_

v:mn_.muo0bm_n_ _mc_u_ co_S_om..3.._

mm_o__omm:_mmcoSm>_um._o\_m>m_._.mocm,m_._._w_O

wv:o>>o__n:n_ . an90 Embm mocm:__u._O

3.82 ..n_m.m.m
m_>:.._.. ZOw_<_I_ m._.<n..._mm._uC_S=2OO _>_m.._._

.
>M_<D“w_m_.wn_

E: 525500
omm\mv:mn_

m$:.._. zom_<_._ m.r<n_mmE_s_s_oo S_m._._ _\ooN ..v—.>m<:mm_mu_

dmzmm...newmmE.cautumn go.‘ mbcmmm32:00 5.5 m5 8 BEE
5:0 mmmoqgzqm:.E:mEgo.‘ mgnew.\£:m:cm‘_.. $920 .EmE:oob m.E.~

U902 mm_>>._m£O mmm_:D .w.®QE~mr_0 __o::oO __mI 35 9:. 5 Eu omg ..<Em: m._<mmc:mm_>___<

m<ozm._<o <ozmo< 1:02:00 >._._0 _._m_s_<_2s_<m
:5 mi SEN EEG

T

J.



N

aimmom3%
ms_F zom_<_._ m:.<n_m_mt._s_s_oo sm:._ M

Sow .w~_._om<_>_

Em.mo._n_mmm:nm:mam._n_>o:m9mEm_ mocmc?

uauooz.a_mm§
ms__._. zom_<_._ mEqn_ mmt._s_s_o0 smE Sow ._\~ :om<s_

a?mmo__%n_

Q20 3N®«m_n_\._®CC_D co_..m_oomm<mmE0:mn.:5:m

aimmom 6:5
ms__._. zom_<_.. m»<n_ mmt._s_s_oo s_m:._ Sam .3 :om<_z

.iIIll

IIIIIIII @mmooosmEu©Bm-EoEm.8m oow>
comSmm_ v_Um_;\mD®__OO->:C:EEOUm?mommo

.E_m_...W.....vm
ms__._. zow_<_.._ m:.<n_mmt._s_s_o0 s_.uE Bow .5 :om_<2

SEN



.n.:>:.._.. zom_<_._ m:.<n_mm:.:s_s_o0 S_m._._ room.N><§_

lllll

. aoéom Nmam
ms__._. zom_<_._ m:<n_mm:.:s_s_oo s_m.: Sou .m~._._E<

Eaomz .E_:Imm
ms__._. zom_<_._ m.r<n_mmt.__2s_oo s_mE room.2, .__mn_<

lull

_
mm

1....

acmmmomNcim
...._s__._. zom_<_.._ m.En_ mm:.:s_s_oo s_m._._ Son .3 .__E<

3.32 .:w:Wo.m
ms__._. zom_<_._ m+<n_mmEs_s_oo Em: Sow .v.=E<

Em mi SEN 5%; A



«

w
acmmmom

ms__._. zom_<: m:.<nmmt._s_s_o0 s_m.: “ vooN .m..N><_S_

wiamouz.=.e§.m

wS_C. zom_<_._ m»<n_ mmh:s__2oo s_m:._ _.OON .©—.><._>_

Ezmmmmwc?m
ms_:. zom_<_._ m»<n_ mm:.:_2s_o0 Em: Sam 6 >32

wn?ooz .§:%..wem
SEN







Accounts Payable
Computer Check Register Totals

City of Sammami
marlene Printed: 02/01/01 11:23

CHECK NO CHECK DATE VENDOR NO VENDOR NAME PAYMENT AMOUNT
3139 02/07/2001 BOFACC Bank Of America Credit Card 176.99
3140 02/07/2001 CRYST Crystal Springs Water Company 178.81
3141 02/07/2001 GENUITY Genuity Solutions, Inc. 111.50
3142 02/07/2001 INCA Inca Engineers, Inc. 84,677.81
3143 02/07/2001 INFORM Inform Inc. 1,496.61
3144 02/07/2001 KENYON Kenyon Dornay Marshall PLLC 18,963.81
3145 02/07/2001 KINGFI King County Finance A/R 210,529.85
3146 02/07/2001 PSE Puget Sound Energy 2,155.48
3147 02/07/2001 REEVE Carter Reeve 92.95
3148 02/07/2001 SAM Sammamish Plateau Water Sewer 3,136.71
3149 02/07/2001 SB&MAC Stewart Beall & MacNichols 1,680.00
3150 02/07/2001 VERIZNW Verizon Northwest 18.75
3151 02/07/2001 WAAUDIT Wa State Auditor's Office 610.78

.........._..

/i,,9/5ec>.c>‘7
/é 3&9 70

Cggé 500 C30

//c>. 6&9

73 éé. 77
écf 0/48’. aa

CHECK TOTAL: $323,830.05 @
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City of Sammami
marlene

CHECK NO CHECK DATE VENDOR NO
3159
3160
3161
3162
3163
3164
3165
3166
3167
3168
3169
3170
3171
3172
3173
3174
3175
3176
3177
3178
3179
3180
3181
3182
3183
3184
3185
3186
3187
3188
3189
3190
3191
3192
3193
3194
3195
3196
3197
3198
3199
3200
3201
3202
3203

02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001

02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001
02/07/2001

Accounts Payable
Computer Check Register Totals

BOFACC
BOTKIN
CHZMHI
COMPAPP
CONENG
CONSUP
CORPEX
CWA
DAVIS
FISERV
FORD
GENUITY
GTEERS
ICBO
ICMA
IOS
KENNEDY
KROLL
KUSTOM
LAVA
MAILPO
MATHES
McAu1if
MRT
NAPA
NEWPORT
NWCASC
OILCAN
PG&P
QWEST
REEVE
SEATIM
SHILO
SPRING
TRANSAM
UNIFIRST
UPS
VERIZON
VERIZSER
WALDRO
WCPDA
WESTBANK
WESTWAT
WILSON
WMCA

VENDOR NAME
Bank Of America Credit Card
Botkin Communications
CH2MHi1l
Computer Computers & Applications
Concept Engineering, Inc.
Cascade Contractors Supply
Corporate Express
CWA Consultants
Davis Door Service, Inc.
Fiserv Document Solutions
Ford Graphics, Inc.
Genuity Solutions, Inc.
GTE Electronic Repair Services
Int Conf of Bldg Officials
ICMA
IOS Capital
David Kennedy
Kroll Map Company
Kustorn Signals, Inc.
Lava
Mail Post
Matthew Mathes
McAuliffe & McMahon
Mr. T's Trophies
Napa Auto Parts Inc.
Newport Mfg Laser Cutting Ctr
Northwest Cascade, Inc.
Oil Can Henry's
Palmer Groth & Pietka, Inc.

QWEST
Carter Reeve
Seattle Times
Shilo Inn, Ocean Shores
Springbrook Software, Inc.
Trans America Intellitech
UniFirst Corp
United Parcel Service
Verizon Wireless
Verizon Equipment Sales & Svc
Waldron Resources
Wa City Planning Dire Assoc
Western Bank
Westwater Construction Co
Michael Wilson
Wa Municipal Clerks Assoc

Printed: 02/01/01 16:20

PAYMENT AMOUNT

CHECK TOTAL:

2,187.50
4,379.40

21,767.80
5,918.70
2,000.00

155.52
1,044.62
6,971.31
1,080.58

45.92
162.58
111.50
69.78

281.00
250.00
563.67

94.25
28.43

5,387.03
225.00

3,243.27
29.36

750.00
272.89
477.67

86.88
125.00
106.94

4,500.00
294.01

67.16
4,151.41

436.00
1,868.69
2,261.30

192.24
72.40

140.74
62.74

5,240.00
50.00

3,055.12
64,728.68
4,328.00

295.00
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City: City of Sammamjsh Accounts Payable Printed: 02/01/01 13:42
User: rnarlene Computer Check Register

Check: 3158 02/07/2001
Vendor: PACE Pace Engineers, Inc. Amount Invoice No

3,363.90 15802
605.00 15805

1,800.00 15803
1,081.50 15804

10,019.50 15801

Total for Check Number 3158: 16,869.90

Total for Accounts Payable Check Run: 16,869.90 1

12.4 :»/'> C'o.;/we/<... /4’C—(;7z/90.~_.
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City: City of Sammamish Accounts Payable Printed: 01/30/01 11:??
?User: marlene Computer Check Register

Check: 3137 01/30/2001
Vendor: KINGPR King County Property Services Amount Invoice No

256,500.00

Total for Check Number 3137: 256,500.00

Total for Accounts Payable Check Run: 256,500.00

I EA 4/7 F*///iévuae --*
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0City:City of Sammamish Accounts Payable Printed: 01/30/0109225

User: marlene Computer Check Register

check: 3136 01/30/2001
Vendor: WTS Women's Transportation Seminar Amount Invoice No

110.00

Total for Check Number 3136: 110.00

Total for Accounts Payable Check Run: 110.00 (D

Page 1



City: City of Sammamish Accounts Payable Printed: 01/30/0109:01
User: marlene Computer Check Register

Check: 3135 01/30/2001
Vendor: WATREA Wa State Dept of Treasury Amount Invoice No

7,366.79

Total for Check Number 3135: 7,366.79

Total for Accounts Payable Check Run: 7,366.79 CD

/g/FD/bAet/,_,?«4 .J1/7-»o/
u.» '
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City: City of Sammamish Accounts Payable Printed: 01/23/01 15:06
User: marlene Computer Check Register

Check: 3123 01/23/2001
Vendor: APAWA APA Washington Chapter Amount Invoice No

18.00

Total for Check Number 3123: 18.00

Check: 3124 01/23/2001
Vendor: BOFAPC Bank of America Petty Cash Amount Invoice No

52.1 1
18.45
5.69

32.57
8.03
5.42

10.93
31.47
18.53
42.21
43.42
14.54
39.00

5.00
18.73
3.57

Total for Check Number 3124: 349.67

Check: 3125 01/23/2001
Vendor: CUPR Ctr For Urban Policy Research Amount Invoice No

119.85

Total for Check Number 3125: 119.85

Check: 3126 01/23/2001
Vendor: IIMC Int Inst of Municipal Clerks Amount Invoice No

105.00

Total for Check Number 3126: 105.00

Check: 3127 01/23/2001
Vendor: KINGPET King County Pet Licenses Amount Invoice No

45.00

Total for Check Number 3127: 45.00

Check: 3128 01/23/2001 .

Vendor: MOBILE Mobile Mini, Inc Amount Invoice No
314.94 42431205

Total for Check Number 3128: 314.94

- /uaiklo /%>CC32,;,;\)c,/Ii,.4c«’::>ua4 I- Page 1
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Check:3 129

‘mot:PORTLA

Check: 3130
Vendor: REGENC

Check: 3131
Vendor: SUBURB

Check: 3132
Vendor: WAINS

Check: 3133
Vendor: WFOA

I

Check: 3134
Vendor: WMCA

(7

01/23/2001
Portland Precision Instruments

Total for Check Number 3129:

01/23/2001
Regency Realty Corp.

Total for Check Number 3130:

0 1/23/2001
Suburban Cities Association

Total for Check Number 3131:

0 1/23/200 1
Wa Cities Insurance Authority

Total for Check Number 3132:

01/23/2001
Wa Finance Officers Assoc

Total for Check Number 3133:
I

01/23/2001
Wa Municipal Clerks Assoc

Total for Check Number 3134:

Total for Accounts Payable Check Run:

Amount
14,904.03

14,904.03

Amount
10,007.73

10,007.73

Amount
43,914.00

43,914.00

Amount
50.00
50.00

70,223 .22

._ $75.00

Invoice No

yo/9

Invoice No

Invoice No
00388

Invoice No
0172

Invoice No

Invoice No

1/297.0

gg94?. M»

//_,,._.
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City of Sammamish
City Council Minutes

Regular Meeting
January 17, 2001

Mayor Troy Romero called the regular meeting of the Sammamish City Council to order at 7:30
pm.

Councilmembers present: Mayor Troy Romero, Deputy Mayor Ken Kilroy, Councilmembers,
Jack Barry, Phil Dyer, Don Gerend, Ron Haworth, and Kathleen Huckabay.

Staff present: Interim City Manager Ben Yazici, City Engineer Dick Thiel, Director of
Community Development Ray Gilmore, Police Chief Richard Baranzini, Fire Administrator John
K. Murphy, City Attorney Bruce Disend and City Clerk Melonie Anderson.

Roll Call/Pledge

Roll was called. Councilmember Gerend led the pledge.

Introduction of Special Guests/Presentations -

Mayor Romero read the names of the 2000/2001 PSAT/NSMQNational Merit Semi
Finalists from Eastlake High School: Lynn A. Chelander, Kristen Kitagawa, Rohit Malhotra,
Whitney Seiberlich and Mika Uusanakki and from Skyline High School: Ryan Houck, Elliott
Temkin and Margaret Lin. They were presented with certi?cates of achievement.

He also introduced the Coach of the Skyline Football Team Steve Jervis and team

members. The Skyline Football team was the State Champions for Division 3A Football for
2000/2001. The Mayor presented them with a trophy and read a proclamation.

1. Approval of Agenda

MOTION: Councilmember Haworth moved to accept the agenda. Councilmember Gerend
seconded.

AMENDMENT: Councilmember Kilroy moved to amend the agenda by removing Item 9e
Contract: Parking & Access Authorization 228thAvenue SE and SE 8”‘from the agenda.
Councilmember Gerend seconded. Motion p_assedunanimously 7-0.

Motion to accept the agenda as amended passed unanimously, 7-0.

2. Executive Session —- Deleted

H:\manderson\Council Minutes 2001\0l17rm.doc 1



3. City Manager Selection

Greg Prothman, Waldron & Associates, gave the status report. The City Manager search
was con?ned to interviewing local candidates only, in an effort to speed up the process. Waldron
and Associates recommended hiring the interim City Manager, Ben Yazici.

MOTION: Councilmember Haworth moved to appoint Interim City Manager Ben Yazici as City
Manager and directed the Mayor to negotiate a contract. Councilmember Gerend seconded.
Motion passed unanimously 7-0.

4. Mayor/Council/Committee Reports

0 Public Works (Councilmember Haworth): Councilmember Haworth introduced John K.
Murphy who will be the Fire Administrator between the City and Eastside Fire & Rescue.
Committee discussed 228thStreet phase 1A. If Council is looking for more information
on the Stormwater Comprehensive Plan, please let the Mayor know. Otherwise the next
step will be Public Hearing. Councilmember Gerend reported on the paving of 228th
Street. In the near future an ordinance will be presented to Council, which will prohibit
the digging up of streets within ?ve years of repaving. The Planning Advisory Board has
given their recommendations to Councilon the ?nal design of 228thAvenue Phase 1B.
The Board is recommending only one roundabout. There will be a publichearing on this
issue on January 24, 2001.

0 Community Development Committee (Councilmember Huckabay): The sign kiosk
program was not discussed, due to lack of time. The committee did recommend the
formation of a subcommittee to study the Interim Development Code. This committee
would be comprised of residents with professional knowledge regarding land use and
development. The committee is also recommending the continuation of the land use
moratorium

0 Councilmember Dyer reported that Senator Rossi will be presenting legislation to the
state requiring another public vote of approval for Sound Transit.

0 Skyline High School Report (Student Mary Vinuelas): Youth Advisory Board has their
first formation meeting last week.

0 Mayor Report: Read a letter from Representative Kathy Lambert of the 43”‘Legislative
District complementing EastsideFire & Rescue.

5. Public Comment

Beatha Baker, 169 221 Avenue NE, She was representing Sammamish Chamber of Commerce.
She invited everyone to attend their first meeting of the year. City Manager Ben Yazici will be
the featured speaker.

H:\manderson\Council Minutes 200l\0l l7rm.doc 2



Mark Cross, 247 2081'Avenue NE‘L_Hespoke about the importance of developing a good
relationship between the Development Code and the Public Works code before the moratorium is
lifted.

Tom Harman 2302 W Beaver Lake Drive, feels there are omissions in the current Interim
Development code. He feels there should be more opportunity for public input before
subdivisions are granted ?nal plat approval.

Glen Forbes, Sahalee Resident, Expressed agreement with the hiring of Mr. Yazici as City
Manager.

Cindy Taylor, 21407 SE 20”"Street, Encouraged Council to allow exceptions to the building
moratorium for the subdivision of one lot into two.

John Lesch, 2053 East Beaver Lake Drive, Complemented Council on their sign enforcement
efforts.
6. Consent Calendar

a) Claims for period ending January 17, 2001 in the amount of $969,139.98
b)

9

Payroll for pay period/pay date January 5, 2001 totaling $95,798.28
c) Amended minutes for November 15, 2000 Regular Meeting
d) Minutes for January 3, 2001 Regular Meeting

MOTION: Councilmember Huckabay moved to approve the Consent Calendar.
Councilmember Gerend seconded. Motion passed unanimously 7-0.

7. Public Hearing
Formation of the Beaver Lake Management District

Community Development Director Ray Gilmore gave the staff report. He explained that
the purpose of the public hearing was to gather citizen input regarding Council continuing this
process. He explained the formation of a lake management district is comprised of 13 steps. The
Council does not make a decision on whether to form the management district, they only decide
whether to proceed with putting the question to a public vote of the residents involved in the
proposed district.

Mayor Romero declared the Public Hearing open at 8:25 pm.

Public Comment:

Al Sauerbry, 2214 W. Beaver Lake Drive SE. Urged continuation of the lake water quality
monitoring because development around the lake puts stress on the lake.

Madeline Johnston, 2425 E. Beaver Lake Drive SE, She felt there has not been enough
accountability in how the money collected has been spent. She feels residents have been

H:\manderson\Council Minutes 200l\Ol l7rm.doc 3



performing most of the work in monitoring the lake and does not see the need for the
management district.

Bob WhiteL2O33E Beaver Lake Drive, Spoke in support of the management district.

Donna Carlson, 1627 E. Beaver Lake Drive, As a board member of the current lake management
district, sheexplained what the district has accomplished in the past and how it distributes
information to residents living within the district. She spoke in favor of the management district.

Joe McConnell, 1919 E. Beaver Lake Drive, He is president of Beaver Lake Community Club
and Friends of Beaver Lake and a past member of the lake management board. He spoke in favor
the continuing the management district.

Cor};Wolfe, 1719 E. Beaver Lake Drive, Spoke in favor of the formation of the management
district.

Avv
Sheldon Fisher, 1916 W. Beaver Lane Drive SE, Spoke in -avor of the management district.

Tom Harman, 2302 W. Beaver Lake Drive, Spoke in favor of continuing the management
district.

1

Bob Carlson, 1941 264“Place SE, He wanted to know how the boundaries for the management
district were formed. What results have been achievedby the management district?

Mayor Romero closed the public hearing at 8:55 pm

Council recessed from 8:55 pm to 9: 10 pm.

7. Unfinished Business
a) Formation of Beaver Lake Management District

Representatives from King County, the Beaver Lake Management Board and city staff
were available to answer speci?c questions. Council directed staff to continue in the process of
the lake management district and to prepare a resolution to be presented at the next meeting.

9. New Business

a) Moratorium Hardship Exception: Fowler/22021 SE 4"‘St

Mr. Fowler is requesting an exception to the building moratorium to be allowed to apply
for a permit for a two lot short plat. His three acres are currently zoned R-1 and the lot will be
used for family purposes.

Councilmember Huckabay felt that because water certi?cates would expire the exception
should be granted. Councilmember Barry emphasized this short plat would be used for personal
use and therefore should be granted the exception. Councilmember Gerend established that
legally, the lot could be divided into three lots, but Mr. Fowler has only requested two lots.

H:\manderson\Council Minutes 200l\Ol l7rm.d0c 4



MOTION: Councilmember Kilroy moved to grant the hardship exception to the building
moratorium reguested by Mr. Fowler. Councilmember Haworth seconded the motion. Motion
passed unanimously, 7-0.

b) Resolution: Final Plat Approval/Highland Ridge
This development is a vested plat under King County. It is comprised of 60 lots on 20.52

acres proposed by J. Wright Development as represented by Conner Homes. (This plat has also
been knownas Edgemer, Edgemoor and Highland Creek Div. III). Special Projects Coordinator
Matt Mathes explained that if the project has meet all the conditions set by King County for plat
approval, Council must give ?nal plat approval.

MOTION: Councilmember Kilroy moved to approve the ?nal plat of Highland Ridge.
Councilmember Dyer seconded. Motion passed unanimously, 7-0.

AMENDMENT: Councilmember Haworth moved to amend the motion to reguire the
renumbering of streets to prohibit two or more streets that intersect to have the same street name.
Councilmember Kilroy seconded. Amendment passed unanimously, 7~0.

c) Interlocal Agreement: Fire Services Distribution of Assets

Councilmember Haworth explained the distribution of ?re assets. When the city
incorporated it was decided that the distribution of assets would be divided up after the ?re
services agreement was completed. Per this agreement, District l0 owes the City a total of
$8,765,681. The district will give the City $3,118,500 in equipment. They will owe the City $1,
788,803 in cash. The agreement allows the District to pay this money in monthly installments
over the next 20 years, without interest. This money will be used for equipment replacement.

MOTION: Councilmember Haworth moved to authorize an interlocal agreement between Fire
District 10 and the City of Sammamish for distribution of assets. Qgputy Mayor Kilroy
seconded. Motion passed unanimously 7-0.

d) Contract: Legal Services Kenyon, Dornay Marshall

City Manager Ben Yazici gave the staff report. This contract is a two-year extension of
the current contract with Kenyon, Dornay, Marshall for legal services.

MOTION: Councilmember Dyer moved to authorize the City Manager to sigp a contract with
Kenyon, Dornay Marshall for legal services. Councilmember Huckabay seconded.Motion
passed unanimously 7-0.

I) Council Committee Selections

MOTION: Deputy Mayor Kilroy moved to appoint Councilmember Gerend to head the Public
Works Committee and Councilmember Haworth to Chair the Public Safety Committee and
Cgouncilmember Barry will assume the positions ongall committees_p_nesentlybeing held by
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Mayor Romero. Mayor Romero will become the alternate on each committee. Councilmember
Huckabay seconded. Motion passed unanimously 7-0.

MOTION: Councilmember Haworth moved to establish a Legislative Committee comprised of
Mayor Romeroj Deputy Mayor Kilroy and Councilmember Dyer

Councilmember Dyer announced the Community Development Committee would be forming a
subcommittee to study the issues surrounding the proposed King County Eastlake Sammamish
Trail and to monitor the interlocal agreement. The subcommittee will be comprised of Mayor
Romero and Councilmembers Barry, Dyer and Gerend

8. Adjournment: Mayor Romero adjourned the meeting at 10:20 pm

Melonie Anderson, City Clerk H. Troy Romero, Mayor

I
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City of Sammamish
City Council Minutes

Special Meeting
January 24, 2001

Mayor Troy Romero called the regular meeting of the Sammamish City Council to order at 7:30
pm.

Councilmembers present: Mayor Troy Romero, Deputy Mayor Ken Kilroy, Councilrnembers,
Jack Barry, Phil Dyer, Don Gerend and Kathleen Huckabay.

Councilmembers absent: Councilmember Ron Haworth.

Staff present: City Manager Ben Yazici, City Engineer Dick Thiel, Transportation Manager Lee
Haro, City Attorney Steven King and City Clerk Melonie Anderson.

‘"1- II .I.__null Cain Pie ge

Roll was called. Councilmember Huckabay led the pledge.

1. Public Hearing
Design Alternatives for 228"‘Avenue Phase 1B transportation capital improvement
project.

City Manager Ben Yazici gave a brief overview of the project. He introduced Gary
Wheeler, Project Manager for INCA Engineering. Mr. Wheeler explained the design alternatives
and answered questions posed by Council.

Planning Advisory Board Chairman, Bill Baldwin presented the Board’s
recommendations for the design to Council. The PAB is recommending the installation of one
roundabout at SE 8”‘Street. Complete copies of the Planning Advisory Board’s
recommendations are available upon request by contacting the City Clerk.

Mayor Romero declared the Public Hearing open at 8:00 pm.

During the public hearing thirteen residents in and around the area of the Palomino
development spoke for the need of having a light and/or left turn lane at SE 13”‘Street. The
current design alternative does not have either a light or a left turn lane planned for that location.

Six residents expressed concerns about having roundabouts instead of signal lights.
One resident spoke in favor of the roundabouts.

"

C

Representatives of the Issaquah School district expressed support of the installation of
one roundabout at SE 8thStreet.

In all, twenty-two residents spoke at the public hearing.

Mayor Romero declared the public hearing closed at 8:45 pm

Council recessed from 8:45 pm until 9:00
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Council posed a list of questions to staff regarding the design alternatives and addressed
the concerns expressed by the residents who spoke during the public hearing. Council requested
to staff to research the answers to their questions and discuss the issue at a special Public Works
Committee Meeting scheduled for January 31, 2001. The design alternatives will be presented
again at the February 7, 2001 Regular Council meeting. Council will decide on the ?nal design at

that meeting.

2. Adjournment: Mayor Romero adjourned the meeting at 9:40 pm

Melonie Anderson, City Clerk H. Troy Romero, Mayor
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Bill No. Se

AGENDA BILL

CITY OF SAMMAMISH
CITY COUNCIL

Subject: Meeting Date: February 7, 2001
Eastside Transportation Partnership 2001
Membership Dues Date Submitted: January 19, 2001

Originating Department: Administration

Clearances:
Action Required: Approve payment

ppppppppppppp

___Administration
_________ ___

Police

Public Works Fire

Building/Planning Attorney
Exhibits: Invoice

Committee:

Budgeted Amount:

Summary Statement:

In the 2000 ETP Agreement, ETP member jurisdictions agreed to pay annual dues of
$250.00 per vote. The dues paid by member jurisdictions fund special events, public education or

other expenses authorized by the Partnership. Membership dues are not used to administer the day
to day operation of the Partnership. King County has agreed to fund the operation of the
Partnership through the end of 2002.

Currently the City has two voting members, Councilmember Gerend and Councilmember
Barry.

Recommended Motion:

Approve payment of Eastside Transportation Partnership 2001 Membership dues.



A

MS: KSC—TR-0813
201 South Jackson Street
Seattle, WA 98104-3856

Phone (206) 263—470O Fax (206) 263-4750

RECEl\/Etit

Jan 9, 2001 Exit it

cm or SAMMAMISH
The Honorable Jack Barry
Mayor, City of Sammamish
704 ~ 228th Avenue NE, MPB 491
Sammamish, WA 98053 ‘

RE: Eastside Transportation Partnership 2001 Membership Dues

Dear Mayor Barry: «

King County is enclosing the invoice for your City of Samrnamish 2001 Eastside Transportation
Partnership (ETP) membership dues. In the 2000 ETP Agreement, ETP member jurisdictions agreed
to pay annual dues of $250.00 per vote. The dues paid by member jurisdictions fund special events,

public education or other expenses authorized by the Partnership. Membership dues are not used to

administer the day to day operation of the Partnership. King County has agreed to fund the operation
of the Partnership through the end of 2002.

3

Please send in your remittance payable to King County addressed to Sally Marks, Supervising
Transportation Planner, Office of Regional TransportationPlanning, 201 South Jackson Street, Mail
Stop KSC—TR-0811, Seattle, WA 98104-3856.

If you have any questions regarding membership dues, please call Sally Marks at (206) 263-4710.

Sincerely,

RoyFrancis

K9"(?Jt9«~«2o

Manager, Office of Regional Transportation Planning

RF:kh inv200la~ltr

Beaux Arts 6 Bcllevuc O Bothcll 9 Clydcllill O Hunts Point O lssaquah 9 King County 0 Kenmore O Kirkland 6 Medina O Mercer lsland 0 Newcastle 9 Redmx

Rcnton 9 Sammamish 9 Snohomish County 0 Woodinville O Yarrow Point O Eastsidc Transportation Committee 0 Puget Sound Regional Council
Sound Transit O TransportationImprovement Board 0 Washington State Department ofTransp0nation 0 Washington State Transportation Commission



Eastside Transportation Partnership
201 South Jackson, MS KSC-TR—0813

Seattle, WA 98104-3856
Phone: (206)-263-4700 Fax: (206) 263-4750

INVOICE / STATEMENT

Invoice Date:

Invoice Number:
January 8, 2001
D—09

King County Tax ID No.
Due Date:
Total Amount Due:

91-6001327
45 Days
$500

PLEASE MAKE CHECK PAYABLE TO: KING COUNTY TO: The Honorable Jack Barry

‘

Mayor, City of Sammamish
PLEASE REMIT TO: 704 - 228th Avenue NE, MP8

491
Sally Marks, Supervising Transportation Planner Sariimamish,WA 98053
Office of Regional Transportation Planning
201 South Jackson Street, Mail Stop KSC-TR-0813
eattle, WA 98104-3856

MAIL THIS PORTION WITH YOUR PAYMENT

.-_-—_....—......._-.._................-......-......_.._..-_................_.........-.._.........-—...—..———.—.—.—.--....—............._.....__.._..............-.........._..—.—.—........_-_-_....................._._._-..._......-__—_—

Detach and Retain This Portion

Invoice No. D-09 Period: 1/1/2001 -

12/31/2001

Description Rate Per No. of Total
Voting Voting Amount
Member Members Due

2000 Eastside Transportation Partnership Annual Dues $250 2 $500

G\subareas\etp\dues200l\inva + inv2001

If questions, please call (206) 263-4710.





Bill No. 7a
CITY OF SAMMAMISH

CITY COUNCIL

Subject: Meeting Date Feb. 7, 2001 Date Submitted Feb. 2, 2001
Final design issues for
228thAve. Phase 1—B Department Originating Public"Works

Clearances:

Administration/Finance Police

Action Required: X Public Works Fire
Motion by Council resolving final two

remaining design issues on the 228m Building/Planning Attorney
Dianna 1D .- .4 “A -:r\v\ -o\-I-r\1'r\r\+ruaac 11.) ii£‘uiSyL21”i'c‘ti.iuupiuJcL,t

Committee

Exhibits: SE 13thSketch & Answers to Council QuestionsHearing

Amount
P ‘feted:Motion does not require budget action
1»...

Summary Statement:
Following a lengthy and extensive public input process and a January 24”‘Council

public hearing, two design issues remained unresolved concerning the 228thPhase IB
project: 1) access controls at the intersection of SE 13”‘Way, and, 2) whether to install a
traffic signal or a roundabout at the intersection of SE 8thStreet. Following the public
hearing, these issues and 13 related questions where referred to staff to bring to the
Council Public Works committee on January 31“. The Public Works Committee, with
two members present, voted 2—Oto accept the staff recommendation to provide
channelization for northbound to westbound and eastbound to northbound left turns at SE
13”‘Way. Leaders and others from citizen groups living on SE 13”‘Way expressed
support for the channelization proposal.

Le? undecided by the Public Works Committee was whether to install a traffic
signal or a roundabout at the intersection of SE 8”‘Street, with one member voting for a
roundabout and the other member voting for a traffic signal.

In order to avoid significant schedule problems and to improve the likelihood of
advantageous construction bids, the Public Works Department needs a ?nal decision on
these design issues at the February 7”‘Council meeting.

TraL11Canalysis shows that this project provides acceptable levels of service with



either a signal or a roundabout at the SE 8thStreet intersection. Although the roundabout
provides a better level of service than a signal, however, the public input has been less
than enthusiastic.

Recommended Motion:
Authorize the Public Works Department to proceed to ?nal design of the 228%’Avenue
project by a motion which 1) directs the intersection of SE 13th/228thto be designed as
approved by Public Works Committee; and, 2) speci?es whether the intersection of
SE8th/228thshould be designed with either a traffic signal or a roundabout.
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1)

2)

Council Questions to Be Addressed By Staff/Public Works Committee

Alternatives for turning at SE 13"‘Street

— A traffic signal could only make warrants if we eliminated the signal at 16”‘,
which would force more traf?c to l3‘hand thereby warrant a signal, However, we
cannot eliminate 16”‘because we need to provide a turn around location to
provide access for the other properties along this portion of 228th.Therefore, a
traffic signal at 13”‘is not legally warranted at this time. Future development —

and how they are interconnected by other streets parallel to 228th— will be a major
factor regarding where any potential additionalfuture traffic signals should go on
228“.

— A two-Wav left-turn lane allowing turns to both the east and to the west onto SE.
l3mStreet would be a serious contradiction to a primary directive from the
community design workshops to not have two-way left—turnlanes. It would
create a serious accident potential. There would be 24 points of conflict among
vehicles traveling and turning in various directions. ‘

- Just open up the median. This proposal, made by one of the citizens, has all of
the problems of the two-way left~turn lane (24 points of conflict) and also adds a
high potential for additional rear~end accidents because it doesn’t add a
refuge/acceleration/deceleration areas as would a two—way left-turn lane.

— Add a westbound left—turn lane/eastbound acceleration treatment with a
separating island. This would serve the highest population area on SE 13”‘,the
west side. There would be only six con?ict points. This is a feasible alternative
which would fall within acceptable safety parameters at this time. However, the
residents would have to be made aware that as traffic volumes increase, this
would be monitored and could become unacceptable under higher traffic volumes
in the future.

Safety issues concerning roundabouts (all) -— Kilroy asked that staffget
confirmation in writing from WCIA concerning insurance of roundabouts.

—— We have various national and international study information and an of?cial
Federal publication showing roundabouts having fewer accidents for single lane
approaches and at mult—laneroundabouts at least no more accidents with a reduction
in severity. For multi—laneroundabouts there is less study data and the circumstances



more complicated depending on conditions. It is fair to conclude that accidents are at
least no worse in total number at multi—laneroundabouts and that the number of
severe accidents should be less.

- The Washington Cities Insurance Authority would not give an direct opinion
either for or against roundabouts. The email response was the following:

From: Robert Roscoe [mailto:robr@wciapool.org]
Sent: Monday, January 29, 2001 2:46 PM
To: ‘Gail Davila'
Subject: RE: City Liabilityon Roundabout.

From a risk management perspective we favor using traffic control devices
such as signs and pavement markings that are recommended in the MUTCD. if,
in the engineering judgement of the City, traffic circles are determined to
be an effective solution to a perceived problem than that study will assist
the City in the defense of the claim.

it is ultimately the City's decision as to whether or not it decides to use
traffic circles. l am concerned that the process for installing a traffic
circle should be set forth in writing. If the City is required to defend a
claim regarding the installation of these circies (or lack of one), then a
written policy, akin to a "warrant" would be helpful.

Don't forget to talk with your emergency vehicle operators, particularly
fire fighters, they tend to have a difficult time maneuvering around some
traffic circles. Also if the circles are planted with vegetation including
trees, as the trees grow they need to be monitored closely so they do not
encroach into the driving path.

You had another inquiry on in-pavement flashing lights for pedestrians
crossings where there is no other means of controlling traffic? Currently
WCIA has no official guideline developed on this issue, however, having
viewed these crosswalks in action, it is my personal opinion that they have
the potential of increasing a pedestrian's false sense of security. There
currently is no law that requires an on-coming motorist to stop if the
lights are activated...only to stop when a pedestrian is within the
crosswalk. I am concerned that pedestrians willnot exercise due care
before crossing the street and walk when it was not safe to do so.

Thanks again for the opportunity to be of service. If I may assist with
this or any other risk management service please give me a call

- Although the roundabout design proposed for 228thdoes not havea problem with
serving emergency vehicles, the following issues from WCLA stillneed to be
addressed:

0 The MUTCD does not give speci?c regulations on roundabouts.

0 The City does not have its own written Warrants and this would require a

substantial study we do not have time or staff available to perform.



BenYazici

‘tom: Sharer, Darlene {ShararD@WSDOT.WA.GOV]
nt: Monday, January 29, 2001 1:41 PM.0: ‘Ben Yazici‘

Subject: RE: My email address

Ben ~

The roundabout study is from the "Insurance Institute for Highway Safety" in
Arlington VA. The title is: Crash Reductions Following Installation of
Roundabouts in the United States, March 2000. Here is the abstract to the
study:

ABSTRACT
Modern roundabouts are designed to control traffic flow at intersections
without the use of stop signs or traffic signals. U.S. experience with
modern roundabouts is rather limited to date, but in recent years there has
been growing interest in their potential benefits and a relatively large
increase in roundabout construction. The present study evaluated changes in
motor vehicle crashes following conversion of 24 intersections from stop
sign and traffic signal control to modern roundabouts. The settings,
located in 8 states, were a mix of urban, suburban, and rural environments.
A beforewafter study was conducted using the empirical Bayes approach, which
accounts for regression to the mean. Overall, the empirical Bayes procedure
estimated highly significant reductions of 39 percent for all crash
severities combined and 76 percent for all injury crashes. Reductions in
the numbers of fatal and incapacitating injury crashes were estimated to be
about 90 percent. Overall, results are consistent with numerous
international studies and suggest that roundabout installation should be

rongly promoted as an effective safety treatment for intersections.

—~~——Original Message-~-~~
From: Ben Yazici {mailto:BYazici@ci.sammamish.wa.us]
Sent: Monday, January 29, 2001 1:27 PM
To: ‘sharard@wsdot.wa.gov'
Subject: My email address

Darlene,

Thank you for your help!

Ben Yazici
City Manager
City of Sammamish
486 228th Ave. NE
Sammamish, WA 98074
Phone: 425—836~7902
Fax: 425~898-0669



3)

0 It is possible to get special Federal approval to install runway lights,
however, the “false sense of security” would still be a City liability until,
or unless, there is eventual MUTCD approval. One traffic engineer
offered his confidential opinion that MUTCD approval may never occur.
On the other hand, an engineering report could be prepared making a
strong case that runway lights at these locations are not substantially
different than other types of pedestrian actuated warning lights which
have been used for years.

0 We have told the public if we install a roundabout, we will install
runway lights. Therefore, we need to address the caution from WCLA so
that we can install runway lights or not install runway lights and
contradict an expectation by the public.

0 To resolve the WCIA issues of liability for the roundabout and runway
lights we need an engineering report prepared. Estimated cost: $12,000
to $20,000.

Does design study show that a roundabout at SE 8”‘is the bestalternative?
(Barry)

The following summary of traffic study data shows there is not a clearly significant
quantifiable engineering advantage to installing a roundabout rather than a traffic
signal at SE 8mStreet:

— SE 8thStreet does not have the kinds of geometric/operational constrictions, high
percentage of turning movements and more balanced traffic volumes on
intersecting streets which often make a roundabout a preferred alternative.

- Both a signal and a roundabout will operate at a very good level of service at SE
8”‘Street. However, standard engineering calculations predict less overall delay
averaged over all entering traffic during peak hour traffic conditions for a
roundabout compared with a standard traffic signal.

— Interpretation of available statistics show that overall severity of . traffic accidents
should be less at a roundabout than at a traffic signal and that, after perhaps a
increase in minor accidents immediately after installation, the total number of
accidents may decrease at a multi-lane roundabout.

- Although roundabouts provide pedestrian safety by being designed to slow traffic
as it approaches pedestrian crossings, traffic signals have an advantage by actually
stopping traffic for pedestrian crossings.



4)

5)

6)

Non-engineering factors that might be considered in evaluating a roundabout versus a
traf?c signal include the following:

Pro—roundabout
— Many people think roundabouts are more aesthetically pleasing and would give

the street a unique character.

— Less overall delay time averaged over all entering vehicles during peak hour
traffic conditions.

— Roundabouts can have a traffic calming effect by reducing speeding.

Anti—roundabout
— There appears to be a number of people strongly opposed to roundabouts, at least

some of whom have not less..--edtheir opposition despit- bein iven substantial.g g .
information

- There does not seem to be any citizen opposition to installation of a traffic signal

— The City has limited staff to undertake the public education campaign that should
take place before implementing a roundabout

— Dissatisfaction and complaints about roundabouts could continue for several years

How will the improvements affect the environment, especially in light of the 4d
Rule? (Barry)

- Our consultants, who are experts in this ?eld, have determined that for Phase lB
there is no Endangered Species Act (ESA)/4d Rule nexus.

Requested residents of Palomino he give a written report on why Council made
the decisions they did.

- This will be done after the Council makes its decisions. The Public Works Department
staff recommended change to allow eastbound and northbound left turns at SE 13”‘,plus
the previously proposed signalized intersection at SE 16thStreet addresses all of the
access concerns we have heard expressed by these residents.

Is the elevation at SE 8thappropriate for a roundabout. (Barry)

— The grade is appropriate. The grade at SE 8”“Street is 3% and roundabout can be
installed on a grade of up to 4%.



7)

3)

Check on synchronization of the lights. Is it necessary to wait until Phase 1A is
complete? ((Kilroy)

- There are no interconnect/communication cables installed at this time between the
signals on Phase 1A, so it is not possible to coordinate/synchronize the signals at
this time. Also, traf?c detection loops -- which would at least make it possible for
the signals to operate much better individually -— cannot be installed until the
paving of the street is completed further.

— Once signal equipment is in place on 228th,it will still require additional
engineering to synchronize the signals together. The Public Works Department is
pursuing grant funds so that this can be done.

— Under current conditions, which lack full vehicle detection equipment, the signals
can only be adjusted by having a technician come out in the ?eld and try to determine
an average “?xed time” type of operation that will not work horribly bad for any
given time of the day, but also will not work as best as possible for any given time of
the day. City staff has had King County come out a number of times to readjust the
signal in response to citizen complaints.

K

Asked for information on having an pedestrian overpass instead of an underpass
(Kilroy)

~ The discussion of a pedestrian overpass or underpass came up primarily during
discussions of installing aroundabout at SE 10th.With a traf?c signal now
proposed, most of the people who raised this issue should be appeased.

— The traf?c signal at Skyline High School will provide for a high level of
pedestrian access and safety with full pedestrian—actuatedsignal controlled
pedestrian crossings. It is the Public Works Department’s recommended solution
to pedestrian crossing treatment at this location.

- Signalized pedestriancrossings are also preferable at this location because there
would need to be fencing installed to force people to use an overpass or
underpass. Otherwise, experience at other locations have shown that many people

— and particularly the high school kids ——- can be expected to simply choose to run
across the road.

— Also, comments from Issaquah School District indicate that pedestrian volumes at
this location are not signi?cantly high enough to justify an overpass or an
underpass even if that were a desirable application at this location.

— A pedestrian overpass would cost at least $200,000 to design and build plus right-
of—way.An undercrossing would require site specific engineering work to



determine a cost due to the intricacies of dealing with the many utilities, but
would also cost at least $200,000.

9) Get statistics from other cities regarding the safety of U-turns on divided streets.

(Gerend)

10)

NE 8”‘Street in Bellevue is an excellent comparison to 228thAvenue. Here is a

statement from their traf?c engineering department:
0 “COB (City of Bellevue) completed a u—turn project on NE 8”‘St.

between 118”‘Ave NE and 120thAvenue NE in August of 1998. We
were having _m_a_r_1_yapproach and right angle TA’s (traf?c accidents) that
have since been eliminated. C-curb was installed on centerline, and a u-

turn area built at the east end of the project.”

The City of Bellevue provideda full three years of accident data for the ?ve u-

turn locations on 148‘Avenue NE, which is also designed similarly to the
proposed design for 228th.

0 Only two accidents, over three years at ?ve locations, were speci?cally
called out as involving u—turns with one of those accidents described as

“over steered and hit a tree.”
0 Even if every accident that involved vehicles not travelingin the same

direction is assumed to at least potentially be related to a u—turn,there
were only four such accidents at the ?ve locations over three years out

of a corridor total from Main St. to NE 16thStreet of 120 accidents.

Bellevue Way in Bellevue has three u—turn locations, over a three year period
there are no accidents attributed to u—turn movements. Total accidents have
included:

0 At NE 15”‘,which has a southbound u—turn,one rear-end accident.
0 At NE 17”‘,which has both a south—boundand north—boundu—turn, there

have been three accidents with only one involving vehicles traveling in
different directions.

0 At NE 215‘,which has a northbound u-turn, there have been three
accidents with only one involving vehicles traveling in different
directions.

The City of Seatac, which retro?tted International Boulevard (SR-99), to a design
similar to the proposed 228“Avenue design, reported verbally that they have seen

a signi?cant accident reduction. (Unfortunately, they were not able to produce a
before and after accident study due to the State’s accident computer system
crashing.)

Possibility of openings on median between intersections (Gerend)

See answer to question #1. Depends on ‘now you treat it and where it is at.



11)

12)

13)

~ The speeds, sight distance, number and spacing of driveways and driver
expectations (228‘his not a built-up urban area at this time, it’s closer to rural)
make 228thvastly different than say, Gilman Blvd in Issaquah. Any of these
conditions could lead to a decision not to open up the median, and in the case of
228tha_l_l_of these conditions make opening up the median problematic.

Wants written data on traffic projections for SE 8”‘.(Gerend)

- The “Roundabouts” three-ring binders that were given to all members of the City
Council and the Planning Advisory Board have very complete corridor traffic
projection numbers. These projections assume that all pipeline development is
built out by the year 2012 but did not make any further land use assumptions due
to the Comprehensive Plan currently not completed.

— For SE 8:“Street just east of 228*“Avenue is for 3,500 vehicles a day if 244%’
Avenue is completed and for 9,200 vehicles a day if 2441“Avenue is not completed.

Cost breakdown between building a roundabout or putting‘in a signal at SE 8”‘
Street including the cost to retro?t roundabout later if it doesn’t work out.
(Romero).

— With curb radii on the project already designed to accommodate a roundabout, the
estimate of net additional cost of putting in a signal now instead of a roundabout
would be $90,000 of construction cost and $10,000 of design and construction
engineering, for a total of $100,000 (minus some small amount of not—designed
landscaping cost. So total estimate is something just under $100,000.)

— The estimated cost to come back in the future and retro?t to a traffic signal would
be $206,000 of construction cost plus $28,000 for design and construction
engineering for a total cost of $234,000.

Won’t trucks hit the trees in landscape strips and medians.

— No. Trees are selected for this project will not have canopies that spread into the
traffic. If the trees do start spreading that way, then appropriate and timely pruning
should and can be done.
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ABSTRACT

Modern roundabouts are designed to control traffic flow at intersections without the use of stop

signs or traffic signals. U.S. experience with modern roundabouts is rather limited to date, but in recent

years there has been growing interest in their potential benefits and a relatively large increase in

roundabout construction. The present study evaluated changes in motor vehicle crashes following

conversion of 24 intersections from stop sign and traffic signal control to modern roundabouts. The

settings, located in 8 states, were a mix of urban, suburban, and rural environments. A before-after study

was conducted using the empirical Bayes approach, which accounts for regression to the mean. Overall,

the empirical Bayes procedure estimated highly significant reductions of 39 percent for all crash

severities combined and 76 percent for all injury crashes. Reductions in the numbers of fatal and

incapacitating injury crashes were estimated to be about 90 percent. Overall, results are consistent with

numerous international studies and suggest that roundabout installation should be strongly promoted as an

effective safety treatment for intersections.



INTRODUCTION

The modern roundabout is a form of intersectiontraffic control that has become increasingly

common around the world but is seldom used in the United States. Circular intersections are not a new idea

and, in fact, predate the advent of the automobile. The first one—way rotary system for motor vehicle traffic

in the UnitedStates was put into operation in 1905 at Columbus Circle in New York City (Todd, 1988).

The main difference between modern roundabouts and older circles/rotaries isthe design speed.

Older rotaries typically were built according to 1940s—eradesign standards or even older guidelines,

which generally were intended for vehicle speeds of 25 mph or more. Drivers typically enter older traffic

circles at speeds of 35 mph or more. In contrast, modern roundabouts are designed for very low traffic

speeds, about 15 mph. The low design speed is accomplished through two primary design features:

drivers must enter the roundabout facing a central island rather than tangentially (this feature is known as

deflection), and the approaches to the roundabout are curved to promote low entry speeds. Common

characteristics that define a modern roundabout and provide safety features are: drivers entering a

roundabout must yield to vehicles within the circulatory roadway, keeping weavingto a minimum;

roundabout entrances and exits are curved to promote low traffic speeds; traffic circulates

counterclockwise, passing to the right of a central island; raised “splitter” islands dividing the roadway at

entrances and exits provide refuge for pedestrians, ensure drivers travel in the intended path, and separate

opposing traffic (Figure 1). In addition, pedestrian activities are prohibited on the central island,

pedestrians are not intended to cross the circulatory roadway, and when pedestrian crossings are provided

for approach roads they are placed approximately one car length back from the entry point.

Numerous studies, mostly in the international literature, indicate that modern roundabouts are

safer than other methods of intersection traffic control, and that converting intersections from stop signs

or traffic signals to roundabouts is associated with substantial reductions in motor vehicle crashes and

injuries. For example, Schoon and van Minnen (1994) studied 181 Dutch intersections converted from

conventional controls (traffic signals or stop signs) to modern roundabouts and reported that crashes and

injuries were reduced by47 and 71 percent, respectively; the more severe injury crashes (resulting in

hospital admissions) were reduced by 81 percent. Troutbeck (1993) reported a 74 percent reduction in

the rate of injury crashes following conversion of 73 roundabouts in Victoria, Australia. These and

similar studies may overestimate the magnitude of crash reductions associated with conversion of

intersections to roundabouts by failing to control for regression-to—the—meaneffects — a niajor problem

affecting the validity of many road safety improvement studies. A thorough review of the literature was

This work was supported by the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety. The opinions, ?ndings, and conclusions expressed in



conducted by Elvik et al. (1997), who concluded that converting from yield, two—way stop, or traffic

signal control to a roundabout reduces the total number of injury crashes by 30-40 percent. Reductions in

the number of

Figure 1
Views of Roundabout in Cecil County, MD

pedestrian crashes were in the same range. Bicycle crashes were reduced by approximately 10-20

percent. It should be noted that the Elvik et al. study was a meta-analysis that included some circular

F‘?‘:l‘‘_(II"vs:C.Cl‘2?‘.OQ.)S.‘C:

‘ are those of the aut‘nor(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety.



intersections not meeting the typical definition of modern roundabouts. Regression to the mean was not

controlled for.

U.S. experience with modern roundabouts is rather limited to date, but there has been growing

interest in their potential bene?ts and, recently, a relatively large increase in roundabout construction.

Garder (1997) conducted an extensive review of existing and planned U.S. installations and reported

strong activity in several states including Colorado, Florida, Maine, Maryland,Michigan, Nevada,

Vermont, and Washington. A recent, but limited, before—aftercrash study was conducted by Flannery and
Elefteriadou (1999) based on 8 roundabouts, 3 in Florida and 5 in Maryland. Results were promising,

suggesting consistent reductions in crashes and injuries, but the analyses were limited in scope.

The present before-after study was designed to better estimate the nature and magnitude of crash

reductions following installation of modern roundabouts in the United States. It included a greater

number of intersections and employed more powerful statistical analysis tools than the simple before-

after comparisons used in prior studies.

METHOD ‘

The empirical Bayes approach was employed to properly account for regression to the mean

while normalizing for differences in traffic volume between the before and after periods. The change in

safety at a converted intersection for a given crash type is given by:

B——A, (l)

where B is the expected number of crashes that would have occurred in the after period without the

conversion and A is the number of reported crashes in the after period.

To eliminate regression-to—the-meaneffects and to reduce uncertainty in the results, B was, in

general, estimated using an empirical Bayes procedure (Hauer, l997) described more fully in the

appendix. In essence, a regression model is used to first estimate the annual numberof crashes (P) that

would be expected at intersections with traffic volumes and other characteristics similar to the one being

analyzed. The regression estimate is then combined with the count of crashes (x) in the n years before

conversion to obtain an estimate of the expected annual number of crashes (m) at the intersection before

conversion. This estimate of m is:

m = w1(x) + w2(P), (2)

where the weights w] and wg are estimated from the mean and variance of the regression estimate as:

w] ==P/(k+ nP) ' (3)

W2= k/(k + nP),
A

(4)

where



1:= P2/Var(P) (5)

is a constant for a given model and is estimated from the regression calibration process.

Factors then are applied to account for the length of the after period and differences in traffic

volumes between the before and after periods. The result is an estimate of B. The procedure also

produces an estimate of the variance of B. The signi?cance of the difference (B—A)is established from

this estimate of the variance of B and assuming, based on a Poisson distribution of counts, that:

Var(A) = A. (6)

Uncertainty in the estimates of safety effects also can be described with the use of likelihood functions,

which have been presented in the full project report (Persaud et al., 1999).

ASSEMBLY OF DATA AND REGRESSION MODELS

Data for converted intersections: The analyses were confined to 8 states —-~ California,

Colorado, Florida,Kansas, Maine, Maryland, South Carolina, and Vermont -——— where a total of 24

intersections were converted to modern roundaboutsbetween 1992 and 1997. There are a few modern

roundabouts in the United States that are not included in the present analysis because data were not

available or the roundabouts were too new. ‘

Of the 24 intersections studied, 21 were previously controlled by stop signs, and 3 were controlled

by traffic signals. Fifteen of the roundabouts were single—lanecirculation designs, and 9, all in Colorado,

weremultilane. Summary data for the study intersections are given in Table 1. For each intersection,

crash data were obtained for periods before and after conversion. The construction period, as well as the

first month after completion, were excluded from analysis. The lengths of the before and after periods

varied in accordance with available crash data. In no case was a period shorter than 15 months. Data were

extracted from printed police crash reports and, where not available, from report summaries. Information

regarding injuries also was derived from police crash reports. Police reports convey the detection and

apparent severity of injuries, either through the so-calledKABCO scale (Killed, A injury, B injury,

C injury, Only property damage) or by separating injuries into three categories: possible injury, non-

incapacitating injury, and the more severe incapacitating injuries. In this study, “possible” injuries were

not counted as injuries. Injury data based on police reports have known limitations, especially in regard to

injury severity. During the study period, there were no known changes in reporting practices that would

cause a change in the number of reported crashes.

Table 1
Details of the Sample of Roundabout Conversions

Crash Count
Year Control Single or AADT Months

W

W_BLfiore After

Jurisdiction Opened Before* Multllane Before After Before After All Injury All lnjul

Anne Arundel County, MD 1995 1 Single 15,345 17,220 56 38 4 9 14 2



Avon, CO 1997 2 Multilane 18,942 30,418 22 19 12 0 3 0
Avon. CO 1997 2 Multilane 13,272 26,691 22 19 11 O 17 1
Avon, CO 1997 6 Multilane 22,030 31,525 22 19 44 4 44 1
Avon, CO 1997 1 Multilane 18,475 27,525 22 19 25 2 13 0
Avon, CO 1997 6 Multilane 18,795 31,476 22 19 48 4 18 0
Bradenton Beach, FL 1992 1 Single 17,000 17,000 36 63 5 O 1 0
Carroll County, MD 1996 1 Single 12,627 15,990 56 28 30 8 4 1
Cecil County, MD 1995 1 Single 7,654 9,293 56 40 20 12 10 1
Fort Walton Beach, FL 1994 2 Single 15,153 17,825 21 24 14 2 4 0
Gainesville, FL 1993 6 Single 5,322 5,322 48 60 4 1 11 3
Gorham, ME 1997 1 Single 11,934 12,205 40 15 20 2 4 0
Hilton Head, SC 1996 1 Single 13,300 16,900 36 46 48

i

‘ 15 9 0
Howard County, MD 1993 1 Single 7,650 8,500 56 68 40 10 14 1
Manchester, VT 1997 1 Single 13,972 15,500 66 31 2 0 1 1
Manhattan, KS 1997 1 Single 4,600 4,600 36 26 9 4 0 O
Montpelier, VT 1995 2 Single 12,627 11,010 29 40 3 1 1 1
Santa Barbara, CA 1992 3 Single 15,600 18,450 55 79 11 0 17 2
Vail, CO 1995 1 Multilane 15,300 17,000 36 47 16 n/a 14 2
Vail, CO 1995 4 Multilane 27,000 30,000 36 47 42 n/a 61 0
Vail, CO 1997 4 Multilane 18,000 20,000 36 21 18 n/a 8 0
Vail, CO 1997 4 Multilane 15,300 17,000 36 21 23 n/a 15 0
Washington County, MD 1996 1 Single 7,185 9,840 56 35 18 6 2 0
West Boca Raton, FL 1994 1 Single 13,469 13,469 31 49 4 1 7 0

*1 = four-legged, one street stopped; 2 = three~legged, one street stopped; 3 = all—waystop; 4 = other unsignalized; 6 = signal

Regression models: From data about intersections not converted and a consideration of existing

models, the regression models required for the empirical Bayes estimates of safety effect (Equations 2-5)

were assembled. New models were calibrated for stop controlled urban intersections, whereas other models

were adopted from Lord (2000) for signalized intersections and Bonneson and McCoy (1993) for rural stop

controlled intersections. For urban stop controlled intersections, two levels of models were calibrated:

level 1: crashes/year = (or)(total entering AADT)p (7)

level 2: crashes/year = (on)(total entering AADT)p1(minor road proportion of/1ADT)g32 (8)

Two levels of models were required because in a few instances, estimates of annual average daily

traffic (AADT) were available only for the intersectionas a whole. In most cases, entering AADTS were

available for each approach,and level 2 models, which produce better estimates, could be applied. The

data set used for the calibration was from a sample of urban intersections in Florida, Maryland, and

Toronto, Ontario. These data con?rmed the stability of crash reporting over the time periodof the

conversion data in two states that accounted for 9 of the 24 intersections. The models adopted from

previous research were of the same forms as Equations 7-8.

Following recent works by Persaud et al. (l997) and Bonneson and McCoy (1993),the Generalized

Linear Interactive Modelling (GLIM) software package (Baker and Nelder 1978) was usedfor estimating

the parameters or (actually ln(ot) since a linear model is fitted) and the [33for Equations 7-8 for all crashes

combined and for injury crashes only. GLIM allows the speci?cation of a negative binomial distribution,
0

which now is regarded as being more appropriate to describe the count of crashes in a population of entities

than the Poisson or normal distributions assumed in conventional regression modelling. In specifying a



negative binomial error structure, the parameter k (Equation 5), which relates the mean and variance, had to

be iteratively estimated from the model and the data as part of the calibration process.

Typical model calibration results are illustrated in Table 2, which shows the level 2 coefficient

estimates for four—legged,one—street stopped intersections. Models were also estimated for three-legged

stop controlled intersections. Full details of both the new and existing models are given in the project

report (Persaud et al., 1999).

Table 2
Level 2 Reference Population Models for One Street Stopped, Four-Legged Urban
Intersections Considering Distribution of AADT Between Major and Minor Road

crashes/year = (0.) (total entering AADT)p‘(minor road proportion of AADT)52
Crash Severity Jurisdiction ln(a) B1 » [32 k

(Standard Error) (Standard Error) (Standard Error)

Allcombined Maryland ~9.900 (2.04) } 1.198 (0.210) 0.370 (0.125) 3.10

Florida ~—9.868(2.07)

Combined —9.886(2.01) 1.202 (0.213) 0.375 (0.107) 3.10

injury Maryland —8.271(2.33) } 0.861 (0.249) 0.173 (0.127) 3.34

Florida -8.015 (2.37)

Combined -8.613 (2.31) 0.904 (0.245) 0.197 (0.122) 3.24

Because of major operational differences between various roundabout designs and settings,

results were analyzed and reported for several groups of conversions for which there were sufficient

crash data to provide meaningful results. These include 9 urban single-lane roundabouts that prior to

construction were stop controlled, 5 rural single-lane roundabouts that prior to construction were stop

controlled, 7 urban multilane roundabouts that prior to construction were stop controlled, and 3 urban

intersections converted to roundabouts from traffic signal control.

RESULTS

Table 3 summarizes the estimated crash reductions and provides two measures of safety effects.

The first is “index of safety effectiveness” (0), which is approximately equal to the ratio of the number of

c crashes occurring after conversion to the number expected had conversion not taken place. The second is

the more conventional percent reduction in crashes, which is equal to 100(1—-6). Overall, the empirical

Bayes procedure estimated a highly significant 39 percent reduction for all crash severitiescombined for

the 24 converted intersections. Because injury data were not available for the period before construction

of the 4 roundabouts in Vail, overall estimates for changes in injury crashes are based on the other 20

intersections. The empirical Bayes procedure estimated a highly significant 76 percent reduction for

injury crashes for these 20 converted intersections.



Table 3 also summarizes estimated crash reductions for selected groups of conversions. For the

group of 9 urban single—laneroundabouts converted from stop control, the empirical Bayes procedure

estimated a highly signi?cant 61 percent reduction for all crash severities combined and a 77 percent

reduction for injury crashes. For the group of 5 rural single-lane roundabouts converted from stop

control, similar effects were estimated ——~— a 58 percent reduction for all crash severities combined and an

82 percent for injury crashes. For the group of 7 urban multilane roundabouts, however, the estimated

effect on all crash severities combined was smaller —~—~ a 15 percent reduction. Because injury data were

not available for the period before construction of 4 of these roundabouts, overallestimates for changes in

injury crashes were not computed for this group of intersections. For the 3 roundabouts converted from

traffic signal control, estimated reductions were 32 percent for all crash severities combined and

68 percent for injury crashes. Twoof these roundabouts had multilane circulation designs.

For completeness, partial results also are given for individual conversions in a group. Readers

are cautioned about drawing conclusions from these results because there is a significant likelihood that

the change in safety for individual conversionsis due to chance. In some cases, however, there may be

logical explanations for an apparent deterioration in safety following roundabout conversion. At the

Gainesville site, for example, transportation officials were unable to secure adequate right of way to

construct a roundabout to design specifications that would accomplish the desired deflection and speed

reduction. This may explain the apparent absence of crash reduction at this site.



Table 3
Estimates of Safety Effect for Groups of Conversions

Group Characteristic Before Count of Crashes Expected I Index of I Percent
Crashes During After Period Effectiveness Reduction in
During Without Conversion (Standard Deviation) Crashes

Period After (Standard Deviation)
Conversion

I Iniury I All lniury

II I I '7

ICIIIIII
?III—III
?II—jIIHilton Head, SC 9 --
I 0 (0) h
II—DII“II
III
I 0 <0) I——III
I'III“II
III 77
—IIInIjjII
I—jIjIII
IIIIII

Carroii County, MD 4 1 15.2 (2.6) 3.2 (0.9)

IIII==I=
IQIIIIII

snaregroup (5) III 58
—IIIjjIjjIII
I—IIjIIII
-IIITIIII
IIIIIII
IIII_jIII
EIjIj_III
EITIIIIII
IIHIIIIIIII
IIIIIIIII
III n/a I
—III——I"III
IIITIIIIIII
II——III
iIIII—jIII
I I
IIIE
—IIIjII_jIII
I I 0-61 <0-04>0-24 (0-07) I478.2 (20.7)

—- Data not available

Effects on fatal crashes and those causing incapacitating injuries are more difficult to measure

due to the small samples, but indications are that such crashes were substantially reduced.For the

20 converted intersections with injury data, there were 3 fatal crashes during the before period and none

during the after period. The fatal crashes may have contributed to the fact that the roundabouts were

constructed and may therefore contribute to the regression-to-the-mean phenomenon. There were

27 incapacitating i-.jury crashes during the before period and only 3 during the after period. Taking



into account the durations of the before and after periods and increases in traf?c volume, and adjusting

for regression to the mean (estimated to be roughly 22 percent), the observed value of 3 incapacitating or

fatal injury crashes during the after period is substantially and signi?cantly less than the 26.6 expected.

The estimated reduction in fatal and incapacitating injury crashes is 89 percent (p<0.00l).

There were 3 reported pedestrian crashes during the before period and l (with minimal injuries)

during the after period. Four bicyclists were injured during the before period and 3 during the after

period. However, these samples are too small to be meaningful.

DISCUSSION

Results of this study indicate that converting conventional intersections from stop sign or traf?c

signal control to modern roundabouts can produce substantialreductionsin motor vehicle crashes. Of

particular note are the large reductions found in the number of injury crashes, especially those involving

incapacitating and fatal injuries. These ?ndings generally are consistent with results of numerous

international studies. The accumulated knowledge suggests that roundabout construction should be

strongly promoted as an effective safety treatment for intersections. Given the large numbers of injury

(700,000) and property damage (1.3 million) crashes that occur each year at traffic signals and stop signs in

the United States (National Highway Traf?c Safety Administration, 1999), widespread construction of

roundabouts can produce substantial reductions in crash losses associated with motor vehicle use on public

roads.

It is possible that the smaller safety effect observed for the group of urban intersections that

previously were multilane and stop controlled may be due to differences in safety performance of single-

versus multilane roundabout designs. However, a ?rm conclusion cannot be made because of other

importantdifferences between conversions in Colorado and those in other states. For example, 3 of the

4 roundabouts in Colorado are part of freeway interchanges that also include nearby intersections that

were previously four-way stop controlled. The multilane roundabouts do seem to be effective in

eliminating most incapacitating injury crashes.

Crash reductions resulting from conversion of conventional intersections to modern roundabouts

can be attributed primarily to two factors: reduced traf?c speeds and elimination of speci?c types of

motor vehicle conflicts that frequently occur at angular intersections. These conflicts include left turns

against opposing/oncoming traf?c, front~to-rear con?icts (often involving the lead vehicle stopping or

preparing to stop for a traf?c signal or stop sign), and right—anglecon?icts at traf?c signals and stop

signs. Retting et al. (2000) reported that crashes associated with these three intersection traf?c con?icts

account for two-thirds of police-reported crashes on urban arterials. Red light running crashes, which
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involve side impacts at relatively high speeds, are especially injury producing (Retting et al., 1995) and

can be eliminated through roundabouts conversion.

Although the sample was too small to estimate effects on pedestrian crashes, Scandinavian

evaluations of roundabouts conclude that single-lane roundabouts are very safe for pedestrians (Ulf and

Jorgen, 1999). Data from this study give no reason to doubt that those experiences can be translated to

North America. And none of the multilane roundabouts have had a single pedestrian crash so far, even

though there were two crashes during the before period at these sites. Likewise, Scandinavian experience

shows that single—laneroundabouts with one-lane entries are very safe for bicyclists.

Some have expressed concern that older drivers may have difficultiesadjusting to roundabouts.

However, in this study, the average age of crash-involved drivers did not increase following the

installation of roundabouts, suggesting that roundabouts do not pose a problem for older drivers.

In addition to reducing the risk of motor vehicle crashes and injuries, conversion to roundabouts

can produce other important societal bene?ts including reductions in vehicle emissions, noise, fuel

consumption, and traffic delays (Hyden and Varhelyi, 1999; Jacquemart, 1998). Roundabouts also can

improve the aesthetic appearance of intersections by providing opportunities for‘landscaping and

architectural treatments. Roundabouts in place of traffic signals can provide costsavingsfor local

governments by avoiding the expense of new traffic signal constructionand maintenance.

Roundabouts are not feasible, nor appropriate, at all intersections. Sufficient right of way must

be available for construction of the circular intersection. Typically, a modern roundabout has an outer

diameter of approximately 100 feet (30 m). This allows for large enough deflections to reduce speeds to

an appropriate level. However, land can be saved comparedwith signalization because approach roads

can be kept narrower. Capacity constraints and limited rights of way eliminate from consideration many

busy urban intersections, especially those located in central business districts. Also, intersections with

high volumes of both bicycle and motor vehicle traffic may not be good candidates for roundabouts.

There remains a need to develop a procedure for estimating the likely safety consequences of a

contemplated installation. In the meantime, it is suggested that future installations be patterned after the

ones found in this study to have had a very positive safety experience.
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APPENDIX
Empirical Bayes Estimation

The theory is covered in detail elsewhere (Hauer, 1997), so what is presented here is merely an

illustration. Consider the Anne Arundel County, Maryland, intersection converted in 1994 for which the

crash counts and AADTS on the approaches were as follows.

Before After
Conversion Conversion

Months (years) of crash data 56 (4.67) 38 (3.17)
Count of total crashes 34 14
Major approaches AADT 10,654 11,956
Minor approaches AADT 4,691 5,264

Estimating B: The Crashes That Would Have Occurred in the After Period without the Conversion

First, using the model from Bonneson and McCoy (1993), the regression estimate (Y) of the

number of total crashes/year during the before period is:
I

P (crashes/year) = 0.000379 ><(major road AADT)0-256><(minor road AADT)0-831
= 0.000379 x (10,654)0256x (4,69i)0-8312 4.58.

Then, the expected annual number of crashes during the before period is estimated as:

mb = (k + 9%)/ (/</P+ Yb),

where xb is the count of crashes during the before period of length yb years and k = 4.0 is a parameter

estimated in the regression model. Thus, the expected annual number of crashes during the before period

is:

mg,= (4.0 + 34) / [(4/4.58) + 4.67] = 6.860.

To estimate B, the length of the after period and differences in the AADTS between the before

and after period must be considered. This is accomplishedby first multiplying the expected annual

number of crashes in the before period by R, the ratio of the annual regression predictions for the after

and before periods. In the after period:

crashes/year -= 0.000379 ><(11,956)0-256><(5,264)0-831= 5.19.

The ratio R of the after period to the before period regression predictions is:

R = 5.19/4.58 = l.l33,
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which gives:

ma= R x mb = 1.133 X 6.860 = 7.772 crashes/year.
Finally, to the estimate of B, the number of crashes that would have occurred in the after period

had the conversion not taken place, mais multiplied by ya, the length of the after period in years. Thus:

B= 7.772 X 3.l7 ==24.6l.

Recall that 14 crashes actually occurred. The variance of B is given by:

Var(B) = B x R x ya/(p +y;,) = 24.61 x 1.133 x 3.17 / (0.873 + 4.333) = 16.93

Estimation of Safety Effect

In the estimation of changes in crashes, the estimate of B is summed over all intersections in the

converted group and compared with the count of crashes during the after period in that group (Hauer

1997). For the 5 conversions in Maryland, the table below gives the estimates of B, variance of these

estimates, and the count of crashes in the after period.

After Period Empirical Bayes Var(B)
Count (A) Estimate (B)

14 36.71 30.63
14 24.62 15.95
2 14.38 9.40

10 14.33 8.55
_g 15.16 6.76

Sum=?t=44 Sum=n=105.19 Sum='/1.29

The variance of B is summed over all conversions. The variance of the after period counts, A,

assuming that these are Poisson distributed, is equal to the sum of the counts. There are two ways to

estimate safety effect as shown below. For each, the estimation of the variance is illustrated.

Method 1: Reduction in Expected Number of Crashes (8)

This is the difference between the sums of the Bs and As over all sites in a conversion group.
Let:
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thus:

5=n—k

For the Maryland conversion data in the table above:

8=:105.19—44=61.19.
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The variance of 8 is given by:

Var(5) : Z Var(B) + Z Var(A).

For the Maryland conversion data in the table above:

Var(8) = 71.29 + 44 = 115.29.

Method 2: Index of Effectiveness (9)

A biased estimate of 9 is given by:

9=7t/Tc.

The percent change in crashes is in fact lO0(l—6);thus a value of 6 = 0.7 indicates a 30 percent reduction

in crashes. From Hauer (1997), an approximate unbiased estimate of 8 is given by:

9 = (1/7:)/ {1 + [Var(7t)/7t2]}.
1

For the Maryland conversion data in the table above:

9 = (44/105.19)/[1 + (71.29/105192)]= 0.416.

The variance of 9 is given by:

Var(8) = 02{[Var(>t)/121+ [Var(7t)/7t2]}/ [1+Var(7t)/7t2]2.

For the Maryland conversion data in the table above:

Var(9) = 04162[(44/442)+ (71.29/105192)]/ [1 + (71.29/105.192)]2= 0.0050.
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PROPGSALTO CiTYQF SAMMAWSH

We have had our pronorty for onto for a number of years and, wit “nowoitybeing
votoclin, all of our prospective buyers; wontoolto wait and sou what the Citydid before
they purchased our property. Then the new City of Sammomish put a moratoriumon
certain typoo of commercial building. The medical»-dental huilcliing-—onlymoratorium put
on our properties made our property unteasibio for a builder to build on and just rent
out no mooicahclontoloffice space only. They need to be note to rent out part of the
complex as general offioospoon because the nll-rnodioal~oontol—-huilclingsrequirement
would looirnpooslbloto rent out as soon.Wo would liketo appeal to the CityCouncil of
Sammamioh to take tho modicahdontalmoratoriumoff our proportion and lot runthan the
ofilco zoning which our property is currently zoned for.

By removing the moratorium on our two properties, we think itwould help the traffic on
and off the plateau by letting small huoinessoo and tholr clients stay on tho plateau to
take care of their business rather than ovoryono making trips off the plateau.

We have opont u lot of money with attorneys, engineers and with the water districtto
got our proportion to orpoint where we could put together a project and sell our
property, The City incorporating and then the moratorium being put on the plateau has
stopped us cold in our tracks. The buyers and potential buyers we have had are ail
waiting for tho moratoriumto be lifted before they proceed any further towarolofinalizing
their offers booauoo of tho untousilollityof building medical-dental buildings only. We
are not big huoinooooowith olooooookotoand thooo proportion aro the main oourooof
rotirornonl:for all of uo. Wu do not have orgreat deal of rnonoy to koop putting into this
project. We are also in danger of losing our ERUS ifno cant go ahead with our ottloo
project. Losing our ERUS would be disastrous for us, as it could talco yours to get
water rights with the lottery in effect. We two property owners havo neoncounting on
the moratoriumbeing liftedtho first of the your in 2091. A builder cannot build and rent
out n oomplox on ourproperty solely on a moolloal-oontulotruoturo.They hood to have
at oornloinatlonmooioulmdontaland general office otructuro which is what our property is
zoned for.

Our two properties lie just south of whoro SR Doyelopmont is building a new
Starhuol<’s.We are two of the fouroftioozonod proportion ten in the lnglowood Hiiiand
228*“shopping cantor nroo, and we have been unable to market our proportion
hooauoo oi‘this moratorium. If this moratorium tooxtonolooany further out, it will
virtuallyotop us from toningable to ooourobuyers on our two oiooeo. it to lmporotiyo
that our two proportion be excluded from the mouionl-rlontolmoratorium; we have loot
buyers because of this moratorium; we cannot afford to low any more.

Ronald E. Konyon

Arrslnth3. Kenyon

Linda Soharnnora

Fgbrr rant 7
VN\fli;f7 9

myQt





Suite 200

Wednesday February 07 2001 g 2320 ' mm Avenue NE

Honorable City Council ICity of Sammamish
704- 228"‘Ave ss
Sammamish, WA 98074

Subject: Moratorium Extension —— Proposed Additional Exemptions

Dear Council Members,

As you debate and deliberate the extension of the existing moratorium at your February 07, 2001
meeting, I request that your review address two proposed additional categories for exemptions -

1) Senior Housing & 2) Moderate Priced Housin .

Both categories facilitate compliance with the Housing Element of Growth Management and
encourage also existing residents, who might be considering moving out of the city, to stay, by
offering an alternative to similar housing outside the City of Sammamish.

Senior Housing Exemption
Senior housing is proposed as an exemption for projects that are wecifically targeted only for
seniors, projects that offer independent living or assisted living, both rental and for sale and that
include services and or amenities specifically for the senior citizen.

Projects such as this are clearly targeted toward a smaller segment of the current market and
because of their nature, creating an operational specialty, would not be expected to precipitate a
building boom. One property we are specifically interested in is located within the core area of228”and NE 8thand would support about 40 to 50, active senior, condominiums.

Moderate Priced Housing Exemption
Moderate priced housing is proposed as an exemption. As all of you are aware, the cost of
housing has soared in your community and even though the market has softened a bit, housing
prices will continue to rise, especially in light of the slowing of new project approvals. Your staff
has indicated that the average residential city building permit is a 4,000 SF size home, beyond
reach to many. If it is feasible to establish some thresholdsfor home pricing that would encourage
development and building of ownership housing for the median income families in your vicinity,
it seems to me that you are responsive, again, to GMA, facilitating housing development for
diverseeconomic sectors of our community.

Reasons To Consider
,

In both of these categories, the limitationsof existing zoning and water availability automatically
limits the size of any proposals made during the moratorium by these two proposed exemptions.
Very few sites/proposals would be eligible. Also, traffic conditions in Sammamish are favorable
toward senior housing because the recognized standard for auto trips is lower for senior housing
than single family housing. Parking requirements are less for senior housing than the unrestricted
multifamily project. Fina“y, your city staff now has some processing experience with multi-
family units reviews as a result of one transfer/vesting decision (Wesley Cove) and other
upcoming reviews required under the Interlocal Agreement King County.

Kjecei/M65M
A./

Bellevue, WA 98005

Phone: 425 882~3611

Fax: 425 883—3-448





At past public meetings, members of the City Council have stated in those deliberations that
“turning the valve open slowly” might help keep the moratorium Viable while the comprehensive
plan is prepared as well as avoiding a rush at the gate for new development when moratorium is
eventually removed.

Finally, Senior housing and moderate priced housing exemptions are responsive to GMA goals
for housing diversity. The resultant development can be managed in such a way as to minimize
the impacts on traffic and other services. We are prepared to help meet the objective of supplying
some moderate priced housing in your community and also move the city toward satisfying the
anticipated goals of the new housing element under the Growth Management Act, provided the
moratorium renewal addresses these two proposed exemption categories.

Sincerely,

Centex Homes Washington
Fred Armstrong, Project Manager

CC: Ray Gilmore, Community Dev. Director





Bill No.

AGENDA BILL

CITY OF SAMMAMISH
CITY COUNCIL

Subject:
Formation of the Beaver Lake Management District

Acti-n -_

Adoption of Resolution submitting the question of
creating a Lake Management District to a vote of
the property owners within the district.

Required:

Exhibits:
Resolution

21) BLMD Proposal (2001-2005)
b) BLMD Boundary Map

Meeting Date:
February 7, 2001
Date Submitted:
February 1,, 2001
Originating Department:
Community Development
Clearances:

Administration Police

Public Works Fire

X Comm. Development Attorney
Committee:

Budgeted Amount:

Summary Statement:
At its regular meeting of January l7, and following the conclusion of the public hearing
on the intent to form a Beaver Lake Management district, Council directed staff to

prepare a resolution calling for a district vote on the formation of the management
district.

In consideration of RCW 36.61070, a resolution which submits the question of creating a
Beaver Lake Management District is prepared for the Council’s consideration. The vote
is limited to those properties within the de?ned management district boundary. If
adopted, the ballots will be submitted to the property owners within the district in April.

Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends adoption of the resolution.





CITY OF SAMMAMISH

WASHINGTON
Resolution No. R2001—_

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH,
WASHINGTON, TO ‘FORM LAKE MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
NO. 1 IN THE BEAVER LAKE WATERSHED AND CALLING
FOR A VOTE BY AFFECTED PROPERTY OWNERS ON THE
FORMATION OF THE MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Section 1. WHEREAS, King County completed and adopted, by ordinance, the
first 1ake—speci?cmanagement plan, the Beaver Lake Management Plan in August of
1995; and

WHEREAS, the Plan was initiatedbecause of citizen interest in the 1ong—term
protection of Beaver Lake; and

WHEREAS, Beaver Lake Watershed contains many significant resources
including three number one-rated wetlands, streams, and lakes; and

WHEREAS, the existing lake quality supports ?shing, Wildlife habitat,
swimming, boating, visual aesthetics, Waterfront property values, and other bene?cial
uses; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to RCW 3521.403 and RCW Chapter 36.61, a lake
management district can be formed to generate funds for ?nancing lake improvement and
maintenance projects recommended in the Beaver Lake Management Plan; and

WHEREAS, the City of Sammamish is committed to a good faith effort of
continuing these activities; and

WHEREAS, the Beaver Lake community has demonstrated support for the
formation of a lake management district through unanimous adoption of a BeaverLake
Community Club resolution and by requesting King County Council to initiate the
formation of a Beaver Lake Management District; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was conducted on January 17, 2001, on the
formation of the district; and,
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WHEREAS, consistent with Chapter 36.61 RCW, public notice of the hearing
was provided to all of the affected property owners on December 18, 2000; and

WHEREAS, testimony was provided by members of the Board of the Beaver
Lake Management District and interested citizens; and

WHEREAS, the City of Sammamish City Council, considered the testimony
received at the public hearing;and 1

WHEREAS, the City of Sammamish City Council declares that submitting the
question of formation of the lake management district to a vote by the affected property
owners is within the public’s interest; and

WHEREAS, proposed ?nancing for the district is considered feasible.

NOW, THEREFORE, IN CONSIDERATION OF THE ABOVE FINDINGS,
CITY OF SAMMAMISH CITY COUNCIL HEREBY DECLARES THE

FOLLOWING:

1. The formation of the Beaver Lake Management District shall be referred to a
vote of the property owners within the proposed management district.

2. The Beaver Lake Management Plan Proposal is incorporated by reference as
Exhibit “A”, attached.

3. The City Clerk shall prepare the appropriate ballot, based upon the criteria in
Chapter 36.61080, calling for a Vote on the formation of the Beaver Lake
Management District.

4. The ballot shall be submitted to the affected residents by no later than April 1,
2001 and shall be returned to the City of Sarnmamish by no later than, May 1,
2001 (30 days from the date of submittal.)

5. If approved by the voters within the proposed district, the Management
District will be effective for a period of five (5) years and shall expire on
December 31, 2005.

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH,

WASHINGTON, ON THIS DAY OF 2001.

Page 2 of5



CITY OF SAMMAMISH

Mayor H. Troy Romero

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED:

Melonie Anderson, City Clerk

Approved as to form:

Bruce L. Disend, City Attorney

Filed with the City Clerk: February 1, 2001
Passed by the City Council:
Resolution No.:
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Exhibit “A”

Beaver Lake Management District Proposal (2001-2005)

As currently proposed, the Beaver Lake Management District will raise $200,000
between 2001 and 2005 to fund a series of lake management actions. This revenue will
be raised through annual assessments of waterfront and non-waterfront property owners

in the proposed district boundary.

Waterfront property owners (117 accounts) will pay $188 per year while non—waterfront
properties (879 accounts) will assessed $21 per year. Through these assessments, the
district will raise $40,000 each year for ?ve years total.

This revenue will fund the following activities:
(1) biweekly stream monitoring; regular stonnwater quality sampling to assess

new development impacts; and comprehensive lake monitoring in 2005 to

evaluate whole—1akewater quality;
(2) semi-annual newsletters and webpage maintenance; and
(3) administrative support including facilitation of quarterly boardmeetings and

management of work program.

Below is a breakdown of the LMD budget by task with annual revenue.

TASK 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Totals

(1) Stream/Lake/
Stonnwater Monitoring
Labor

0

$15,759 $16,675 $17,653 $20,354 $58,864 $129,304

Lab $2,857 $2,915 $2,973 $6,666 $14,724 $30,135
Materials $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $3 ,000
(2) Community Outreach 4

Labor $4,384 $4,675 $4,986 $5,321 $5,681 $25,047
Materials $750 $750 $750 $750 $750 $3,750

(3) Admin. support
Labor $2,114 $2,177 $2,242 $2,310 $2,379 $11,222

Total Costs $26,864 $27,191 $29,605 $35,400 $83,398 $202,457

Total Revenue $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $200,000*

*Interest on LMD account should support collection costsplus $2,457 difference between
proiected budget and revenue.
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Bill No. 8a

AGENDA BILL

CITY OF SAMMAMISH
CITY COUNCIL

Subject: Extension of Development Moratorium Meeting Date: February 7, 2001

Date Submitted: February 1, 2001

Originating Department: Community Development

Clearances:
Action Required: Adopt Ordinance on First

W
6

Administration Police
Reading

Public Works Fire

X Building/Planning Attorney
Exhibits: Ordianance

Committee: Community Development Committee

Budgeted Amount: N/A

Summary Statement:

The City is currently operating under a moratorium for certain types of development
permit applications. The moratorium was initially established in August of 1999 and extended
for 6-month periods in February of 2000 and in August of 2000. The moratorium expires on

February 16, 2001. The City is currently processing development applications that were vested
with King County prior to incorporation, in addition to processing building permits for all new
residential construction on existing plats and vested commercial development permit
applications. The City of Sammamish Planning Advisory Board, formed in July of 2000, has
conducted numerous public meetings related to the development of the City’s Comprehensive
Plan. The PAB is on schedule with the development of a comprehensive plan and
development regulations for the City. It is expected that this process (comprehensive plan and
development regulations) will be completed within 24 months (by the end of 2002).

Pursuant to RCW 36.70A.390 a moratorium interim zonin ma , interim zonin ordinance, or
3 9

interim official control adopted under this section may be effective for not longer than six

months, but may be effective for up to one year if a work plan is developed for related studies
providing for such a longer period. A moratorium, interim zoning map, interim zoning
ordinance, or interim official control may be renewed for one or more six~month periods if a



subsequent public hearing is held and ?ndings of fact are made prior to each renewal. An
extension of the current development moratorium is appropriate as the City is adhering to an
adopted work plan (City of Sammamish Biennial Budget, 2001-2002), which is consistent with
the work plan adopted by the Planning Advisory Board.

There has been discussion between staff and the Community Development Committee on
relaxing some of the development application restrictions. It is recommended that the staff
continue to work with the CDC and submit a recommendation to the Council Within three
months on potential amendments to the moratorium on certain development applications.

A notice of public hearing on the proposed ordinance was published in the East Side Journal on
January 23, 2001.

Recommended Motion:

Staff recommends approval of the extension.on the moratorium for a period not to exceed six—
months from the date of adoption of this ordinance. The attached ordinance bears the ?ndings
of fact supporting the moratorium extension.



CITY OF SAMMAMISH
WASHINGTON

ORDINANCE NO. 02001-

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH,
WASHINGTON, RELATING TO LAND USE AND ZONING,
AND EXTENDING A MORATORIUM ON THE FILING OF
APPLICATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT PERMITS AND
APPROVALS WITHIN THE CORPORATE LIMITS OF
THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH

WHEREAS, incorporation of the City of Sammamish was approved at an election held on
November 8, 1998; and

WHEREAS, the City Council was elected on April 27, 1999, and sworn in on May 8, 1999;

WHEREAS, the City of Sammamish officially incorporated on August 31, 1999; and

WHEREAS, there has been rapid and substantial growth in and around the
City of Sammamish; and

WHEREAS, one of the concerns of the citizens of Sammamish which led to incorporation
of the City was the impact of County land use decisions on the Sammamish community; and

WHEREAS, in accordance with state law, the City Council passed Resolution No. R99—04,
on May 19, 1999, which adopted a moratorium during the transition period on the ?ling of
applicationsWithKing County for development permits and approvals Withinthe city limits of the
City of Sammarnish including, but not limited to, subdivision approvals, short subdivision
approvals,and building permits; and

WHEREAS, state law, RCW 35A.63.220, authorizes the City Council to adopt
moratoriums following incorporation;and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was conducted on July 28, 1999 to receive comment upon the
impacts and effectiveness of the moratorium imposed by Resolution No. R99-04 and the need to
extend and/or modify the moratorium following the date of incorporation; and

WHEREAS, based upon the public testimony and other evidence presented at the July 28,
1999 public hearing, the City Council passed Ordinance No. 099-28, on August 25, 1999, to

extend the moratorium from the date of incorporationuntil February 18, 2000; and

WHEREAS, a second public hearing was conducted on February 9, 2000 to receive
comment upon the impacts and effectiveness of the moratorium imposed by Ordinance No. 099-28
and the need to extend and/or modify the moratorium; and

-1-
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WHEREAS, based upon the public testimony and other evidence submitted at the February
9, 2000 public hearing, the City Council found that there was a substantial basis and public support
for extension of the moratorium; and

WHEREAS, the City Council passed Ordinance No. 2000-51, on February 16, 2000, to
extend the moratorium from February 18, 2000 until August 16, 2000; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was conducted on August 16, 2000 to receive comment on
the impacts and effectiveness of the moratorium and the need to extend and/or modify the
moratorium; and

WHEREAS, based upon the public testimony and other evidence submitted at the August
1

16, 2000 public hearing, the City Council found that extending the moratorium is in the public
interest; and

WHEREAS, the City Council passed Ordinance No. 2“0
extend the moratorium from August 16, 2000 until February 16, 200 and

0-68, on August 16, 2000, to

1;

WHEREAS, the City Council passed Ordinance No. 2000-74, on‘December 6, 2000, to

amend Ordinance No. 2000-68 by the addition of a categorical exemption for certain wireless
communications facilities; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was conducted on February 7, 2001 to receive comment on
the impacts and effectiveness of the moratorium and the need to extend and/or modify the
moratorium; and

WHEREAS, based upon the public testimony and other evidence submitted at the Februaiy
7, 2001 public hearing, the City Council finds that extending the moratorium is in the public
interest; and

WHEREAS, The City is currently processing development applications that vested with
King County prior to incorporation, in addition to processing building permits for all new
residential construction on existing plats and vested commercial development permit
applications; and

WHEREAS, in accordance with the State Growth Management Act, the City is diligently
pursuing a planning process that will result in the adoption of the City’s first comprehensive plan;
and *

WHEREAS, an extension of the current development moratorium is appropriate as the
City is adhering to an adopted work plan under the City of Sammamish Biennial Budget, 2001-
2002, for the adoption of a comprehensive plan; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that protection of the public health, safety, and
welfare supports extending the moratorium on applications for development permits and approvals

-2-
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for property located within the corporate limits of the City of Sammamish;

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

The “Whereas” clauses above shall constitute ?ndings of fact
in support of the moratoriumhereafter set forth and are incorporatedherein.

Except as hereinafter set forth, a moratorium is
imposed upon the ?ling of applications for development permits and approvals for property located
within the corporate limits of the City of Sammamish. For purposes of this moratorium, the terms

"development permits and approvals" include:

a. Subdivision approvals;

b. Short subdivision approvals;

c. Site plan approvals;

d. Multi—familydwelling unit approvals (apartments, townhouses,condominiums,
mobile home parks, group residences);

e. Rezones;

f. Building permits;

g. Conditionaluse or special use permits;

I

h. Communications facilities;

i. Commercial construction in business and of?ce zones; and

j. Shoreline substantial development permits.

The terms "development permits and approvals" shall
not include the following:

a. Permits and approvals for churches, synagogues, and temples (SIC Code 866);
health service uses; educational service uses; park and recreational uses; and day
care facilities I and H (all as de?ned in ISDC 2lA.06);

b. Permits and approvals for additions or alterations to existing multi—familyresidential
and commercial structures when such additions or alterations do not result in the
creation of new units, and permits for structures replacing pre—existingstructures

destroyed by ?re or other unintentional casualty;
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c. Permits and approvals for government facilities and structures including, but not
limited to, streets, utilities, and surface water improvements;

d. Permits and approvals for construction of single family residences;

e. Permits and approvals for signs;

f. Permits and approvals for law enforcement, emergency medical, and disaster relief
facilities, parking and storage;

g. Permits and approvals for lot line adjustments;

h. Permits and approvals for any land use permitted by ISDC when all of the following
conditions are met: (1) The property owner(s) applied for the right to connect to a
public water supply before August 25, 1999; (2) The property owner(s) were granted
the right to connect to a public water supply; and (3) The property owner(s) right to
connect to a public water supply will lapse unless exercised by a completed
development permit application to the City of Sammamish during the term of this
moratorium.

i. Permits and approvals for construction of the following wireless communications
facilities, which shall be reviewed under the criteria set forth in ISDC Chapter 20.20
for a Type l Decision:

(1) Wireless communications facilities located within the public rights—of—way
of 228th Avenue SE/Sahalee Way NE, Inglewood Hill Road, East Lake
Samrnamish Parkway SE, SE 43rd Street, 212th Avenue SE, NE 20th Street,
and Lewis—ThompsonRoad. These communications facilities may be
attached to utility poles, light standards, or other support structures with the
ancillary equipment cabinets placed on the ground. An existing utility pole
or light standard may be replaced with a new pole or light standard to
accommodate the wireless communicationsfacilities. The height of the new
pole may be increased up to twenty-?ve feet above the existing pole height
to accommodate the signal quality and coverage of the proposed antenna(s).
If the wireless communications facility is ?fteen cubic inches or less in

volume, it may be located within any public right-of—way.

(2) Applications to maintain, repair or replace existing wireless communications
facilities, including those approved and installed prior to incorporation.

(3) Wireless communications facilities collocated on existing antenna support
structures, such as monopoles or lattice towers.

(4) Wireless communications facilities collected on existing buildings in non-
residential zoning districts so long as each wireless communications facility
is screened from View from adjacent public rights—of-way.

-4-
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This moratorium shall not affect vested rights established pursuant to previously filed and
fully complete applications.

This moratorium, as a public emergency
measure necessary for the protection of the public health, safety, and welfare, shall be effective
immediately upon termination of the moratorium imposed by Ordinance No. O2000-68 (February
16, 2001) and shall continue in effect until August 16, 2001 unless earlier repealed, renewed or

modi?ed by the City Council as provided by state law.

In the event of unusual or unreasonable hardships caused
by this moratorium, appeal may be made to the City Council for an exception from the provisions
of the moratorium. The City Council may grant an exception upon a showing of such unusual or

unreasonablehardship.

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-ernption shall not affect the validity of the remaining
portions of this Ordinance or its application to other persons or circumstances.

ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AT A REGULAR MEETINGTHEREOF ON
THE DAY OF ,2001.

CITY OF SAMMAMISH

Mayor H. Troy Romero

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED:

Melonie Anderson, City Clerk

Approved as to form:

Bruce L. Disend, City Attorney

Filed with the City Clerk: February 1, 2001
Passed by the City Council:
Date of Publication:
Effective Date:
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Bill N0. 8b

AGENDA BILL

CITY OF SAMMAMISH
CITY COUNCIL

Subject: Ordinance amending ordinance No. Meeting Date: February 7, 2001
02000-50 to authorize the City Manager to sign
contracts to purchase easements or rights—of-way Date Submitted: January 31, 2001
without prior approval by the City Council

Originating Department: Public works

Clearances:
Action Required: Approve ordinance

H

Administration Police

Public Works Fire

Building/Planning Attorney
Exhibits: A) Ordinance

B) Ordinance 02000-50 Committee:

Budgeted Amount: N/A

Summary Statement:

Construction, improvement, and expansion of City streets often requires the City to enter

into numerous contracts for the purchase of easements and right-of—way.The ability of the City
Manager to enter into these agreements without prior approval of the City Council will improve
the efficiency of City operations.

Ordinance 02000-50 gives authority to the City Manager to enter into contracts, without
City Council approval, for amounts under $15,000. This ordinance will amend 02000-50 by
adding a section providing for the City Manager to approve contracts to purchase easements or
rights—of-wayin support of a construction project approved by the City Council; provided, the
funds to purchase the easements or rights—of-wayhave been budgeted for that purpose and the
purchase price of the given easement or right-of—Wayis within ten percent of its appraised value.

Recommended Motion:

Approve ordinance of the City of Sammamish, Washington, amending 0200050 to

authorize the City Manager to sign contracts to purchase easements or rights—of-wayWithout prior
approval by the City Council.



Exhibit A

CITY OF SAMMAMISH
WASHINGTON

ORDINANCE NO. O2001—

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH,
WASHINGTON, AMENDING ORDINANCE NUMBER 2000-
50 TO AUTHORIZE THE CITY MANAGER TO SIGN
CONTRACTS TO PURCHASE EASEMENTS OR RIGHTS-
OF-WAY WITHOUT PRIOR APPROVAL BY THE CITY
COUNCIL

WHEREAS, RCW 35A.ll.0l0 provides that the City of Sammamish, through its City
Council, may enter into contract; and

WHEREAS, the construction, improvement, and expansion of City streets often requires
the City to enter into numerous contracts for the purchase of easements and rights-of-way; and

WHEREAS, allowing the City Manager to enter into contracts for the purchase of
easements and rights-of—waywithout prior approval by the City Council will improve the
efficiency of City operations;

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

Ordinance No. 2000-50 of the City of
Sammamish, a copy of which is attached hereto and incorporated by reference, is hereby amended
by the addition of a new section (A)(12) to read as follows:

12. Contracts to purchase easements or rights—of-Wayin support of a construction
project approved by the City Council; provided, the funds to purchase the easements or rights—of—
way have been budgeted for that purpose and the purchase price of the given easement or right-of-
way is within ten percent of its appraised Value.

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

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 , 2001.
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CITY OF SAl\/IMAMISH

Mayor H. Troy Romero

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED :

Melonie Anderson, City Clerk

Bruce L. Disend, City Attorney

Filed with the City Clerk: January 31, 2001
Passed by the City Council:
Date of Publication:
Effective Date:
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Exhibit B

CITY OF SAMMAMISH
WASHINGTON

ORDINANCE NO.:O2000—50

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH,
WASHINGTON, ESTABLISHING A PROCEDURE
RELATING TO CONTRACT APPROVALS AND
AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE
CERTAIN CONTRACTS WITHOUT PRIOR
INDIVIDUAL APPROVAL BY THE CITY COUNCIL

WHEREAS, RCW 35A.ll.0l0 provides that the City of Samrnamish, through its
legislative body, may contract and be contracted with; and

WHEREAS, the City enters into a large number of minor and routine contracts for which
it is burdensome to individuallyhave City Council approval; and

WHEREAS, the City Council determines that the practical needs of the City require that
the City Manager enter into certain contracts without prior individual‘approval by the City
Council in order to allow the City to function in an orderly manner;

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

Section l. Contract Approval Authorization. The following procedure is hereby
established for the approval of certain contracts and granting the City Manager authority with
respect to such contracts:

A. The City Council authorizes the City Manager to enter into and execute on behalf of
the City the following contracts without individual approval of each contract by the City Council,
so long as the contract is consistent with the approved annual budget for the City, and the City's
liability under the contract does not exceed available fund balances:

1. Contractsfor purchase of goods, supplies, materials, or equipment involving a
cost or fee (excluding sales tax) of less than Fifteen Thousand Dollars ($15,000).

2. Professional service contracts, including contracts for architectural,
engineering, legal, and consulting services involving a cost or fee (excluding sales tax) of less
than Fifteen Thousand Dollars ($15,000).

3. Maintenance contracts involving a cost or fee (excluding sales tax) of less than
Ten Thousand Dollars ($10,000) per year.
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Thousand Dollars ($35,000) involving multiple trades, and Twenty Thousand Dollars ($20,000)
involving a single trade.

5. Settlement agreements involving a cost or fee of less than Twenty Thousand
Dollars ($20,000), and retention of legal counsel and expert consultants, involving risk
management claims or suits.

6. Other routine agreements where no expenditure is involved, or the cost,
expenditure, or fee (excluding sales tax) does not exceed Ten Thousand Dollars ($ 10,000).

7. Lease agreements for materials, supplies, and equipment where the expenditure
or fee does not exceed Ten Thousand Dollars ($ 10,000) per year.

8. Sale of unneeded surplus personal property with an estimated cumulative value
of Ten Thousand Dollars ($10,000) or less, which has been certified for disposition, such sale or
disposition to be made by the City Manager in accordance with informal procedures and in the
lmzaof infnrcxcf I‘\‘F+1‘\tJ(‘ifxr
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9. Contracts that carry out or implement a provision of the Sammamish Municipal
Code or established City policy, e.g., maintenance or performance bonds for plat improvements.

10. Emergency contracts. "Emergency" means a set of unforeseen circumstances
that either:

a. Presents a real, immediate threat to the proper performance of essential
functions; or

b. May result in material loss or damage to property, bodily injury, or loss
of life if immediate action is not taken;or

c. For public works projects, may result in a substantial loss to the City if
the contract is not immediately entered into.

ll. Employment and personnel matters. Unless otherwise provided by statute or

ordinance, e.g., salaries and compensation are subject to City ordinance.

B. The breaking down of any purchase or contract into units or phases for the purpose of
avoiding the maximum dollar amount is prohibited. The amount of a contract includes all
amendments; provided, however, that amendments that do not exceed in total ten percent (10%)
of the contract amount may be entered into without prior City Council approval.

C. The City Manager may present any contract to the City Council for prior approval,
even if the contract is allowed to be approved without prior City Council approval.

D. All interloeal agreements shall be presented to the City Council for prior approval.



E. The City Manager shall promptly, within ten (10) days, provide to the City Council a
copy (or summary) of any contract (or amendment) that has not received prior approval by the
City Council.

F. "Contract" means any agreement creating a legal relationship between the City and
another person or entity, or any amendment thereto.

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

Section 3. Effective Date. This Ordinance shall be published in the official newspaper of
the City, and shall take effect and be in full force ?ve (5) days after the date of publication.

ADOFTED B1’ THE CITY COUNCIL AT A %GULAR MEETING THEREOF
2ON THE 16”‘DAYOF FEBRUARY, 000.

CITY OF SAMMAMISH

Mayor Jack Barry

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED

Ruth Muller, Interim City Clerk

Approved as to form:

Bruce L. Disend, City Attorney

Filed with the City Clerk: February ll, 2000
Passed by the City Council: February 16, 2000
Ordinance No.: O2000—50
Date of Publication: February 23, 2000







Bill No. 8c

AGENDA BILL

CITY OF SAMMAMISH
CITY COUNCIL

Subject: Meeting Date: February 7, 2001
Willametteat Sammamish Highlands Subdivision

Date Submitted: January 31, 2001

Originating Department: Community Development

Clearances:
Action Required: Administration Police
Motion to approve subdivision

____X__Public Works Fire

_____X__Building/Planning Attorney
Exhibits/Attachments:
a) Map of Final Plat (1)Road Variance LOOV0019
3) TransmittalLetter e) Drainage Variance L99SR3l5
c) Hearing Examiner Decision June 17, 1999 i) LWSD Letter RE: Access to school Jan. 27, 2000

Budgeted Amount: N/A Legislative Approval

Summary Statement:
The proposed plat is 46 lots on 9.8 acres, proposed by Cam West Development, Inc. The proposal
was reviewed and approved by King County DDES, and the required infrastructure (drainage,
roads, sidewalks,etc) improvements have been under construction, under King County DDES staff
inspection.Here are the key points:

Roads are built to King County Road Standards, except for one variance. Drainage meets 1998
KCSWDM by a drainage Variance. Access to Samantha Smith School is provided.

The MP8 transportation impact fees are at the current rate of $2,575 per unit is $118,450 for 46
lots for Zone # 403, unless impact fee rates are revised prior to buildingpermit issuance, in
addition to the required ?ontage and internal streets in the plat conditions.

Recommended Motion:
Approve 4-6=iotWillamette at SammamishHighlandsSubdivision and authorize the Mayor to sign
mylars of the ?nal plat.





February 1, 2001

TO: Melonie Anderson, City Clerk
From: Matt Mathes, Special Project Planner

RE: Willamette at Sammamish Highlands (AKA Vansell) Final Plat
City Council Regular Meeting Feb. 7, 2001

The materials under this cover memo have been selected from the full ?le as the agenda
packet materials for review by City Council. The enclosed materials are:

Ex. A — Map of Plat (Reduced to 8-1/2 x 11) 1 page
Ex. B —— Transmittal letter — Jan. 31, 2001 1 page
Ex. C — Hearing Examiner Decision —- June 17, 2001 16 pages
Ex. D - Road Variance 7 pages
Ex. E — DrainageVariance 3 pages
Ex. F — LWSD letter 1 page
Total 29 pages ‘

Background on Proposed Plat
The name of the proposal has changed recently from “Vansell” to “Willamette at

SammamishHighlands”. Staff learned of the name change on January 31, 2001, so the
agenda and ?le materials willappear as either (or both) plat name(s).

The proposed plat is 46 lots on 9.8 acres, proposed by Cam West Development. The
proposal was reviewed and approved by KC DDES, and the required infrastructure
(drainage, roads, sidewalks, etc.) improvements is under construction under KC DDES
staff inspection. Here are several key points:

Pedestrian access to Samantha Smith Elementary School has been made a condition of
approval.

The MP8 transportation impact fees that the applicant will pay are the current rate of
$2,575 per unit ($118,450 for 46 lots) for Zone #403, unless impact fee rates are revised
prior to building permit issuance. The impact fees are required in addition to required
frontage and internal streets mentioned in the plat conditions.

The right of way width has been reduced to 48 feet width at 233”Ave NE and NE 10”‘
Place through a Road Variance. Currently, the adopted city standard right of way is 57
feet width.

Willamette at Sammamish Highlands City Council Regular Meeting
Final Plat - Staff Memo February 7, 2001





CITY OF SAMMAMISH
WASHINGTON

Resolution No. R2001-_

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH, WASHINGTON,
GRANTING FINAL PLAT APPROVAL TO THE PLAT OF WILLAMETTE AT
SAMMAMISH HIGHLANDS SUBDIVISION

WHEREAS, the City Council has received King County’s
recommendation of approval for the ?nal plat of Willamette at Sammamish Highlands
(AKA Vansell) Subdivision designated King County File No.L97PO0O5; and

Wt’:-IEREAS,the City Council has reviewed said plat and finds that it
conforms to all terms of the preliminary plat approval and applicable land use laws and
regulations; and

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to grant ?nal approvalto the plat of
Willamette at Sammamish Highlands;

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SAMMAMISH, WASHINGTON, DO RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

Section l. Adoption of Hearing EXaminer’sFindings and Conclusions.
The City Council hereby adopts the ?ndings and conclusions included in the King
County Hearing Examiner’s June 17, 1999 decision for the preliminary plat of
Willamette at Sammamish Highlands, King County File No. #L97POO05,attached hereto
and incorporated herein as Exhibit C.

Section 2. Grant of Approval. The City Council hereby grants ?nal
approval to the plat of Willamette at Sammamish Highlands Subdivision, King
County File No. #L97POOO5

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AT A REGULAR MEETING THEREOF ON
THE DAY OF FEBRUARY 2001.

CITY OF SAMMAMISH
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Mayor H. Troy Romero

ATTEST/ AUTHENTIC ATED:

Melonie Anderson, City Clerk

Approved as to form:

Bruce L. Disend, City Attorney

Filed with the City Clerk: February 1, 2001
Passed by the City Council:
Resolution No.:
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0 DDESP
King County
Department of Development
and Environmental Services
900 Oakesdalc Avenue Southwest
Rcnton, WA 98055-1219

January 31, 2001

Matt Mathes, Special Project Planner
City of Sammamish
704 228*Ave. NE, PMB 491
Sammamish, WA 98053

RE: Willamette at Sammamish Highlands

Dear Mr. Mathes:

The Land Use Services Division has completed the review of the final map page and supporting
documents for recording the above plat (File L97PO005). This review has determined that the plat has
met all applicable regulations and conditionsof approval. This agency’s review was performed pursuant
to the interlocal agreement between the City of Sammainish and King County.

Based on that review, the County recommends the ?nal map page mylars be approved and signed by the
City, then forwarded to the King County Records and Elections Office to be recorded. To assist in your
discretionary decision, we are forwarding a copy of the key ?le documents to you at this time.

A performance bond in the amount of $196,500 has been furnished to King County to guarantee all
required road and storm drainage improvements are completed within two years of the date of recording.
Also a bond in the amount of $30,000 has also been furnished to King County for site restoration, and a

landscape performance bond and street trees in the amount of $52,779. These ?nancial guarantees are

transferable to the City. Also a plat recording fee in the amount of $74.00 has been paid. It is our
understanding that King County will continue to provide on~site inspections of road and drainage work on

behalf of the City under the terms of the agreement.

After obtaining the city approvals, please deliver the plat mylars together with one copy and a copy of
this letter to the King County Assessors Office for processing. For information call Nimpa Gueco at

(206) 296-5 140.

At the time of recording please send a copy of the recorded plat to Shirley Goll in care of King County at

the address above.

If you have any questions on this letter, please contact Mike Meins at 206-296-7201.

rely,

James H. Sanders, P.E. ATTACHMENT "B"
Development Engineer

Enclosures:

cc: Applicant: Sara Slatten, Cam West Development, Inc.
Steve Townsend, Supervising Engineer, Land Use Inspection Section
Pete Dye, P.E., Interim Supervising Engineer, Engineering Review Section
Raymond E. Florent, P.L.S., Senior Engineer, Engineering Review Section

ATTN: Mike Meins, Engineer, Engineering Review Section





June 17, 1999

OFFICE OF THE HEARING EXAMINER
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

850 Union Bank of California Building
900 Fourth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98164
Telephone (206) 296-4660
Facsimile (206) 296-1654

SECOND REPORT AND DECISION ON PROPOSED PRELHVIINARYPLAT APPROVAL.

SUBJECT : Departmentof Development and Environmental Services File No. L97P0O05p

VANSELL PROPERTY
Preliminary Plat Application

Location: Lying on the east side of 233TdAve. NE betweenNE 8thSt. and NE 12thSt.
(if constructed) -1

Applicant: CamWest Development
PO. Box 676
Kirkland, WA 98083
(425) 637-9747

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS:

Department's Preliminary: Approve, subject to conditions
Department‘sFinal: Approve, subject to conditions
Examiner's First Report: Approve, subject to conditions
Examiner’s Second Report: Approve, subject to modi?ed conditions

PRELIMINARYMATTERS:

Applicationor petition submitted: February 9, 1997
Complete application: March 19, 1997

EXAMINER PROCEEDINGS:

Hearing Opened: April 8, 1999
Hearing Closed: April 8, 1999
Examiner's First Report: April 23, 1999
Appealedby Applicant: May 12, 1999 ATTACHMENT "C"
Deadline for Party Responses to Appeal: June 1, 1999

Participants at the public hearing and the exhibits offered and entered are listed in the attached minutes
A verbatim recording of the hearing is available in the office of the King County Hearing Examiner.
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ISSUES/'1"OPICS ADDRESSED:

. Intersection standards. Pedestrian safety. Recreation areas. Road standards. School walking conditions. Student walking conditions..Walkways

0 Notice of Hearing

FIRST SUMMARY:

KCC 2lA.l4.l9O addressesthe use and improvementof required recreational space, but doesnot address
whether such space shouldbe required or a fee-in-lieu accepted in lieu thereof.

A walkway easement extending from a cul-de-sac terminus to a school playground will be required
pursuant to RCW S8.l7.l 10 (safe student walking conditions) and by KCRS Section 2.08 (connecting
activity generators). This does not provide a basis to circumvent the recreational space allocation
language contained in KCC 2 IA. 14.190. .
Failure to communicate amongneighboring applicantsprovides no basis for disregarding the intersection
alignment and spacing standards contained in the KCRS. '

Pursuant to KCC 20.20.060.G.6, mailed notification to 500 foot radius property owners is supplementary
to the posted and published notice requirements. Thus, it provides no basis for finding published notice
inadequate.

Appropriate provision of safe walking conditions means that a student walkway should not be allowed to
cross residential driveways and private yards by easement encumbrance.

Safe walking conditions for studentswho walk to school is a minimum threshold establishedby RCW
58.17.110. The expense of satisfying the minimum thresholdneed not be disproportionately borneby
any particular development applicant. However, a project cannot go forward in the absence of the
minimum threshold having been satis?ed.

SECOND SUMMARY:

When a school district assumes the RCW 58.17.110 minimum standard for safe walking conditions, the
applicant may be relieved of that burden. '

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS & DECISION: Having reviewed the record in this matter, the Examine
now makes and enters the following: ‘

FINDINGS:

1. General Information.

Developer: Cam West Development, Inc.
PO. Box 676
Kirkland,WA 98083 Z//é
Phone: (425) 637-9747
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Engineer: Dodds Engineers, Inc.
4205 — 148thAve. NE, Suite 200
Bellevue, WA 98007
Phone: (425) 885-7877

Location: Lying on the east side of 23379Avenue NE between NE 8th
—- Sheet and NE 12thStreet (if constructed).

STR: 27-25-6
Zoning: R-6-P
Acreage: 9.80
Number of Lots: 46
Density: Approximately 4.91 dwelling units per acre
Lot Size: Ranges from approximately 4,350 to 20,755 square feet
Proposed Use: Detached single family residences
Sewage Disposal: Sammamish PlateauWater and Sewer District
Water Supply: Sammamish Plateau Water and Sewer District
Fire District: #90
School District: Lake Washington
Complete Application
(Vesting) Date: February 19, 1997

2. Applicant’s Proposal. ‘

CamWestDevelopmentInc. (the “applicant”) proposes to subdividea 9.8 acre parcel into 46
single family residential building lots. The proposed lot sizes range from 4,350 to 20, 755,
achieving a proposed density of approximately4.91 dwelling units per acre. These numbers are
consistent with the minimum and maximumdensitystandards for R-6 zoning classification. The
applicant’s preliminary plat drawing is entered in this hearing record as Exhibit No. 6. A reduced
copy is attached to the preliminary report to the Hearing Examinerdated April 8, 1999 presented
by the Department of Development and Environmental Services (“DDES" or the “Department"),
entered in this hearing record as Exhibit No. 2.

3. Issues.

The issues/topics/concernsto which the parties directed this review are these:

A. Adequacyof notice toneighboring developerCheswick Lane.
B. Adequacyof applicant's proposed recreation space; -

C. Appropriate provision for safe walking conditions for students who walk to
school;

D. Intersectionspacing or alignment.

4. Department Recommendation.

The Departmentrecommends granting preliminary approval to the proposed plat of Vansell
property; subject to the nineteen conditions of final plat approval contained on pages 12-16 of the
Departrnent’s preliminary report to the Examiner ( Exhibit No.2 ); and subject furtherto proposed
new ConditionNo. 20 as stated in Exhibit No. 18. This additionalproposed condition of ?nal plat
approval would require some redesign of the proposed development oeder to obtain access from
2331"dAvenue NE consistent with King County Road Standards (KCRS). This issue and the
Department’s recommendation are described further in Finding No.8, below.
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Applicant Response.

The applicant accepts the Department’s recommendation;except for the following issues:

A. Recreation Space. The applicant opposes recommended Condition No.15 insofar as it
precludes the option of paying a “fee-in-lieu" for recreational space. See Finding No.6,
below.

B. Student Walking Conditions. The applicant opposes recommended Condition No.10-
K which requires that, “. ..the north side of NE 8thStreet shall be im roved with an
eight-foot—widegravel shoulder from Inglewood Junior High to 228‘ Avenue NE." See
Finding No. 7, below.

C. Intersection Spacing. The applicant opposes any substantial redesign which might
result from new recommended Condition #20 which requires that either the proposed
NE 9thPlace access to 233111Avenue NE be realigned to coincide with the Cheswiclc
Lane access on the opposite side of 233TdAvenue NE, or that proposed NE 9thPlacebe
terminated as a cul-de—sacstreet. See Finding No. 8, below.

Recreation Space.

Calculationsbased upon KCC 2lA.14 show that the proposed developmentrequires 17,940 square
feet of on site recreational space. The applicant’s preliminary plat drawing (Exhibit No. 6)
provides only slightly less than 900 square feet of recreational open space (Tract H, abutting the
proposed cul-de-sac turnaround bulb at the north end of proposed 234thAvenue NE). 1’

The applicantargues that a walkway upon a ten—foot-widetrail easement will provide access to the
northerly abutting Samantha Smith ElementarySchool, thereby providing appropriate access to recreation
opportunity consistentwith KCC 21A. 14.185 and KCC 21A.l4.l90. Further, the applicant argues that a
nearby junior high school (albeit across an arterial street) provides community wide recreational
opportunity. Finally, the applicant observes, the King County ParksDepartment has submitted a letter
which supports the applicant’s position. That letter (Exhibit # 12 ) states, in part:

The Parks Department supports a reduced on-site recreation tract (12,940 square feet total),
including the play area. Our support of a reduced on—siterecreation tract is contingent on
preserving and delineating the ten-foot trail link to the adjacent elementaryas describedabove.

The applicant emphasizes KCC 2lA.14.l90 languagewhich provides the following exception for providing
“childrenplay areas within the recreation space on site": '

.except when facilities are available to the public within one—quaIter mile that are developedas
parks or playgrounds and are accessible without crossing arterial streets.

The Department, on the other hand, emphasizes language contained in KCC 2lA.l4.185 which discusses
the discretionarynature of King County acceptance of offered fee—in-lieurecreational space payments and
provides the following criteria for allowing such payment:

..the recreation space provided within a county park in the vicinity will be of greater bene?t to
the prospective residents of the development.

The applicant argues that the Department's interpretation of KCC 21A. 14 is too restrictive.
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7. Walkway Easement.

The Department recommends requiring a walkwayextending northward from the proposed north 2343‘
Avenue NE turnaround bulb to Samantha Smith Elementary School. The Department bases this
recommended condition on RCW 58.17.l 10,which requires safe walking conditions for students who
walk to school; and, on KCRS Section 2.08 which authorizes the Department to require an “off street
walk” to connect a cul-de-sac at its terminus with (among other things) schools. Thus, this requirement is
unrelated to the preceding recreational space discussion. That is, it would be required regardless of
whether a fee—in—lieufor recreation space is accepted.

The applicant proposes to provide the walkway in an easement in two segments. First, a portion of the
walkway easement would encumber a joint access driveway tract shared by two different property owners
(proposed lot numbers 19 and 20). Second, the ten-foot-wide easement would encumber a privately
owned residential lot (slot number 20). The recommended Condition 10-F, language at issue would
require a ten-foot-wide tract to be owned eitherby the homeowners’association or, if _theLake
Washington School District will accept it, to be deeded to that entity. The condition further requires
improvement of the tract a five-foot-widepaved surface consistent KCR.-S.

The Department suggests that the proposed easement is not appropriate because it creates
pedestrian/student/drivewaycon?icts and because it installs a permanent liability problem for the two
residential lot purchasers effected. The applicantdid not strenuously atgue against the Department’s
position, but provided a preliminary lot line not in conformance to it. Presumably, the applicant is
concemed about providing maximum livable space toproperty owners. The applicant’s proposal provides
approximately 400 square feet1more private yard area than the Department's separate tract
recommendation.

8. Safe Walking Conditions.

a. Examiner’s First Report.
V

Recommended Condition No.10-K states:

In order to provide a safe walking facility for students from the subject plat to walk to
school, the north side of NE 8thStreet shall be improved with an eight-foot-wide gravel
shoulder from Inglewood Junior High to 228thNE. These improvements may be waived
in those locationswhere, on the north side of NE 8thStreet, such a facility or its
equivalent already exists.

The applicant opposes this recommendation as being unreasonably onerous, unfair to be imposed
upon a single applicant and contrary to case law which requires mitigationmeasures to be
proportional to the impact expected from the proposed development.

The Department responds by observing that other pending developments along the same NE 8th
Street segment will have the same identical condition placed upon them. The Department agrees
that, ideally, a “latecorners” recompense system should be in place, thereby assuring the
proportionality that the applicant seeks. Unfortunately,King County has no such system.
Therefore, the appro cn used oy the Department in this case is routinely used by the Departmen

tmany cases throughout the county. This alternative, perhaps ad hoc, system essentially leaves it to

l. Determined by multiplying the width of the tract or easement (10 feet) by the approximate length of the driveway segment of the proposed
easement (40 feet).
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the private developers to work out among themselves an equitable distribution of the require
improvement costs. The applicant argues further that, regardless of whether RCW 58.17.110
establishes a minimumthreshold, the proportionality rule of Washington State case law must
prevail.

The walkway requirement for studentswho walk to schoolclearly advances a legitimate state
interest articulated by the Washington State Legislature, codi?ed as RCW 58.l7.l l0 (2). The
County, considering the case law presented by the applicant, should not attempt to require the
applicant to take measures which generate costs disproportional to the impact created by the
proposed development.

Condition No. 20, below, does not do that. Rather, it puts the developer on notice that a
development which fails to meet the minimum health, safety and public interest standards of the
State (RCW 58. 17.110) cannot be granted ?nal plat approval. The minimum threshold set by
DDES in this case generously bene?ts the applicant because it is only a gravel walkway-less
costly thana paved one and certainly less costly than the sidewalk, curb and gutter standard
required by KCRS Section 3.02.A. Thus, even if the applicant provides the entire funding for the
necessary walkway, the expense incurredby the applicant will be substantially less than would be
incurred if full KCRS compliance were imposed.

Examiner’s Second Report.

The safe walking conditions argument in this review concerns access to Inglewood Middle School
Although the applicant argues that the school is l ‘/2miles from the subject property, it actv““v
scales a distance of 0.37 miles east of the Vansell property on NE 8thStreet. Both Vansell
Inglewood are located on the same (north) side of the street. The hearing record shows thatthe
walking corridor along that segment of NE 8thStreet is a 3-foot wide, sometimes up to 4~foot
wide, paved shoulder extension of the arterial roadway surface. Contrary to the applicant‘s appea‘.
argument that “there is no evidence in the record of any unsafe walking conditions along NE 8th
Street,” the Department’s engineers determined--basedupon the narrow paved shoulder, arterial
traffic conditions and King County Road Standards--that the walking conditions along the north
side of NE 8thStreet were unsafe. Further, the school district finds the walking condition so
unsafe that the district will bus the studentseven though they are located less than a half-mile fror
Inglewood.

Contrary to the applicant’s assertions, the Department of Development and Environmental
Services indeed determined that the 46 lot Cam West project’s resident children would need a sat
walkway. The Department stated at page 10 of its report to the examiner (Exhibit 2):

With the development of the subject plat containing 46 lotsand the development of Llam
Landing containing 86 lots and two future development tracts, and Cheswick Lane
containing 71 townhouseunits, it appears there will be a significantly increased number t

students who potentially could walk along the north side of NE 8thStreet to reach
Inglewood JuniorHigh.

The Department further found that, at least in part, the safe walking conditions were impact
....t -4Lciatcu.

Such a condition [toprovidesafe walking conditions]would also be consistent with lxntg

County Road Standards Section 1.03A which requires that development projects improv<
“serving roads" when the projects will impact the safety of those roads. By adding both
pedestrian tra?icand vehicular trafficto NE 8”’Street, the subject plat [Vcmsell]will

I

impact the safe?xnctionirzgofNE 8”’Street. ‘Y,
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Weighing against the above ?ndings of fact, the Department indicates in the hearingrecord that
school district officials have stated that ifthe developers along NE8”’Streetfail to make
appropriate provision pursuant to the statutory subdivisionmandate contained in RCW58.17.1/0.
the school district will provide busing for the 1/3—miledistance. It is dif?cult to ascertain how
many 8thgraders will elect to wait for the bus rather than walk along the unsafe shoulder 1/3 mile.
In the absence of such information,the examiner must assume that the school district has accepted

the RCW 58.1.7.110 minimum standard burden, thereby relieving the applicant of that burden.

Intersection Spacing.

Recommended Condition No.20, above, states:

As determined by DDES during final engineering review, the location of the intersection for NE
9thPlace at 233TdAvenue NE shall be revised to align with the entrance for the CheswickLane
project. As an alternative, the NE 9thPlace intersectionshall be eliminated and on the on site
roadway within Vansell shall be designed as a permanent cul-dc-sac street.

The Department bases this recommendationon KCRS section 2.10.B which establishes 100 feet as the
minimum distance for the space between intersectionsaccessing a street that is functionally classi?ed as a
“neighborhood collector”. In this case, 2331'dAvenue NE is assigned the functionalclassi?cation of
neighborhood collector in order to establish a neighborhood circulationpattern serving Vansell, Cheswick
Lane (abutting to the north), Llama Farm (abutting to the south) and other neighboring emerging
developments. The applicant argues that it has already made signi?cant adjustments to the proposed
preliminary plat drawing in order to achieve alignment with the access street to Cheswick Lane on the
opposite (west) side of 2331'dAvenue NE. Any further changes to bring about intersection alignment
should be accomplished by Cheswick Lane, the applicantsuggests. Responding,Cheswick Lane argues
that it has made bona fide efforts to achieve alignment that have been underminedby uncommunicated
changes in the preliminary plat drawing, particularly regarding the location/alignment of access to 233rd
Avenue NE. Further, argues Cheswick Lane, the Examiner has no authority in this proceeding over
Cheswick Lane and must therefore limit his review to what is achievable by applicant CarnWest and
Vansell property.

This unfortunate situation appears to haveresulted from incompletecommunications among all three
players, DDES, Cheswick Lane and Camwest (Vansellproperty).

Adequate Notice.

The Cheswick Lane developer contends that it received no timely notice of this public hearing review.
The property was posted and newspaper notice published as required by KCC 20.20.060. Notices were
mailed to all known property owners of record (as contained in King County Deparunent of Assessments
records). Apparently, CamWest has recently acquired the Cheswick‘Laneproperty and the Departmentof
Assessments had no record of the new ownership at the time DDES requested the 500 foot radius mailing
list. KCC 20.20060 indicates that the mailedlist is supplementaryto the posted and publishednotices.

The requirements for radius ownershipnoti?cation containedin KCC 20.20.060 and RCW 58.l7.090 are
similar. KCC 20.20.060 requires an additional 200-foot radius noti?cation not required by the statute.
Records retained by DDES indicate compliance with both.

Department Report Adopted

Except as noted above, the facts and analysis contained in the DDES Preliminary Report dated
April 8, 1999 (Exhibit No. 2) are correct and are incorporated here by reference. A copy of the
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Land Use Services Division report will be attached to those copies of the examiner's report which
are submitted to the King County Council.

Conclusions Adopted.

Any portion of any of the following conclusionswhich may be construed as a ?ning is
incorporated here by reference.

CONCLUSIONS:

l. Regarding safe walking conditions along NE 8thStreet the applicant correctly argues that RCW
58.l7.l 10 does not confer upon the county any authority to exact impact related improvements
having costs that are disproportionalto the impact created by the proposed development. That,
however, is nottheissue here. The issue is whetherappropriate provision for safe walking
conditionexists. In the absenceof such appropriateprovision, the proposed development must
be denied. Case law regarding developmentfee/exactionfmitigationproportionality to impacts
has never addressedminimum standards requirements for publichealth and safety.

The facts contained in Findings 8.a. and 8.b. certainlyjustify requiring safewalking conditions
for the students of Inglewood Middle School. In this unusual case, however, the school district
has indicated to departmental staff that the District is willing to assume the developer’s burden
for making appropriate provision for safe walking conditions. When meeting a minimum

’

standard, the issues of cause, impact and impactproportionality are not relevant. The only
relevant question is: Is the minimum standard satis?ed? In this case it is. The school district has
assured the Department that the District will bus students past the unsafe walking conditions. For
this reason, the RCW 58.17.110minimum “safe walking conditions"standard must be deemedto
be satis?ed. Therefore, any conditionthat limits the ability of this proposed subdivision to move
forward on that basis must be removed from conditionsof final plat approval.

Regarding intersectionspacingand alignment on 2331'dAvenue NB, the neighboring Cheswick
Lane developer is correct: the Examinerhas no jurisdictional authority regarding Cheswick Lane
design. It is unfortunate that the two neighboring developers (and perhaps DDES, aswell) have
not better communicated among themselvesover the past eighteen monthsregarding this issue.
Miscommunication,however, provides no basis for disregarding the KCRS.

Condition No. 20, below, assures KCRS compliancewith intersectionspacing/alignment
standardswhile at the same time providing design ?exibility. It has not been convincingly
demonstrated that terminating proposed NE 9thPlace as a cul-de-sacwith turnaround bulb would
place a hardship upon this applicant Moving the NE 93‘Place entrance northward
approximately 175 feet (to the presently proposedTract E location) apparently would satisfy the
KCRS and would, in addition,provide the applicant the added marketing benefit of a cul~de-sac
serving approximately thirteen lots (south of the new entry street). Viewed in this way, it is
difficult to ascertain what all the debate is about.

Regarding allegations about adequacy of notice to neighboring property owners, the record
contains no evidence of failure to comply with the public notice specifications contained in either
RCW or KCC.

Regarding recreational space, DDES must prevail. KCC 21A. l4.190——emphasizedby the
applicant——doesnot address the provision or allocation of recreation space or fees-in-lieu thereof.

75
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arguments must be rejected. The insistenceon counry—parl<proximity is not a “too restrictive”interprctationor “hairsplitting".It is whatKCC 2lA.l4.l8$ actually says. The proximity of~ playgrounds may be used to make decisionsabout the design of required on site recreation (KCC21A.14.190)but is wholly irrelevantregarding whetherrecreationspace or fccs~in~licuthereofshogzldbe required (KCC 2118.14.185).

TheDepartmentof Parksrecommendationprovidesusefulreasoning to understandtheimportanceof the KCRSSection 2.08 requirementforconnccziorzsfromcul-de~sac to“pedestrian tra?ficgenerators” and the RCW 58.17.11!) admonitionto assurcsafe walkingconditionsfor studentswhowalk to school. As noted above,however,the Departmentof Parkssuggestion to reduce on-site recreationarea fails to comport withKCC 21A.14.l85..
5. lfapproved subject to the conditionsrecommendedbelow, theproposed subdivisionmakesappropriate provision for thepublic health,safetyand welfare;servesthe publicuse andinterest;and meets the requirementsof RCW58.11110.

6. The conditionsof approval recommended herein, includingdedicationsand easements, willprovide improvementswhich promote legitimate public pm-pores;are necessaryto scrvethesubdivisionand are proportional to its impacts; are rcquiredto make theproposed plar reasonablycompatible withmeenvironment;and will carry out applicable‘statelawsand regulations and thelaws, policies and objectives of King County. "

‘I
7. Any portion of Findingnumbers1 through 10, whichmay be construedas a conclusion is

incorporatedhere by this reference.

micxsiolv:‘

»

It is recommendedthat the subject subdivision,revised and received March 11, 1999,be granted
preliminary approval subject to the followingconditionsof ?nal approval: .

Compliancewith all planing provisions of‘Iitle 19of thc King County Codc.

2. All persons having an ownershipinterest in the subject property shallsign on rhofaceof the 51131£6392.-—-—~ plat a dedicationwhich includcsthe languago set forth in King County Councrl Motzon N0- 5951-

classi?cationand shall be generally as shown on the face of the approved prelimilialy ?135v57‘-5°?‘that minor revisions to the 93;;which do not rcsul: in subsmzzzialcharges may be ap?fovéa 31 me
discretionof the Dcparbmcntof Bovelopmerr:and EmolromnentalServices-

/3 I
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6. OL, The applicant must obtainthe approval of the KingCountyFire ProtectionEngineerfor the‘adequacy05 {he firehydrant, water main,and fireflowstandards of Chapter l7.08 of the KingCountyCode.
gO0;07,.g,‘?... 4/,5,/Q9x 0‘I/Finalplat approval shall requirefull compliance with the dminagc provisions set forth in King

N

Allconstructionand upgradingof public and private roads shall be done in accordancewith the;_/,..~——«- King County RoadStandardsestablishedand adoptedby OrdinanceNo. H187.

be satisfiedduringengineeringand finalreview.

/4 05 Drainageplans and analysis shall comply withthe 1990KingCounty SurfaceWaterDesignManualand applicable updatesadoptedby King County. DDBSapprovalof thedrainageand roadway plans is requiredprior to any consmlc?on.

/by“, Currentstandardplan notes andESC notes, as establishedby DDES EngineeringReview,shallbe shownon the engineeringplans. ‘

‘?ap The followingnote shall be shownon the ?nal recordedplat:

" All buildingdownspouts,fooling drains, and drainsfrom all ixnpervioussurfacessuchas patios and drivewaysshallbe connected to the permanent stoma

comply withthe planson ?le.“

\./d.
W, The East LakeSaznmaxnishBasinPlan identi?esthe subject property as lyingwithinthe. WetlandNo. 9 management area... For this area, in?ltranlonof storm water,is required tominimizesurface water runo?‘. As reflectedin the applicant's downstream drainageanalysis, the subjectplat shall in?ltraie mnoffup through the l00~year, 24- hour stormevent. The design of the in?ltrationfacilityand the soil testing procedures shallbe inaccordancewith the requirements of thesurface WatetDesign Manual. The runoffcontrolfacilitiesshallbe locatedin a separate tract and dedicatedto KingCounty, unlessportion of the dminagetract are used for required recreation space in accordance withKCC 2lA_I4.l80.

8. All utilities within proposedrightsm?way must be includedwithin a franchise approved by themy
King County Council, prior to fuel plat recording

the applicable fee ordinance- The applicant has the option to ‘either:(1) pay the IVESfee at ?nal4”‘ plat recording, or (2) pay the MP3 fee at the time of buildingpermit issuance. If thefirstoption/'‘‘/.L‘-is chosen the fee paid shall be mefee in e?ect at metime of plat application and a note shall be\,( placed an die face of the plat that reads, “All fees required by KingCounty Code 14.75,
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10. Theproposed subdivisionshallcomply with the 1993KingCountyRoadStandards(KCRS)k 6! inciudingthe foVI1o}vingrequirements:

K Duringpreliminaryreview,the a

sidewalk.Twelvefeetof right-of-wayshall be dedicatedto KingCountyalong the?rontageof theproperty to provide 42 feetof right—of—wa.yfromcehtcrline.

The purposeof the tract (to provide a pcdcslrian waiifvs/ay)shall be stated on the ?nai?.pier and engineeringplans. Thenot shaklbe improvedwim a S-fee: wide payediuriaee,consistentwith the Road Standards.The existing fenceat the ug? property 11115Sm” '35

// /
'/
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The grading,alignment and road improvementsfor NE IOT31Placeshall be desigricdto011,-accommodatethe futureextensionof this roadto the east of thesubject property. Thefinaldesignfor 1051placeshallbe reviewedand approved by thoLUSD EngineeringReview Section.

1l. The existing 30-foot accessfutilityeasements shownon the preliminaryplat shall be vacated at the""“ time of ?nal plat recording. (;.y,,,,_,55 phx 0/gga,‘-,-—gl,g;.7; ng f)
G\”Lotswithin this subdivisionare subject to KCC 21A.43 and Ordinance13338which imposedadlg?jimpactfees to fundschool system improvementsneeded to served new development As a(3/conditionof ?nal approval, 50% of the impact feesdue:for the plat shallbe assessed arid *collectedimmediatelyprior to recording,using the fee schedulesin effect when tho plat rcceivesfinalapproval. Thebalanceof theassessedfee shallbe allocatedevenlylo the dwelling unitsinthe plat and shallbe collectedprior to building permit issuance.

V/l3.011’There shall be no direct vehicularaccess to or from23335Avenue NE or NE 10*Place from

1 A planter island, ifprovidcd within the 23431Avcnuc NE turnaround bulb, shall be maintainedp,)"/by the abuttinglot ownersor the:homeowners’association. This shallbe statedon the face of theF
/, ’[,\ ?nal plat.

‘

l5. Suitableon-site recreationspace shall be provided consistentwith the requirements ofKCC

An overall conceptual recreation space plan shall be submitted for review andapproval by LUSD,with the submittalof the eng'mc:r;r1gplans- The concwtualLggféé. /Ué6/?6?// recreation plan shallinclude location,area calculations,dimensions.and gcncfal
by Q improvemcois.Theapproved cnginccringplans shall be consistent with the

conceptual ‘plan. ‘

/7/
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18. T1_1eWashingtonStateDepamnentof Transportation(WSDOT) has indicafedthat the subject plat
- 202/SahaleeWay, and the other intersectionsalong the SR 202 coeridor.To mi?SDOThas requested the applicantcontri ' ' '

per iot,to helpfundthe "cost of planned improvements to SR 202. Thispayment shall be paiduinfun to WSDOT,prior to ?nalplat recording.

9 "(fThedevelopersha?,individuallyor with others, construct an eastbound left turn lane on NB815Street at 233rdAvenue NE.‘The constructionof this turn iane shall be coordinatedwith thesengmecnngpians for the NE 3thStreetimprovementsassociatedwithCheswiclcLane(Building
A

' PermitB97C0208).Channelizationand illuminationplans shall be approvedby King CountyTraf?cEnginee?ng,prior to engineeringplan approval for the subject plat.s determinedby DDESduring?nal engineeringreview:

IL/3'- The Iocatibnof the intersectionfor NE951Placeat 2331’dAvenue NEshali be revised 100 alignwith the opposite entrance for the Cheswick Lane project, or, ‘

0%/6.AltqmdvelyimeNE9thPlaceintersectionshau be eliminated;the roadway «mam vansezz,
,

_

shall be designedas a permanent <;ul—de—sacstreet; and,the principalentrance to Vansell ,along233rdAvenue NE shallbe relocated consistent with KCRS intersectionspacingstandards.

ORDEREDthis 17thday of June, 1999.

statement snecifying the basis for the appeai and argument in sunport of Lhezmpeal must be filed reriththeclerk of the King CountyCouncilon or beforeJuly 8, 1999. If the applicant wishesto reinstate itsapgzealof the first {Apr? 23, 1999) report and decision, it should do so within this same schedule.Appealsmemenzsmay refer only to facts containedin the hearing record; new factsmay not be presented onappeal.
.
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Filing requires actual delivery to the Office of the Clerk of the Council, Room403, King County
Courthouse, prior to the close of business (4:30 p.m.) on the date due. Prior mailing is not suf?cient if
actual receipt by the Clerk does not occur within the applicable time period. The Examiner does not have
authority to extend the time period unless the Office of the Clerk is not open on the speci?ed closing date,
in which event delivery prior to the close of business on the next businessday is suf?cient to meet the
?ling requirement. ‘ '

If a written notice of appeal and tiling fee are not ?led within fourteen (14) calendar days of the date of
this report, or if a written appeal statement and argument are not ?led within twenty-one (21) calendar
days of the date of this report,the decision of the hearing examiner contained herein shall be the ?nal
decision of King County without the need for further action by the Council.

MINUTES OF THE APRIL8, 1999 PUBLIC HEARINGON DEPARTMENTOF DEVELOPMENTAND
ENVIRONMENTALSERVICESFILE NO. L97POO05~VANSELL:

R. S. Titus was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. P“ticipat"*g in the hearingwere Eric Campbell, Iohn
McCullough, Jim Olsen, Roger A. Pearce, Steve Thomas, Pete Dye, Lanny Henoch and Aileen McManus.

The following exhibits were offered and entered into the record on April 8, 1999:

Exhibit No. 1 LUSD File NO. L97PO0O5
Exhibit No. 2 LUSD staff report prepared for the April 8, 1999public hearing
Exhibit No. 3 SEPA EnvironmentalChecklist, signed by the applicant on February 19, 1997 and annotated by

L. Henoch, LUSD, on February 18, 1999
Exhibit No. 4 SEPA Mitigated Determinationof Nonsigni?cance, issuedFebruary24, 1999
Exhibit No. 5 Affidavit of Posting indicatinga notice was postedon the property on March 5, 1999,

' giving notice of the April 8, 1999public hearing 1

Exhibit No. 6 Revised preliminaryplat drawing, received March 11, 1999
Exhibit No. 7 Land use map - Kroll Maps 951 E & W, and 955 E& W
Exhibit No. 8 King County Assessor Map —- SW ‘/4of 27 -— 25 - 6
Exhibit No. 9 “Traffic Impact Analysis for Vansell Property", dated February25, 1997 and prepared by William

'

Popp & Associates
Exhibit No.10 June 12, 1997 memo from Gary A. Norris, P.E., William Popp& Associates, containing traffic

information
ExhibitNo.11 “Alternative Route Accesspstudy”dated February24, 1998,prepared by Gary Struthers

Associates, Inc..
Exhibit No.12 April 1, 1999 letter ?romLori Hoover,King County Parks
Exhibit No.13 Letter from Thomas McDonald/DDESto Steve 'I‘homas/KTHArchitects, dated November 7, 1997
Exhibit No.14 Letter to the King County Hearing Examiner'sOffice from attorney John (Jack) McCullough,

dated April 8, 1999, with statutory warranty deeds attached
Exhibit No.15 Site Distance Map, showing233"Ave. NE and NE 8'”St, untitledand undated
Exhibit No.16 Site Distance Map, with handwrittennotation,showing 233"‘Ave. NE and NE 8"‘St, faxed to

’

Steve Thomas on December 17, 1998, 12:30 pm, from Dodds Engineers, Inc.
Exhibit No.17 Letter to Steve Thomas from Pamela Dhanapal/DDES,dated February 16, 1999
Exhibit No.18 New Condition #20 of DDES sta? report, re: NE 9'”and 223"Ave. NE.
Exhibit No.19 Revised Preliminary Plat of Vansell property, dated June 26, 1997, and stampedreceived by

DDES on June 30, 1997.

RST:cp
Attachment
l97p\L97P0O05 RP2
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Bob and Jan Ball
Michelle Beame
Eric Campbell
Roger Dorstad
Vali Eberhardt
John J. and Doris Engebretson
Sharon Frecchtle
Ian and Linda Gleadle
Tom and Jeanne Harman
Thomas Jackson
Rich and Barbara Jayne
John L. Scott Land Department
James Jordan
Teresa Lemay
Francis J. Lill
Julie Long
Linda lviatiock
John McCullough
Eleanor Moon
New Home Trends
Jim Olsen
Roger A. Pearce
Mark Pease
Nancy Raymond
Roxanne Riley
Nancy Ryan
Alfred and Vivian Sauerbrey
Donna and Bill Schiefelbein
Don and Elizabeth Steyer
Steve Thomas
Jim Tompkins
Kevin Vanderzanden
Marian Vansell
Chris and Caroline Young
Greg Borba
Steve Bottheim
Laura Casey
Kim Claussen
Pete Dye
Lanny Henoch
Aileen McManus
Carol Rogers
Steven C. Townsend
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King County
Dept. of Development and EnvironmentalServices
’ * Use Services Division

akesdale Avenue Southwest
A

kcuton, Washington98055-1219

Pro'ect Name: DDES File No., 5.» It Proeri L‘! 000
re:Project Address/Location: ‘ isignatu 5 Date:«vs W,» IVE8*'~si«u+ nerd «vs KW-I-.1”?/» 3 sm

esign Engineer Name: Engineering Firm Name:
‘

‘ /Min/~.arr W"!: ,;c,CIa»ne, Gar sirfae/5 Assoaaicj 429-S«1—o3wX22
Add ess: (/iPl(=co~"f Telephones 9‘ ’ 5"”

T

0_ Box 6% . . biz?“ ( 7—?7‘17‘
City, State, Zip' DDES EngineerlPlanner Initials:A A rzozli

WSTRUCTIONS TO APPLICANTIDESIGNENGINEER:
Ptease be sure to include aii plans, sketches, photos and maps which may assist in complete reviewand consideration of your variance request.
Faiiure to provideail pertinent information may result in deiayed processing or denial of your request. Piease submit this reguest and aggiicabie

Leeto the Department of Development and EnvironrnentaiServices,Buiiding or Land Use Services intake Counters, at 900 Oakesdaie Avenue
Southwest, Renton, Washington 9e8g»(‘)i55-1_2i9.g

New
___W H y

T O ‘ yRE’FERj;;r;’ioeeyissctiouersmartorTH«EA‘jKiNG‘

UM

DESCRIPTUONOF VARIANCER QUESTEJ4 NE ‘F 36'*0 -32: TECKNICIAN USE ONLY
W’. rwrxD /{edvce?a\/€'V\eIV+wzglr? 0 Z33

or av "C i"V?t)‘ ”‘°‘”‘ .7 «,4 _ E0-cXNEi0"‘~Pi.F'°"*2 Rqigcg {tow .w.dH*« 9? 232 Auéy"(’,M.r.ne+¢te, er oietwi?APPLi§D§\lBLJE°SE%;ilC)N($ SQFADARIDS:Se
0

W co, /10,4 s+M§’m~i «i3, 5cd~~~/ 2.03; rm: 7
«~ 9 « .\ .\

I
gyjwov zaogy

JUSTIHCATION(seeattaohments,pages___/__to__.§____):9; Leger /vlmrd‘5:/am?an/«Xoo;oao~ie«i Ssief/«N
D E@

EW7EMAR-5 ‘i999

K.C. D. D.E.S.3
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLICWORKS AUTHORIZATION:

D Check here if engineering
plans have been approved
(SITEREV=APPROVED) : route
application to DIS

AUTHORIZATION SIGNATURES:
oozesSTAFFRECOMMENDATION:
1)Jena,0a/amen?V€§&¢?’%

7»)?//Weér //mm/71761/u/W7.
I ] Approvai I I Conditioned Approval

D

[ 1Denied
County Design Engineer Date

County Road En ‘neer
.

. Datefees076% A /' 9”“

1, 00 '

ATTACHMENT"D" s //7



King County
Road Services Division
Department of Transportation
Yesler Building
400 Yesier Way, Room 400
Seattle, WA 98104-2637

April 13, 1999

3ic‘~:' 5V/"
" , .,33*?»,5 i

Camwest Development ” ‘A " ‘

Post Office Box 676
Kirkland, WA 98083

RE: _P_l_atof Vanse;l_l__-l__i_99\/0019

Dear Mr. Clarke:

Thank you for your application for road Variances from Sections 2.03 (I) and (J) of the King
County Road Standards concerning thepavement width and rights—of-wayfor 233rd Avenue
Northeast and Northeast 10th Place in the plat ofVansel1.

The request to narrow the pavement width to 32 feet at the intersection of 233rd Avenue
Northeast at Northeast 8th Street is denied. A left turn lane at the intersectionmay not be
required at this time, but there is area to piovicie the extra pavement width for the extra lane
when needed.

The request to reduce the right—of-waywidth from the standard 56 feet to 48 feet for Northeast
10th Street is approved provided it is expanded at the intersection to accommodate the widened
sidewalk at the ramps. The right-of-way width for the half street widening of 233rd Avenue
Northeast may also be reduced to a width that is one foot behind the sidewalk plus the area
necessary forthe ramps. The width will vary as it widens for the 36-foot pavement width at
the intersection. The streets are being constructed to the ultimate standard width, and it is
expected that theutilities will be served by easements on the adjacent lots.

If you have any questions,-please call Lydia Reynolds, Manager, Project Support Services, at
(206) 296-6520.

Sincerely,

. ?fe/a«£»\.n_,~

Ronald J. Paananen,
County Road Engineer

RJP :TAB zmfg

cc: Harold S. Taniguchi, Manager, Road Services Division 2/7
(59 Lydia Reynolds, Manager, Project Support Services I I

CCCCCC Ea
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Mach 5, 1999

Mr.PeterDye
King County Dupamnent ofDovelopmem andEnvironmentalServices
Land Use Services Division
900 OakesdaleAvenue SW
Renton, WA 98055-1219

Subject: Vausell PaelihlinaryPlat
DDES FileNo. LWP0005

Re: RoadVariance

Dear Pete,

Thepurpcsc of this letter is to request variancesfromChapter 2.03 of the King CountyRoad
Staradards— 1993. Thus: variances wouldapplyto the designof 233'“Avcnuzllf.fromNE8"‘
Street ‘:0 NE 10"Placeand NE 10Place from233"Avenue NE to thc east property line. 233"‘
Avenue NE and NE 10”‘Place havebeenclassi?edas anurbanneighborhoodcollectorby virtue
ofth: traffic vohunesusing these.roadways.

Under the Urban NeighborhoodCollector classi?cation.dies: madwaysan: requixed to provide a

rnininmmright-::f-wayof 56 feet (Section 22.031).and a 32foot madway cms5—sectioz1(Section
2.031)withcurb, gutter, (S¢¢:i¢::n 2.0331) and sidewalkon berthside: (section 3.02 A1). In
addition,233"Avenue NE as a neighborhoodcollector is requiredto providea 36 foot wide
roadwaycm:s—sectionfor 150feet nanshofNE8"‘Sunset(Section 2.03!-Not:9).

‘Jansen is rcqI.i:sti:zgvarianccs to the following53350339

' n '7 _

Request‘

Vansell is rcqucstinga cross-sectionthat would includea minimumpavement width of 32 feet
for the entire length of 233"Avenue as opposedto providinga 36-footcross-sectionfor the first
150feet. See the attachedsketch.

Jusn?cation

Typica?y the 36-fcot suctionfor 150feet is providedto allow stripingfor a le? turn pockcn
Since 2 left turn pocket is not rcquix-edas part of this dcsign it is unnecessary to provide the 36

foot cross-section. Furthermore.the current trafficvolumes1:: not expected ta increase bcytfmd
gurfgnt % fgrgpuu that war: used as the design volume for the roadway.

3150 Richards Road Sm'te1OO 4» BeLtevue,WA98005-4446 4» (425)519-0309 Fax 9 (423519-0300
¢:\t:mp*.<§oc3.duc‘x!mh

(33

.05
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PROGRAMMaumangnr

ENVIRONMENTALSCIENCES
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Mr. Peter Dye
“ 9»;

'

March 4, 1999
Page2

Secoudty, 3 major ccucem for the county and the devalopat is that 233"AvenueNE/NE 10 Placc
ct adcouldbccmnc a major bypassroute for trafficboundor comingfrom228”Avenue NEnorth
ofNE 14"Street. A rccant trlf?c analysis preparedfar the VansellandLlamaLmding plats
indicatedthat congestion at the NE 3'”s:reeu22s*"Avenue NE imneczionwould encmu-age
mmoriststo seek almmntiveroutcs. The route throughLlamaLanding and Vans:-11offers a
viableand faster alternativeto the artcriai streets. Therefore,the:dcvclopcrhas expressedan
interestin creatinga road dasign that would not encourage neighborhoodpass—throughtraffic.
Onc elcmcnxof such an approachwould be noreducethe width of the 233”Avenue NE cross-
scction at NE8°’Street thereby minimizing thc appearance of?m routeas a major roadway
through the neighborhood.

Av?ectigg 1.3

Request

Vansell is requcsting a 48-foot right-of-wayfor233“Avenue N13and NE 10Placeas apposedto;
the 56-footright-of-wayscction requiredundertheKCRS. See:the attachedskétches.

J:4.s-?fication

Althoughthe standards do not spacify a right of way reduction for the Urban Neighborhood
Collectorclassi?catiorx,itdoesallowsuchan Adjustmem for LocalAccess Struts. See Section
2.03—Not¢ 12;

"Right-of-way(‘oreasement) may be reduced to minimum roadway width, plus sidewalks,
providedthat alfpatenzialserving utflitiea‘andneceasary drainagé an otherwiseaccamnaodared
onptrmcmenf casement: withinthedevciopmertl".

Band on this ratitmaic,a 44-foot rigbtmf-waywould mm:that requirement, 35 Uliii??s391*

includcdwithinthc‘right—of-wayor on cascmcnts. However.ChcawickLane,a multi-family
prcejcctlocated on the ncrthwut came: ofthe 233'-‘Avenue NEJNE8"‘‘Strumintorsuction,is
constructing a 20 footroadway «hang theVausellproperty line thereby necessitatinga 48 foot
right-aoflwaywidth- See attachedsketch for 233'‘Avenue NE.

Againsuch a right-of-waywidth isjustified,as there is no expectation that either 233*‘Avcnue
or NH10”‘Placewillrequire widening in the foreseeablefuture. Funhennore,in an attempt to
discourage pass through traffic on 233°‘Avenue NE and ‘NE10"“mm medeveloperwould like
to minimizethe appearanceof these roadways as major neighborhoodroutes. This can be
accomplishedthmugh 1 reductionin the right-oflway width.

In each case, the variance is requested in an attempt to best serve the publicinterest. Minémizing
zhg roa?way grass-section and 1-ight.Qf.waywill discouraga pass through traffic. This is 1 vital
ounce:-nto there rcsidmtialcommunity in this area. Furthermore.requirements for safety.
?mction and fire protection are met as the proposedstandardwcneodsrmmmumstandardsof

c:\.tcmpxdoc‘i .doc\lmh

Page 2 53

.06
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Mr. Peter Dye
Mad: 4, 1999
Ptg¢3

rcsidendalroadway designandemergencyvehiclexccess. The appearanceof the roadway as amajorroute willbe reducedthroughthe constructionand mainvenanceof: reduced :-?ght-af—way
and roadwaycross~sacti0n.Finally, withthe reducedright-of-way.a greater responsibilityfor
maintenancewill beplacedon the adjacentresidentsandfelievedfrom the county.

For thesereasons, we respectfullyrequest that the variance request be approved. Please canme
at (425)519-0300ext. 228 ifyou haveany questionsregardingour request

Sincerely,

¢.7¢av<=5

GaryA. cmis, P.E.
Gany StruthersAssociates

cc: EricCampben
EricClark

-c:\temp\doc3.d.oc\1mh

?0.f{’..3 or3



nap-uy—59 10:41A
I1-In -I.L::v: xursrn DDUD5 vital?!-IRS INS

a
?"r"?"?'r"- 'r"r'r'°r .---:-r-:-r--- .~-: , , . -.—~- ~-f..?.-;.—i-W.f~s«g«.4..¢.'.!.'.,...-..¢.,-...,-.§... 3 _, 3 g ,;,,,,,;._,=_;,.»_
'~""“ r-7 -J---;--is.--‘-«-§—;—-‘--{—-3--.5 ._+..,...«...«...s...n..--...&.:...s..‘...:..4..3..;§._1___:___,’_;.,;._g_,1{ :_‘ 2 '__;__1___,____1_ i . , ;_._ . _}..J..-I-L-..}..;.......o....L.. ' , ..§.4.,.., ,,' -._y - L! I - ~ Li L3 ; . . : : . v . ". ‘T, - ---‘T-*-‘----~ -;----‘. ‘,

, ‘

"_ N 1 1 iu.3.. C. ..l 1...‘ , _ ‘q" .4!"'.'“:'*'+*'f-'v"";"1"-4:«-‘1---fen.’' . >-I‘--—'-$|4.\4lq|I '--:-~-1'“-‘;' - f +14’.'—.L.—-.. "9 '..‘—..‘ .,
,p¢,

' _‘ '

3., |. _ ' ' 52.4...'...s 1' 1. c"""'Tr .'!l -‘E‘'T‘-'''‘‘‘‘-““'; .. ~~-. ."" I Mr '
* 1-1'''’‘'!‘ i3 "*“L““:~.~4--o--a~-u’

§-.{—‘~«-fa-f»-4--5-§._

— » «~-»«-.--.-~r~.-4 . 4.4..

‘ 2 I ‘ I wo¥Aa?aA‘-KIN‘-':u?:qg.gig.YaA+u£-¢r\§QI:‘_':fu:ItQu§MIw‘F--Q.,... ..'..._.,.;...£..+.,,..4....‘A..‘, .
In -no 50¢-with .a-1~-3 «-3- . __.. 5..:.,}.. ’,,,’,_f,,,''.,,,‘"n,'_,+.;‘ : (.‘*wH I.'._‘

. 3 :44. : z "1 - H

.
‘

. , ‘L ;‘" “ *"-*-1-H. ‘
‘ ' ‘ "1-L-'-4.L .L.%.o'.+'Tr»-+‘' -'~-2’I

h -'i—'--W"I'”""’ '73....’"3""""““’.i"'-H»'

1 - . ‘ I

..'.-4- '-~|.¢l...‘1-Irvl-1*
, .. +¢-4~*4‘I--:----- -.' r-'":"';"'-“'r‘?"!""-"‘i"‘:"‘¥'T‘:"Ii;;;_:-7-*.- -

-

' '

‘1"4"'i~+'*-‘ri.
. . '1, . ' -- W

.43¢ --Wu;-“!“f’§f‘“3*j“f"sL‘_'4T_’j;-‘f7.1C""".1‘!:,
I r

_
L-_ _..-33:‘, p ,

- I A ‘F‘ ‘:"'£"+"‘t“"Vb“""I"""O-:1-+9102‘-"1«-:-:-;~v.+v«.«1.¥7-+~+~:-'r1~ti-
y~-.'-—1'~:~+--:.~'

--<1“-9-«+-—'“-é-1-t-3--g-1--2...‘=..‘
_ §_....;..-..4_.J5 ' 2 u

.*::* :'*:;z:3::;r‘“.‘i;m

: ’. .;..,i..J...1..r..;...?..§.....;‘}..;..§..' _,;_,,|,,
'1-.-9-4-a 9 §.}_1.,..'...*..r_. ,.,..§..,..!......,...,.-.,.,;.. ..+..;;I.l'_JI

1 . I V . A . ~ .1,H".*..:?..=._‘rr. . . A. ' ' .
I g ...

‘ .3"?!-T?-:-:_ ‘n. :._...... -....~,.~--_,,_-_ _ - ,_. -' ..~ , - ..x-
‘EL 5 hi gdiu‘... ; I . . $3-w~&:_,gw;vr$-.r*--Q-..£...;...a . .:'.i.!..e.1.. _ 0 3.. .. I__;..p.§ .3...’.,,..

'
_t.l J7‘ 2 r. : ; , ff’? f'"."'- 1 , . _ _ ; , . , ""j“{"-""'""" t‘~v_—~g«——;~;3-:.¢..._l..,a.+-‘tn aéudnu ‘-.&v.£n-{--§-—gs"..._:_.|..,..I“.'..l".;I’“£_'?“’-"2 ”?"e“.“‘‘!'*."""1"'.»‘"74"?1 z" :''*;--i*--*1* f-!'-N,‘. .'"?'H-+é 4+ '-jy‘--i ‘-1‘-i--a-- u ~+++.+-é~.i.J. 1'

I
rg-‘urea ung?f 10"’,-I-"1' '-I:--2-n<r"‘\a.4..-J‘ guru

‘ ‘,.T.n:a.,£,._f,--+"?"'.L““i«.3,..a.I-E.-lo;-xx‘:35. 1-Ego-rut -1‘
‘ : '

‘...}...f...4'u.jS-‘vi--1.5.] '..+-.54.. .x_;._§_..-,_..-.___,.-.,‘,_+ ,, A
'

c ,.: .“"‘. ‘r!*r"6'1-~:*r-»-»m.--+~—~.~4-—-«. «+-. .-+...¢-:~-.. 2
_‘ 4__5“_£_+__§__3_i____‘__:__g._. .__.____‘_+'_'rt_"I_'_.+7 T’ _

‘ -f--3-F‘
5

’
y

V"'V"_'$-r—~,-
‘A f-"‘.\~ §~ . }.1—O?év?. ufsxf-I-rgép?aqu uj

_,:“T . I’x .
'

- v-f-4 ....;...L.. 4..4..a..u......~..;. J
_ . . T‘ ”"":'.”“gf‘_ ?"’- .__'_“_'_, 1

M
‘ '. = ‘“’““"”fi."".:r‘"*f:'"?'+'?"i'**‘*?;'i;¥;5~.;.:§.:;~::;':;~+.

,,,
.23.:lr.—~-»-'

» z ‘+44 ‘— -
9- 2%!!! "

’ ‘

'

— ‘ . ._e _ ~ ~’_ “Lie »~~~~ -,3
‘

-rA_‘ ‘_

-I U ‘

I .‘_ , r '5 ; E
_

p

I

. -

(Q I‘

_
-,_.1_1_.L _. 5:4,; ___;__3_.

. J ,

-.--s ‘-4’ ~: 5 i §~4—H-t-*—~+—«:—+~s~
. 7-—:--9-I—-4--1-«L4-—o*~f--3--:«:3»I.‘-pp?-1..*‘.§..,,|..

I 3 __i__. : ;__; L J J. . , . . ,3-3.. I
~....,L.f.-

-1 _u: i...‘ v ! g a_a‘c..+urua:.u%lI,I.‘Qq.9“;
Ifa,‘-1-4- (41:-inu ..

T ...:—.’ V, E ;”§,,j£__’L.3:‘__it ‘v -V ‘ ‘

_
“Wmin .'...:'..........i.3,.J._ .-, : 1 11‘-.*'",*"'.-H-!~~-‘-“Q

'"v‘ .‘"1 “Fr

.I..}...L..g...,;:;§...;.5
vi .

nfrvrr _.. - '."*“""“-;'

* ft-mr_ W .-_m!.. _'

..!‘:...I.’i-......-‘ ¢.-
-5“';:‘- '- -"i -":';-'7J"$""?”: . -*v*'r~-'-- .-"1" ‘€"- -2 3' We- . . 4-!- 4-. ~~=-2-.—-e ~r~7‘ -4-.5-1'4» . +-.-1~+—M—-‘—-f-"-"*'r"$"g"‘."'Y"f".

" ....g.-aiuf. ++.j.‘arr. r .
_ ; -l : : .

'

- v_:r_£""“ .
Ah , -

», -_ _
~ - -a-4- .- ..-.. .' .' ;_ -. ,, -‘

*-. ‘~*-«~12w-%+~.--3‘««-~!'-.~-<-L -944*,w;..4'71’? = =”‘-“ “"“" §”"‘“" “““”**--P'~"'r+H .

"3-+5-4. -. -
{-.'u.'..LsI.¢'..>

__
n

_ __5__:_“t____: - L - _ , ,
A .

u‘. “_. _g_. ‘ W.‘-rm L4. ‘L’: ‘5"T".""!_3-4W?i‘:\hL1\-9.2..-g--I--I--l~ f--o-no..
".+4-~.--%-‘!-

_
«Ft-«5

‘ ' ' -5 “‘ :
rxl" 1 :1‘ -vrrx 33: '

‘
- - aw E ,...\a‘$F»“.‘|FC'.!~‘Ivm~.~-_‘|"~..,-‘.'-f-;,7»

..-1--*-vi-2.
« «x

‘ —.,.,~w:..~..~ - ..I‘ ': "

+-iv
-—,‘...;..?-,'...;...§_;...!.,f .

£ 4.1 L. - n . 4 .
y-—- ‘-344........._...........

.-«u...tu3

..,‘..'..¢-:.4..s...... .. ,_
M‘ .“J 4”!‘-; .-.9". _ °"'h.nJ.r*r; ..- , _ ‘._".1"'~:.'7.-'~.?.?3'.~4‘5—”f-7;?"5v(;~§'I 3

-—

I
»

‘

i_i":"1:'"‘." -""1""6"'+"""""""‘-£“"‘ ‘ V * II II II
V "

o‘
I

’ . -1
‘ - . u :1F-1_"-*_!“‘1‘1f"!-‘in?i-‘ -«i--i--+-‘-I--i---i--A’:--2-9%-"411-v-a..;..§..-.~..........:...s. ..;.,,.L..¢...;,..'._{... - . Ja?z _ ‘Q3 _I‘-' ' . 1 ’ ‘;_'5':'?

'

' I r ‘ ! t I a:..£..,...;...:...{..M...§..;....1-I3; ‘. Q3 a IH _..§..§...!?.. A A ‘ x. ....3.. .‘ ; ‘, _e _,’_.;_+__‘__r __'I ‘9A-O--lp-
'J.|:..£.nI?u!A;u urviluz.. ..I-x.f..!i--is‘HT... .r..:..f.¢ ..ta.r.‘-‘

. \ ; _ w 2' 1 r i.“!?'T”’"' S‘. ?n’. "5.
‘ -u'.u:a..n..:.-.:-——-I--Q-anynu sI’Aol?'1-ma-gr nruiu-4u_ 'E':_.. . ....‘L. . . s ' ..f...4...

‘

. I"TT’: 3Y”!'5‘1grtn* ?ns.’I:
' .--i~+---+-i-.*'. _ ,

‘ 1

" P-t~"|'I*~.-<'~-'I~-4‘~+--Q-4'”,--,»-f—-—-‘-7-+i~+-[‘~r«'“'':"‘
,(

' ‘ ‘=" § *1‘-:--% =-
J

""t";""s"4""l"""'*""7' l' 5 ' yv3-v( -.'. 3. T..r1q--H+.i.
' [ 3 . .. .

-' -1- I . ‘

its I.n.a ...'.., --4! :. '

x I. ..“ “‘-"*‘%“'-I:».Jf..a‘?
l7..‘.II.'Z1I‘:r"‘1:
—"~?$?

I :..a_.q!.u?..._g...}.§..é.-§...?..)‘...§..§_:_.‘§_,.;.5,4,,‘
u.‘- ~-+--5-*3»-4--tvr--r* I’ '

‘IE1: { t
.‘

.
1 . : A

;.u u'uuf4_a:?urn. .um5"é*u:r'é"!."';‘x’-us: -sf-
' .---J:Q‘---rd; - —r~ '

.
5 -Y ‘ ‘ 1 I‘... .' 4 ’ 1 t I I FI’ ' . .

I
.

‘
‘

_ _ " -
u: A an +urI ,¢.,..,...g..-pd +5‘_.—-4.......,,...:...f;..:.....?..aha‘I I 9.: . _ .,__.3 4 ' ,,__,;__,-__1*_‘-y a . I ' '

a X
" ‘-mg... .1 ..1.. .............*.‘ ' '::{ 1 :5; '1.”""'"‘ ‘'’'a’« 75 -} ''*,‘'‘.‘'''‘.‘‘!*§'‘.'“4‘*'!'""*i~r~r‘+“-*3‘-t-i'

-—-e--.--:~~l-seq-—+--.‘r—-5-«- ..§. .5.-+--,«-§--§..;

: . - - "' ’

f-s"'-*.".r'%"*“.*‘-:3"-*:-1-<-*2. ‘i
--f-7-»-3--.-«——-bus,--‘r-ado:-ta-..:..?...!...f.

1 Nd -‘-new-«Lv-{~-Q--3-vsiuin/...'..na'au‘4.'
z..“L$..I.‘-‘-'...(.i..} -

{$3.15z.';.g??T§:‘;.g.;.;i;§fIz..,_ .. .
:-"7"":"‘%?{'l?|§t\Lg4fA‘§OQttnqtp'11 "q u‘..i.‘ ‘

. . . ". ...
‘ I

-Re"!"'+u-?.a-¥“?‘H§vr$|n‘b¢lI*A.f.a_;.J4FdAIM-I‘.AJimu’v%l+Q3w-g-r+o*u}4.+_....i.“;--I
‘

T-:4-§---fnhvuin?aiu«?an
. '~ 1-9-4 ~é~L-«.m‘-:~3v-H---1--.~--an1-’FE-

3

LLi 5-*.*~.#3‘-1'---+*~§~-1’«~=‘-s~r
+;--1--9'~.r'<.

. ‘.‘‘.‘‘t‘''' . . *1“-*" * -:'~"",*1
-- ~-“'*-+-%-':‘*1~1-5-—7—T-3?-

M-:--1
. . :~*~.~-;~w-M--%«Ey -i--i-4.-—-é-;'~~s--s

. . -r-4~4~r-;*u:~+‘+--+-—:;_g-
é~«i_;s;_-5-~¢~é-5

.. - vr ."f". .-*3-1
‘- 1--vv -b—+--4-+--—3»'‘ ' -4:j«J~u. ‘ . .

:4‘ . _
' . L rnfntvIn":o‘-pg-q‘-«fa{u+na§.€...§...:....§..§......:"'**'. ':"*-"+‘f“+'1"!‘"r'.“..1 ‘ - _:-«~ ‘-1.... > - - - - 1'"':'§;.x”*'1‘-1‘+-:~H'+-H"**!":"!~+'+“t"*"!-‘!'1 Y I I I ‘x 1 ‘tci 4- a.cua. .--‘.-,_ -.,«:...,..:_... ...:.....:.-'u‘oqpu|."¢n:¢ura?c?n44s?_d’.¢s--|..’..—‘-4’. .r..|...f;u!w'gnr4?q$.’,.’, _.,_?,_‘,, '.A_' E“:.1‘fa.-.'.»\‘a...,a....'.....3..L.“s...§......«... .; .,..._...,..-9'.--u«Q---,n_i\.}a._iux : .,1 L ‘ 5.; .'...g...;............_;...__-..._;..:l.,.....f,.A’..J.,+._.-a...;. -.+_+.+,,,;.,{”i,_,._"', 1,‘,’_*___.~

4' L. 4.,;.;- X 3 .41!-

nu It

'.—‘§~J' '

I

-~-- 1 .5

'|“'9§"'.I9*?-t---3-1* --'v--;'-J--!~4é- -«I-mu-;n4 "I .. 1....-.4I - - y 5

1 ..4. ..r..;...z .;.-1.--._.:..J,-*..;..:.:...;...;.,;..:......:...~..;._;..;..:...L...,..;..;4..;..L:..‘..i..§.{.4. 1......’l._ ..-.44 ....1. ,,,.4..;..._..,,,;,,_ ;,. . , ___,x 2 , . . . . - . W. P:
i..-.-..'..'.."--4 ':':'<::':: ; - -_- -‘.. . . .S . "" """ 1”.‘ “ * '9' ‘ L 5 ‘ 4-t--4--¢'-~ ----.‘--~'-- ---- ‘

-2}» --- --L- r-J---L 4- —----_--~-9- -.a..'...t.. ..J— -. -.. ._..L..J....1g..........-...:....,t.3.:.§...;..';...;...‘...i..!...iL..3::.”."..._;:..€....§; 3.i ,.g .53;’;. ,'..;...£;I.;T_'.'i_.'..3‘.'..-r.}\'..:...'*,_+.,'_“Ti,-.I}'.§IiI?'.;’....~.;.4'-.+.;..;-L.;..;._;J..:.;’I,T‘.,;._,§.1 § ' . 3-? - , §...,u.:...{...,.‘_ g..._._a _ .,_.,..;.._....,..(...,....;..;...4...,..._ ., ,"..§‘.,'...'.-4 .§ ; i..r. .;.; .: ,1,‘ 1;..-‘ . .‘,..,'.‘.,’...§..,..§..._‘_._§. ‘

,..‘,..:...5.,1..‘._;”‘."‘f"'."""¢“‘*'*?"-‘*'§*-v*1'v--é——f-1-‘-fwg--
'

,g .. .. .
’

_......,.....,..‘.....-,.4 .. 3_; §.,..(.:..,..¢..§..+.+.;_..;...;...;..;.,....§...g...?...4.,.;..:,..§..+.-;-.;.-
I.........;...,.‘.

...;.; g__.,..;....;...;_4.,.;_g- ' ‘ ‘ ' ' .1..A..!...-.5.. .*...;..1

' ’ : . . ‘ - u ‘ ~ 4 . . . . v - . . ."4--~. ' ,- . '--9-- ~+»~r~‘~-z-~---'--.---*-~-~+—+—*-: 2 ---- - 1»; u ~««-—--+-- 4.a...;._3..~--»-j--}--.-e~»-e~+-%--w-{--v~‘~--'‘.1 3 g
i ; 5 :. .,.._..,..5.....§.,......_...3..§..‘...;...:..3. ..:~..§....£..;..?‘-..¢.-‘;.4...,~-.: g {,3}+3._[,_,i,,,;._,’,.1;..§,,.t;..g__;_,§,__- __,;“;_..4“:"':"3'?*'IL’.“.;"’.’..‘z'......‘-"""‘:_%..:.‘a:= ;_.«==‘.=;;;1 :=-7-~=~:~«:-'e—«.-t‘-'--2*?“-'¢'“"."-*"“_§;“«""'“1*"‘“*"**v“="*~+'+~é-

=-<~+~'=r~i-=--+--e-~~-M
-

I ‘
._:

i
‘I L L Kn’.-J:..4‘_: :-:11!-vta; " ‘ I...-l..?.:.a*-«Tc-Ian.’-.7---r-T..g...T..t..II ‘run-1!‘+.r.H.arnf4-’...¢,‘ .r..:‘.-A:--o-cl:;ug.._hu.n-:_. 3 1. n ‘--{I--_ - 1-I---.-lg-..‘5u.r||,.nI[I1.vI*v!w+A..¥._,....:..1....e--?-qu-0:-J._1ugltbgllqupp

I
',, ; 1, ‘_

_. , , +__‘,,_",, .__ ..,’..f,,,;,,,‘!',_;,.j_;...,.,‘,..r__,'__r_ '"v_.,. _'r"r"‘*""*."',"-4",‘--I-'.-4*-.*- gag...» .-¢«-.5.-f-~.‘5...:---:;—--:««_L~.f-..:-..‘:...4._:.—."—.:--..1.-1-4,7- '3 - ; {...§_;_4. 4.4...,..4..;.,;..g...;,.;..:.,.r..;..-.;..§..:...e,..(..,,......g._,-¢-.5. ..¢..(.....§. .
f “L : :,.§...,..,..;...}..,..,..,_.,..f.{.._':.

{...§:..s.;...;..,...§,..;,..;_.z..z._;..§..§..‘,...g..§,..}..;__;[..§,..1".;..‘,.r_;.g...,._;__1
4

‘
4

' .[-‘rut. «&,.f‘.’u: .u".s.E......,...,..‘....;.......,,...}..,...T.....;x..,...:...,.I. ,2, ,i_i. ,~_,.i.,}_+,1~_‘uh’. “ ":l_h_d_ 1
4 A

. .
_

. . . . , I J . ,"""""""' """"““"""““L""'3-I*I?"W"'*"'“““""*-—-——4--—*-‘-uF~|—rJ-can-44»-load» -u-..a..a.a..a..'........

. -- -
‘

;. ..:...._L..'§..§..,..4..'..-_...........z..§,
U

....;_... .' ~._-TT‘5"“"""‘1g__,___,...!7_.n.: f9:‘.x.+‘C"i'J-ll-J-ahtlunu-«Jain-nu-nup.n|,.4_,5.,, .

SHEET OF _,._..__

F.” <1u.¥.sr



Se P —u(2v(gu:vrg4?I
.0 .110¢:u?-EA

—— -

A mi. 44999 a=z«u=-n nonnsmcxrcznsINCA :- 6 Ps2

1 a . . ,§.......L..,.,-_',..g-an(1 ..g..:...;...'.
—-1.1‘._.._..‘}

I n u I ’ I

.—'."‘."'.""r‘I-'w"1"I~1--. , . ‘

‘
_

‘

f-«'--J.--e'--«i--'----I1‘-Jr-W.F 1- .‘--«J«!--mun‘--4--‘o--¥---'~-4~--S-,-‘-—'--1‘--1'»-->1-e.-t--4-J~~a—~r-J-«J-v - 4---:--~‘—-'-~4-'5‘-""l"v-Hv3A—:-4‘-1--I»--‘-}-~3~-v--'--v»-3-g--~..‘|_.: zzl :' ...§i‘I.: ; g}|..T.‘_1 a4»1‘.!..‘_§u4..l.........u-..--r--»-s» ..--,-.,..I ‘
,. ¢..-5--—-.._.---...«“...e-«‘...q«+ ..,

‘

, _ .
I

. . ..._...;..
‘.;..-.;'-.L- '

- .44-_-+ -5-\'-~1-‘-T,.;..; ...m ..,.....T.?:...t..§~t-_---5-«:44g--{.-,4.4 .-..' :q.,..!..§-','..,'..:il._;...;..,..,..,..-+ my!. '
V

- "“'r"’“1.'+-J~-'*- py-
II.. vs: : :::_‘:. ":!. - :..'!....I¢ .
l

! 1': oy-g-ll:'44.-?t?-..{.,“...’...;....?.‘.1-En.-.",.*val.“q-I?;u.?u,u:u Tu!uI.a -1 .1.-a.u_..r.:'

.'*.“r~':i“?“?“3"I‘1"‘¥"‘?"""”?""""'."':*:~"-*“!“1.*‘!".".*'?".; W’; "N" ‘ '."‘?"1"‘!"Y'§"i"‘.".'?"‘." -:-r~‘--r--- --*.-.‘!r".*"’-"+*§+-.*=‘
i”rh..(--‘;.--r‘r.y".“1“' 4-.-+-‘.. r7 = ‘:‘f"‘.‘*-."’f‘;"?“1""!*-1‘-.--2-2~+.*‘r*~‘e--r~+1-1'1"-~~ --:'«4- --1"-r*f"1"-*'-M
14., ..g,...;,..*.,,....... ..‘<.— .. . 1...: , l.:..;..+.*..' ..\...‘....:....._I._-_,_',_ -.,;...n.._s ~L. .L..I..L....‘...L..; ..' ' L. ..s...L.L..’..i.. ._L.A'. . . .......‘'iL::.:=»n§v:i- ::9:'?'."".‘.;.n:n -*'-'_;§_‘5':_‘r‘§T‘+" 0" ''''?+''--:
«S, l“|:-1¢KIOtOI’c-‘.4...! --‘I-1 :1:-—--J-' n Quart‘--son,.-r ofvw—gvv*‘H s 1. sq; ....:

...._..i.
.__L..,..;...,..‘...,...‘|..¥.T..,.. 1..

. ..

"+--9--2-n--+-5'” .., _
r--.- a- L. —«-&-‘ ‘ 4 ‘

-3 -I-6--t-+4--1-+§—-,‘~;-.. .. 3, w . = 411m'-+~'+’~:~»*~;-;4;.;;~%:~:~r+-A-% T. ...' =._.......‘..‘ .'...|...j..‘..‘ . _ Eugvvc‘ «
1 :‘nl.. ,

.’
~ - -

'.. V

_ ,.,,|..4....1 _
I

.
F. *-_';~t--~‘27-i~y~~a—§--FF?-§—-+-1-4.-+-4-‘--r‘

.
'~%-I34:-i—+—%.--+.1-%~..:~*+-I—H~fi.1+-2+ .

[n:.A:.-.«T«ngov1»-{~45.-_ afar Tn ‘Q:
A 3: ,1.‘ a-,.u:s,"..,.—lo——!ur_cI+n- —?.--’.-cicuq. 4|.?aI%1:’I--gov‘-3545?:

‘

“re -5. g.
I‘. . . :

.,.-.4I—--§---v:a-.---g---.’-4.’-—;{qr .'. f———.:...j.....‘.-.;-—31‘:-‘via?_.¢m;....:...:..p..q...:. '

‘..

a c

u ‘ _

:tmS- - <.I.--,--vr-g.---_---. _ -‘5n+-3'-J‘--3‘-vi.' ' '.. u ...f.u—
I‘ i‘j.~1'¥H1'5”'("?+4-+4“41:’r:14“"'+""'-

~*1-
T

-
‘ 3-”

+~ § , . .. ‘

I "49:
. ) 1. 4‘ I L.J_.3«.A1u.ILv!-1-1?‘.ya 'au¥uI;\..a...A..¢'r.,.y.q1-mg

41-bl:-l-04:5--I;--:3-1-huhz

. 5
9-» . . . _ . . ~ -¢---r £-- 4» -'

.5 1.’. u(:v~!--4."““M-+15’.--?il"ll‘l'-§"""ji'¥il+|l§'-'1'-'(' ‘.'- |—-J--asluquvm -
Y

‘H’ I4"!"+""““‘,"‘+_"‘|':1"‘ -‘i“ , _ ""4"--}"$""["'i_-'-'5-
—:v-Ev‘,

...'...L.‘,.. . .._,,.' ¢.+,.3..;...;...x..§..,..4...,...;..5......«4...‘..4...j..§...‘..._'..a.
d ¢.§+.;..§. . 1

[...._....._...;..§,_,“u .-r,:r.4...:,..,_‘...§...{...;l...:,...|.1«. ,
W‘

.
-

lqvvfufu .
.‘. A

I ' ' . . . . . t '

£:t:::.'.?....."‘;“"?'*"*":'=’ ~"’I"??"H"i2I;Z?f"“""'"“,i”‘3‘-.
%~——‘=—s—-um: .

%
. ~

-I
,. f.;...i..‘,,.3 ‘, 4;--,~«--..»+—1-4--s--~a--~. 1' 5 6-9

-'2‘--1LQTMI
L44’.:.z.4'...3.: '

’

' ...;...;-.f..'.%...f...,..a....s..;..;....-—-+-..g-\-g-4.5 1.. ,
I

. . . '. § -- -: gr, 3-7-‘rim-""3.4
'taisinII|.L.L4nha£w§v-:-#-|§u4nvI§-‘I L 6+0 n“;-Qnt ‘|lT“"';V"';!'1: *9’--‘3“‘s'-.s:II' .1

’-M-«3-H-+-—»'-—. , . .
‘—-—-i-—¢-,o...y..«,...,..{...§.1-4-—.‘. .: .; ‘....I....'.-7‘..=..§~.-’..,4_...‘;'..‘L.3...g...4_-.

V‘-4, JI'4~|&?I'C ‘-1.
.

|l“IN7-'4---a. ulna» IL *?'I -1}-r 'u‘cI§--H4 !"""I-Q4
‘

‘w ' i ' '

3 4...I-ant ll. I v . y .
u n - |._ .+..¢..g.s?-

'

' \....L..x...x.--5.4--—, ..L.+. -LJ...g..§..—,—.',u.-
-§~«~-: :—~;-;A--.;«-‘-+1+ ~++~4~-.s—:+«—2-+1—w¢-<»-~.a-«.r».-, ~ ..‘. . ..f.~;..T..

. 1 I . . I..oa?n?a-Ifuyn-9’-ofnuyE‘,.1 w .'
~ 1-.I -o.:aTj--+-9-v-r-4.-q

3

4 ~ fr.
' .;,...§. ’.‘.' 5.; ..f......-9+...‘' "

'

" '
-

'

.. .1, --6... ‘;+.§
. . - ““$‘

'
J L _g..’,.{,';. ,4; .."—‘:§.';¢..:uJ\4'I1 .‘u§|I4:nI:9unu!x-?nvi.u:;...Q.an§hIéI--‘4-1

.
«+- -:-+—J.-2-~«~—.r-~-7-;~+4.-i'-~ -+-«i-<-+.+--.~r-~r-

"t'1~.*‘z-é~§~I"r'?‘. 5 '

- *“"‘%";*'!‘*3"!"'*"f*."'.*“:“:'i V - . - .
‘.,..,...§ :..‘,., ,.4,..|._,‘.,- ..r..l.-.‘...;..._...!...:-f..$..._.»......7... _

I ‘

..‘.
- .5..._..§. ..§...g. '.-a-- j...-’...a'...1‘$“'§'“‘f"‘$‘

.
‘

. : . . " T" " . . ._g_u _: . _, _L_1 i: we~ ‘~+-~+-2-1*—~ =-++-~‘*+**r'**w..,.;.?';1.'~
I

r

nd.un-I I. -ina I. . I‘ “ ' ’-3 -'-—-rM‘ ' -.---:-«-r--:«-7-«+—J.--f-:'-.---'-'!“"""."?"*“‘I'“.'!‘?‘!"§*'5"? . . "!"1"‘5"":""*"f‘. ‘H' ’...',..‘ X.‘ - ...,g'.uJ....4g..§»¢-’ v-6-.5.—:.---.:a.a...'...§.u.}
‘ ' ' -..'s...§-ofps-g.um.g...+—:'.-A_.J....‘_.."......t ‘ W1..4.—1’..L'»-Q--p-‘=;..;.‘ -

‘ ..;.. ,=....g.4 .4 : ;.§.§.;..4'...§.g-§..+.'M».-;...;-«;—es.-..:,.g++«-a---m~ -3
,_‘,’_’_!,-.___,:___;__‘\__;,_,,§,_,.;,,._.1 .-_ =..‘ ,,l,..l‘...}...:.: §..,...;.+.§...;...;...i.. ..€..3,._'*..§...l...;_..._~..5.%...'r..{...§.

|

2:»: «s «-J.~.»~«z-~.~L.
% . . . -.+-2-«z--.+--.5--;~~:2+ - -~;—+~-+---~.''*:'';'" 4.“+-*:+-~-.''-':', -'--.-i"r++--T":

bu-,.¥...—;---in:..‘;..‘'__,'‘.,.i..'4:.l1TV'a‘|'{QVfop§--U.‘mazu-_h..§...1‘...’...£:..1-3——5-—-is:‘yur-:u¢{t~ P T. 1| 1.. if-f--r‘+Ic$I—!~
‘

Inf:.mu1n_q...-'u4:.q+
=-: ‘,4 «a- - ~;-l~--e»~1»—<~~=-a.—+-.-e---H--iv 9 . *"- -~

.
J...,...1... ,. -g--¢- -4» «-g-«v-4'--3»:-an7' H .".F.}....-:...;...,...-..._...,....,

'...;...¢.w;_+..§..§-;.i..i..§-_:_ --.---*---}--é--«

* « . 7*" ‘~
5». .--~~i--~--*~?-H--‘~.
;,..¢__; +..4_4_+_1-.,..,3...,...;...L...\..1..a....'.—§.,.~;..:.-:-1.-;»-.'-.-,',

.-.

W“! ‘ mu.':' *2"‘-mu "'r’"' "~‘- 41-4 "

--; *7.{2';vJg\;w;‘ ..‘a- r-;p.‘_q WW "I! 1-: »-vv-www-

1.. Vxvzm -.¢'="'\+f % 07‘

pl‘ IKU.Q‘"1I

.1

x V. . ‘ ‘

'= * «rm '“.:s.‘v'..‘~.wl¢'~"C—r.r"'Ir'I at "= ‘. . 3 7‘". ‘ ~“1~.x"'..ii*7 ....a"‘.*I9...I:.‘,.“.‘...‘.
".'I_

‘
. _ '7" " "

. - - . 2 W 11- I 1 I I 1 ‘

»-- ---r«--
- ' -*=~ -- . - '-"=-='*‘T'*‘.1“§‘I=“1'?‘

.__,._7,,,;,,+....L.
I

_
‘

..§.?"|._f...i.r.al.-._....'.....A‘._:...-5 '

1 --urn-3"1"':4"'."lII7II1v'I-‘--filr?-C-ll?"
...;..§..?.§.--j»-.§.—§.._¢.,i-IL fa -c--;d.....f.._u.-3§-‘-§- 44' _ , _

‘ f"...'..r.'..y.. ..- ' '.....'...'...;. ‘..;...:_...‘. .‘..,',1...J,..,.. 5
.....

- _ _-1-of ~I-f-|-4'-3£ : " _'!1.1.5..2.§‘..-,..;:1‘.f.;..;..._..:IL;.I;"..L.£_!..s..".‘...;~—-...-3"’.;...u.a.:..:..-:«£-IJ... g-g-,.---g-I.v:—»;~.-:———'-—x-----’--‘---'—~**-4-=1
!.,.i,,;..,g_..;..;..i.,.;..,..:..§,:; .r4.. .', ' ‘ ' .' ' ‘ . ...,...,...‘..,...r..:...g,.3_.....L.-
' I

. . . 1 3 u u x _ ; . . | . -_._;.g . ""‘;"‘_;I‘1“"f“ '‘,‘.*''r“;
T?’ r'‘'..:::.’:___ I a

I : g
'a

§:r!.......:...;.....',..! _

i--L.J-..;-:..;;.,‘..;'.-s-;~«_»»-i»..,....,; _u;--gm.-« --1--a-: -:
’ ' * ‘ in-u--+-«§-47~5«-%--1'---2-:—-c»-=3-A-9~+-:~, +-:~-
}-_r-1-*r-1"-’|M -i -§ '1"5-1-'1-'+-+-$-V?1-", ; . '

_.,_.t ~ ‘..§..1...Q..§..§..§5 5 e :, ;..j...’....§...,..§..!
'

xvi-:-«Q»-2-+-+-e--H-4»-I-v--1»-‘r-+
'

a1 .,!,_+,,;..3..;...| ,1“, _ _
’-z-i.-—J.--».-o-%-—r-«"'ui-«'--‘-'-—:--1----.4-'1. "-:—-:—---'e- . - .. . .- . .1

-,‘..;..-f.,-...«..e...-.=.i.:...‘.74.‘ ‘.s..'»..a.: :.§..',..'...':':'g...i..:...i.3:-'--4-—{ -i -§-'1'-*'-f-r~§‘-.*+"!'""--"*:"*?1'€‘*?“-i-'2--9-t-§~-Q--é--
r--3---4---1":--:-1

' ’ J.-.3 ‘ '
‘ ' ' ' ' -

‘ ‘ ' ' ‘
' -3- ‘ ’ '~'J---.-.~«-Vi-i*~-’r——'-+~.-«I-'*1"f"r".--.‘~:'~:"é~§-‘#4-*~-*~+-+--:

,_,,_,,f__§_,.§_;,..§_.:1-...:...;.._..._...',...L
v;-4;.‘ ' i ! 4..‘..‘.: I’~\‘a.;—.‘ ' ‘ WWW .

‘

- —~*1*- - ~ = . . . , . u . . . «. +4.: .2..,‘.'.,'II.i.+."+..‘g..4..:33'«3'2 ;. ..|,.[...l. .. ‘nu: ..r'¢7-1-. -4-~!*"“¢‘|".f|-¥§"§"'l"“.":“"" "--q*'?“f‘1"']"'f“
‘

_ . _ T . ~ . - .
- 2 .ff'4..;..:.I.-3'.:"T';“T.'I'I. : -‘ 4 L4.4-4»...i-—;.;.+\-’E‘3,..4n.;.$»§--f-?:::::3;:rg-«-

r«?—1~¢:f;g3"-_
'}"""1*"!'+1sf»-M1__~_‘-3-

_-;;-_f§' ' gw?I l

:-

l
ll

. . .
6~+-e-.-H . . .
Lulms-A-.1 1.. ‘

- .x...g.-.4’.-.l.;.
.i.f--L-insniuunkvu HA!!!»--It I'--{- : - nu

) . + _ - Q A
a

«.5

v

- .'. ~."-"~"‘:"'~I" ; - .. - .
' ., .§ .44. ti.;.+..s..;.1..L..:..:..,',.-‘--1:-~¢,...;.....‘..-‘..._f..~'l--I-all1;»-Q-—~'--;-3--g-‘

_ ‘J ;.,'..S3.]. I~_ +..§....

?*'§"

' . 1 I - - . 4
_ ‘V ', .:.__:..T?.?....‘'.4?4I$aq+—oIn?.uTvv!--vTu:yIu:4-..1..u Ya- f1

;. ..._ 3
___ , Q, _, .'...,§..;._,.._;..€...§...f..,..:.,.,...,—.:..ii.1-+.-f..¢-+..\_?

.,
..q...‘2..¢_..§...4,

, _.:..:-....;...*,..+... . ‘tf ...,..,.._ :.‘. .5...‘435...:: K T... 1‘
‘ww-- -«L-Lag»_ ‘- g--7 ---r-§v* I- -4» f--1»:--. “|'-‘I--Q--4»:-'-r--.--'1-'u"< PT‘ .

"t"-"':"""'”""%'I. . 1 i ."".‘. . « . . . - . .
" -1-g-.~+,—-.~—+~¢--~. -1-e-r--1-~r-:--3--r~'!-!-1‘-"?"‘!'t"r""'*'-l

..L.....p. .L“
| : - F I

. . . _ , .- .
F.

- ')_"‘.__‘_v_4_ "N._,‘_
. ..‘....L...,.:

....u!-H’... ..‘aqu...n_L..g...y—-!A-4-+--«(Jul-3 —-5-J1-030-H Ix‘;-.-I _ _ . _ Q I
. _

'

. . . _ _ 5
. _ _ _ '

.. ,
Sm-—:7~~e-rt‘2--j~‘.»4~'- 7- %-.'- 1'r":"1‘-gt-E-vv----T--;"!"'}"}"'g“,'1'“.-:'—=-2 . "'."'?'1-'s*~r"§". ~f~-g-rr "1-rg . . i _

‘
_bu-,_‘5,_’,__‘;_,,‘,,.+,,1,_,-r,,T_,.,_,.&..J...1.........:.; ; ,

!.‘,,, .1, .L...:_.....,..;-74... _..:-«§«§--J_—9--L-Lu.4.9..1_+..i-..g..A.wu.f«_.? ..3....I...:..:. |._—;

I

I

' .;.. [..:...[.4.-{mi..3—l.-L.u---G-—{--§---§»-i—t-£--m-+«~--g-
+--;wr-vg--1—-.

. -T-+~-i-n+-J--i-- J--a-«--«Iv-----;‘v-3-v-9--0--.m 3 ' *'.--'i""'I""""‘f'‘ I -
‘

- . -
I I

.
1...‘,E- 3.4 . .'.;..;..; E;..§_.§....§...;. 7...‘...-L{..l..L..%.:1r..1j..§.-J-é--§-#«{.~:---{~-1,‘--5.-;i:*':‘;*fa,--

Q---;v--2--2-1--1“?--'_!-",r~7--.;-
-:

!,,,,__§.___.{4.1..,,.._,!__L...'...;..:-'..2 .1 1. I _ 5» 1 Z ; } !'.._...' +..1..{»v.a..‘|..~;..!»—1..oa-:‘-1. I

Y_+.:“nu” ,‘",",+,4_:...'-,7,_“_;..,i.._.;..+...§..é..-Fu;u.u..§- ‘« .',. .6 :. I EP alino-‘fwd;-r~1»-.4‘...-..-u-4..u9ugv.-.:..yf-4‘-.¢‘--f--Qu.r.-r...;....T|ug-:s?~.r-.rvl..u.«§.n+.n?Iain‘...= Tan :1‘
~ - " : .-v-+—1~‘-§-.--é-. * '~~§-~——é—-4--§~—é-4~+«+‘3*~v"1"?"'i'_‘f"f1'~+—+';*':**+-+—+----*-l-v-—

+'4"?'+'*‘9'*"1"*“*“*"’~“-
. . . -. . . - ‘ - - _______ __ ~_- -..__.. ..;...:_-..- ...-'—.'.-4.1--i-nni--+—a-i-«vi-i-»£»~------'-+«-.—_ ._., . ._ 1..41..;.....4.-*....»-r-«--gm --,-g-g . _ .1 -q ; .9 “I - I

- . _ .,
¢ if .

m_____’_
. . ._.___«“,.._,:...;..;._§.,.:...‘-..L...7...§u'.~.l 1 S4'..\ $.g......;.._i.JmL..,'._.:.. .A Ah-uL—+0‘nu: -{mt--‘.._+_u

‘ 4 1 . ' ."‘:m""‘:"f."_‘:'”|:".L4_.L_$h'_+_‘£_I"~'_,___}_‘I__+”"_i___é“f,[..1..1...§..’-3.f.§ 13.1.‘..;..{..?..f¥...:....;«...;..-1'....?...,:...l._:...!...!..t.vf..I.-r_....£...; ....,.-a_- .s

“A”
'

‘ -___«__J__'...:,,.*.,‘._Jl_, - , ‘ E. .g, ‘ 1 g__ Q ,'“,. ._......,.:, '.,.,..{..,..i..-J|.-4A_-s.X4.?...;..,':-.;:rn1nuvgc-v.Io|_'v'-!~*T-11r-f -u ?4-l— u»!---in-1uT—-l--'y--G": . : 2 _ ..'4"? g . . 1 t . . . 3 1 T . . , .. - I . , . . . . . I - - Y

'
_: ,_ _ ,5 _,,,_,§__;__+.‘_.’..,.._....,,,__+"!___g___’__1“.......a...:.uiu|1-1'-~

‘ 9
$ _ -r.u....T...L-4:».-:..3_T.T..,...ErwY-—f-¢-~:...1.......+..‘. -E .1. g....|..I4-4:.--I.—“...r.T,...o-;

}_§,,__,,,,4___‘-'__‘_“HI. H 4. _,_,.
2

.1 J‘.1,‘..;...+..‘.ur1.r:!\.i...fa’--’-_---_n : -L -‘ 4’
.,.5 [ :. ;. ...; [uj<1...: 3-’ I

uh-Q.-4‘J...’-a-_:.--‘a.ac’-1.- 7......-.....1
‘ '

‘ 7 ' ‘- _. | .

‘ l '. ,-4'-oalulglv‘-Iii!)|

. 1 .
-I -4---{- -;-.-~ L -~+-4»»+-— ~—-

»
.

‘ .‘ ...:, _,_- <1:.:: ‘.1 _l-~-v-- _-..‘___
I..j -....' .2»-f...‘..._1-....“........“-i'.“L'.-‘§’.' .-§. _ g . ?~-L-~--=--:~T'=~‘§"1-'---"-"§*"§'-*""t"'7"‘1"";‘":'*;‘;"'*"f“-"'3' . ‘J 9'4"-"""""":"""l"'}“i““"a"'_T'1”+{
.-3 n

' imfuiu«ml.-;....,.......~.J~...r.....,.,.[_..'L_.3...,..' 6 _ .L .i...,..*...§..‘v-.‘...;..f.T—7..‘‘pv_+«-Q--lnurv . '-§"~f"f- 1vi‘a:+-:-~!-_~-§vvvrt--I-wvg-—_¢~—f~-é
- ‘ ' ‘ - «

5 '
' -

‘

- ‘ - ' ' ‘ ' -. s... ...-..... . ' --- '
V

“‘

.
-

l'mE__=___‘___]v__“3m._’__'_'“II' ‘ ' ,__f‘ I ", _‘ _‘
_. .I__,,,_..5..,.A:...:..¢‘L-.¢u4..T......,.- 3 mar§».... . ‘ . —.T...7--'—nq‘uv_yW+z-I-_lrI~\,.o¢OIs!u. r.! 5:-um’-40:0!-I

asahvllcutindii---OI-'suv4~r--I--'——-'~d"—" -r‘-— ‘H-.144-h—l—J
.....m-_ -l..

‘
_ l _ _

‘

, _ ,
s.....,,_,,~,,_.:......'.....:.-.k..L.l..Ju.q.s_..'.. -w-5-—~-—‘:-on-Jmuc-:..n‘\v.{-nt-----«~nh«-L-l--vv-*<-*"""""'J'—‘"""“"""-“"““""‘

ML5 J5





King County
D ofDcvclopuncn1 —

-

‘

—

Ma Scrviccs - . gii?g
9(mOakcsdaleAvumc Southwest
Ramon, WA 58055-1219

DDESFileNo.

L"l‘ls?zls

ProjectAddress: DesignEngineer.
mew” “E J I42.
APP’ ' :

IA. '

INSTRUCTIONSTOAPPUCANTIDESIGNENGINEER:
Pleasebe sureto includeallplans,sketches, photos,andmapswhichmayassist incompletereviewand considerationofthis adjustment
request. Failuretoprovideallpertinentinformationmayresultindelayedprocessingor denialofyourrequest Please submitthis reguestand
allagglicabiefee tothe IntakeCounterat DDES,900 OakesdaleAvenueSouthwest, Renton.WA980554219. Foraddtionalinformation,

phone296-6600.
'

l

DESCRIPTIONOFADJUSTMENTREQUEST: 0 Standard 0 Complex 0 Experimental0 Blanket O Pre-application 2COWBKXWNTo THE 161%?swo
APPUCABLESECl1ON(S)OFSTANDARDS:

JUSTIFICATION(see "attachments, pages __ to ):

oprre?xizs. 6/=«s90oN ‘T‘H’EA7rAoH291DI’/m/6; C01/MTV
CollUDlTloN$

A

AlIlHORlZA‘l1ONSIGNATURES:9 4’ a //In?" 4/ 1 T 5Z/7’’I‘’/9/4%,
DDES Directorlnesignee Determination:

D Approval ’

a
OC]\Dfl’l0NSOFN’PROVAl_' '1’ pm ;

,,. Q,->',n9marL: r ”‘5
, gvgy, é ? ‘

I; ‘I '
o‘.5'.Seeattachedmemodated: ’» / '

' I A
‘

I1") [I
'

" r - 6 4’ 77,
DDES,LaidLbeServbesDi«risim,E':gnee1iigRevie«Stpei\risoc

'
DDES,Bld_;.Sesv.Div.,Site-A &Flami1gSipe:viscI:

V

I

Sig me: Signw:%<,©Date: ?..‘7.Z,1OO

OR/G//VAL‘DDES/We-VW7/Ye[ ]COP/ES 7'0.‘ DA/RoWl./~?DiVI3‘I'0I7-P/'nA'[] DDES//vspecz‘/'on—{‘,anarv/’I Aao0‘canI~Go/denmd/I Des/'an—EI1aI'neer-G/eenf]

inaoa(rev.35197)

ATTACHMENT u6 "
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;Y_R_’{J ".L.~J‘Jr‘l Fa
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K5¢1§<_3°um:r
ant Mdfnevelopment

an Environmental Services
900 OalesdaleAvenue Somhwesz
Renton, WA 980554215‘

59935
(ti)-ctol3er8, 1998

TO: ._DDESStaff

RE: Volunt A licationoftheS 98‘SuifaceWaterDesi‘4Mamza.l

The.use ofthe Septeinbcr.l998SurfaceWaterDesign Manual fornlanduse and building.

permit applicationsvested priorto S3pteIII_bCl'_1, 1998,will be allowedforznostsituations.
To make the transitioneasier, an abbreviatedvarianceproccdure will be To qualify,
the applicationmust satisfy the follo9v:ring,critcrla:'- . ,

H

W

1. Thoapplicantmust request lheuse.of the newmanualon a forrnsuppliedHyDDES-

2. An applica?onfee equalto two workhours (cnnrentlyS95/hr)inpaid at the time of
'

application. This‘represenfsa waiverto the normal variancefee schedulc. ‘
‘

3. The applicantmust agree to transfercompletelyto the new inanual.No portionof
’

the previousmannalcouldbe used after the transiuon. Once granted, the request

. cannot be reversed.

4. ~ The request must precedethe SEPA detennination,any public héaxings, and any

admixzistra?veapprovals that wonldbe affectedby the transitionto the new manual.

5. The project must notexceed the thresholdsfora Master Drainage Plan
(Special RequirementsNos. 2 and3 locatedin the 1990 Design Manual
Sections132 and l,3.3).

5. The applicant must agree to stop the review clock onthe permit applicationfvhile
this rcquoct is being considered. Thiswould not prevent review of the permit.
application?om continuing on unrelatedissues- ‘

~

The request to transferto the new will be a.VarianceProcess as nro?dedin
_

Section1.4 of the 1990SuxfacoWater Design Manual, except that the cnttna for granting

thevalriancejzvillbe basedonthe aboveconditlons.
.

-



3.or3
A 001/00‘/<7 .;/L?rzj .9//‘fen/1‘ /<1”

L97PO005-Vansell
.

10' g
"7 5. All construction and upgrading of public and private roads shall be done in accordance with the EKing County Road Standards established and adoptedby OrdinanceNo. 11187. i

L
6. The applicant must obtain the approval of theKing County Fire ProtectionEngineer for theP adequacy of the ?re hydrant, water main, and ?re ?ow standardsof Chapter 17.08 of the King

County Code. g\

Final plat approval shall requirefull compliance with the drainage provisions set forth in King
County Code 9.04. Compliance may resultin reducing the number and/or location of lots as KL
shown on the preliminary approved plat. Preliminary review has identi?ed the following 0

conditions of approval which represent portions of the drainage requirements. All other
applicable requirements in KCC 9.04 and the Surface Water Design Manual (SWDM) must also
be satis?ed during engineering and final review.

, -\
_ /779 P

f’) a. Drainage plans and analysis shall comply with th<?_29__t__¥KingCounty Surface Water
Design Manual and applicable updates adopted by King County. DDES approval of the 9
drainage and roadway plans is required prior to any construction.

./I b. Current standard plan notes and ESC notes, as establishedby DDES Engineering
i la’ ‘Review, shall be shown on the engineering plans.

" All building downspouts, footing drains, and drains from all impervious
surfaces such as patios and driveways shall be connected to the permanent storm
drain outlet as shown on the approved constructionDrawing No. on?le

I

with DDES and/or the Department ofTransportation. This plan shall be
'

submitted with the application of any building permit. All connections of the Pdrains must be constructed and approved prior to the ?nal building inspection

W e. Thefollowing note shall be shown on the ?nal recorded plat:
K i

%

ill
the systems shall be constructed at the time of the building permit and shall 3‘ 8:
comply with the plans on ?le." 1

V ‘E\.

D d. The East Lake Sammamish Basin Plan identi?es the subject property as lying within the

W management area..‘ For this area, in?ltration of storm water is required to

j\"on\II‘1iI111'I1lZCsurface water runoff. As re?ectedin the applicant’s downstream“gi’p._ag
C, yd‘ analysis, the subject plat shall in?ltrate runoff up through the 100-ye , ———— -;~;;--.—-=-

\\p ’ rcxent. The designof the in?ltrati?ggcilityand the soiltesting procedures shall "be in
accordance with the requirement of t ékuifaceWater Design Manual. rtinoff,

control facilities shallbe located a separate tract and dedi<_:_a_te_d_to,fl(ingCounty, unless. ...-..__.-.... .....,.
_.- ,.,,__.,_.__,

lportion of the drainage tract are usedforiequiredrecreationspace in accordancewith
{KCC21A.l4.l80.

A
H

__Lin ,\,(\,H _,

8. All utilities within proposed rights-of-way must be included within a franchise approved by the(PL . . . .King County Council, prior to ?nal plat recording.

9. The applicant or subsequent owner shall comply with King County Code 14.75, Mitigation
rayrnent System (MP8), by paying the required MPS tee and administrationfee as determined by
the applicable fee ordinance. The applicant has the option to either: (1) pay the MP8fee at final
plat recording, or (2) pay the MPS fee at the time of building permit issuance. If the first option
is chosen the fee paid shall be the fee in effect at the time of plat application and a note shall be 3 (placed on the face of the plat that reads, “All fees required by King County Code 14.75, 5





Support Services Center
15212 NE. 95*’Street

Redmond,Washington 98052-2536
O?ice: (425) 332-5100
Fax: (425) 882-5146

Lake Washington
School District No 414

Thursday, January 27, 2000

Sara Slatten
CamWest Development Inc.
9720 NE 120thPlace, Suite 100
Kirkland,WA 98034

RE: Vansell Property and Fence at SmithElementary

Dear Sara:
I

As I understand it your Hearing Examiner for your project has requiredyou to provide a

5 foot pedestrian trail withinyour development to provide access to Samantha Smith
Elementary School.

This is your permissionto modify the fence along our South property line to allovvfor the

d
access. In reviewingthis with our school principalit is her desire to intallbollardor
some other diversion so as to discourage motorcycles and bicyclesfrom being ridden thru
the access easement

At the time you intend to do this work contact our of?ce so we can recon?rmthe precise
locationand method of installation.

Sincerelyyours,

StevenL. Cole
Facilily Planner / Construction Manger
(425)882-5101
scole@1kwash.wedneLedu

SLC:slc

cc;Judy Johnson, Richard Ellison, Bob Collard, File

ATTACHMENT HF “





Bill No.
(5/‘OZ

AGENDA BILL

CITY OF SAMMAMISH
CITY COUNCIL

Subject: Meeting Date: February 1, 2001

Greens at Beaver Crest Subdivision
Date Submitted: February 7, 2001

Originating Department: Community Development

Clearances:
Action Required: Administration

,
V

Police
Motion to approve subdivision

_____X_Public Works Fire

___X_Building/Planning Attorney
Exhibits:
a) Map of Final Plat d) FinalPlat Review Procedure Sheet Jan. 31, 2001
W)Transmittal Letter Jan. 31, 1999
c) Hearing ExaminerDecision May 31, 1999

Budgeted Amount: N/A Legislative Approval

Summary Statement: The proposed plat is 88 lots (originally 100 lots, 154 apartments) with
reserve tracts for 132 apartment units on 54.6 acres, proposed by Paci?c Properties, Inc. (Murray-
Franklyn Companies). The proposal was reviewed and approved by KC DDES, and the required
infrastructure (drainage, roads, sidewalks, etc.). The improvements are under construction under
KC DDES staff inspection. There was a lengthy SEPA appeal hearing process in 1998.

The N?’S transportation impact fees applicant has paid are the KC DDES rate of $4,035 per unit
($355,080 for 88 lots) for Zone #405. The fees for the 132 apartment units were paid to King
County. The impact fees are required in addition to required ?ontage and internal streets

mentioned in the plat conditions. One half of school fees have been paid already and the balance of
$156,156 willbe paid at building permit. The project pays $117,556 to WSDOT for SR 202 and
$18,511 to KCDOT for 228thAve SE & SE 8”‘Street improvements.

'

Recommended Motion:
Approve 88-lot Greer“ -"t Beaver Crest Subdivision end authcrize the Mayor to sign mylms of the
?nal nlat,

a.L.&a.vv:. 1.;





CITY OF SAMMAMISH
WASHINGTON

Resolution No. R2001-_____

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH, WASHINGTON,
GRANTING FINAL PLAT APPROVAL TO THE PLAT OF GREENS AT
BEAVER CREST SUBDIVISION

WHEREAS, the City Council has received King County’s
recommendation of approval for the ?nal plat of Greens at Beaver Crest Subdivision
designated King County File No.L97PO0l 1; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed said plat and ?nds that it
conforms to all terms of the preliminary plat approval and applicable land use laws and
regulations; and

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to grant ?nal approvalto the plat of
Greens at Beaver Crest;

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SAMMAMISH, WASHINGTON, DO RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Adoption of Hearing Examiner’s Findings and Conclusions.
The City Council hereby adopts the ?ndings and conclusions included in the King
County Hearing Exarniner’s May 31, 1999 decision for the preliminaryplat of Greens at

Beaver Crest, King County File No. #L97POOl1, attached hereto and incorporated herein
as Exhibit C.

Section 2. Grant of Approval. The City Council hereby grants ?nal
approval to the plat of Greens at Beaver Crest Subdivision, King County File No.
#L97POOl1

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AT A REGULAR MEETING THEREOF ON
THE DAY OF FEBRUARY 2001.

CITY OF SAMMAMISH

H:\manderson\Resolutions Pending\Greens @ Beaver Crcst.doc 1



Mayor H. Troy Romero

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED:

Melonie Anderson, City Clerk

Approved as to form:

Bruce L. Disend, City Attorney

Filed with the City Clerk: February l, 2001
Passed by the City Council:
Resolution No.:

H:\manderson\Resolutions Pending\Greens @ Beaver Crest.doc 2



February 1, 2001

TO: City Council
Melonie Anderson, City Clerk

From: Matt Mathes, Special Project Planner

RE: Greens at Beaver Crest Final Plat
City Council Regular Meeting Feb. 7, 2001

The materials under this cover memo have been selected from the full ?le as the agenda packet
materials for review by City Council. The enclosed materials are:

Ex. A - Map of Plat (Reduced to 8-1/2 x 11) 1 page
Ex. B - Transmittal letter - Jan. 31, 2001 1 page
Ex. C - Hearing Examiner Decision ~ May 11, 1997 14 pages
Ex. D - Final Plat Procedure form 1 page
Total

‘ 17 pages

I

Background on Proposed Plat
The proposedplat is 88 lots (originally 100 lots, 154 apartments) with reserve tracts for 132

apartment units on 54.6 acres, proposed by Paci?c Properties, Inc. (Murray—Franklyn
Companies). The proposal was reviewed and approvedby KC DDES, and the required
infrastructure (drainage, roads, sidewalks, etc.). The improvementsare under constructionunder
KC DDES staff inspection.

The MPS transportation impact fees applicant has paid are the KC DDES rate of $4,035 per unit
($355,080 for 88 lots) for Zone #405. The fees for the 132 apartment units were paid to King
County. The impact fees are required in addition to requiredfrontage and internal streets

mentionedin the plat conditions. One half of school fees have been paid already and the balance
of $156,156 will be paid at building permit. The project pays $117,556 to WSDOT for SR 202
and $18,511 to KCDOT for 228“Ave SE & SE 8thStreet improvements.

There was a lengthy SEPA appeal hearing resulting in changes to the traf?c concurrency
modelingas appliedby King County. Staff has includedonly an excerpt of Hearing Examiner’s
decision with basic information and plat conditions(14 pages). However, a full copy the decision
is available for your review at city hall. The excludedsections are background, analysis and a

complete list of 189 exhibits entered at the 1998 hearings.

Looking Ahead - Issues of Concern ~-

The 132 multi-family units located far from any commercialand community facilities with no bus

service or pedestrian network has been raised. The Planning Advisory Board will likely discuss
what (if any) appropriate future multi-family residential locations exist citywide. Also, the budget

and staffing needed to initiate, operate and defend a “bullet-proof’ city traffic concurrency/fee
collection system is a topic in need of attention. Staff anticipates the above listed issues from this
project will be addressed in the land use and transportationelements of comprehensiveplan
discussions.

Greens at Beaver Crest City Council Regular Meeting
Final Plat - Staff Memo February 7, 2001





Al IACHMBNVI‘ "A"

THE GREENS AT BEAVEI-'-I CREST
PORTIONSEXSECNON I54. TOWNSHIP 25 NORTH.RANGE6 EAST.WM.

CITY OF SAMMAMISH,KING COUNTY.WASHINGTON
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ATTACHMENT "B"

DDES
King County
Department of Development
and Environmental Services
900 Oakesdale Avenue Southwest
Rcnton, WA 98055-12 19

January 31, 2001

Matt Mathes, Special Project Planner
City of Sammamish
704 228*Ave. NE, PMB 491
Sammamish, WA 98053

RE: The Greens at Beaver Crest

Dear Mr. Mathes:

The Land Use Services Division has completed the review of the final map page and supporting
documents for recording the above plat (File L97P00l 1). This review has determined that the plat has
met all applicable regulations and conditions of approval. This agency’s review was performed pursuant
to the interlocal agreement between the City of Sammamish and King County.

Based on that review, the County recommends the final map page mylars be appiovedand signed by the
City, then forwarded to the King County Records and Elections Office to be recorded. To assist in your
discretionary decision, we are forwarding a copy of the key file documents to you at this time.

A performance bond in the amount of $439,590 has been furnished to King County to guarantee all
required road and storm drainage improvements are completed within two years of the date of recording.
Also furnished to King County is a bond in the amount of $12,600 for the street trees, and a landscape
performance bondin the amount of $90,592 to guarantee the installation of the recreationfacilities.
These financial guarantees are transferable to the City. Also a plat recording fee in the amount of $84.00
has been paid. It is our understanding that King County will continue to provide on—siteinspections of
road and drainage work on behalf of the City under the terms of the agreement.

After obtaining the city approvals,please deliver the plat mylars together with one copy and a copy of
this letter to the King County Assessors Office for processing. For information call Nimpa Gueco at
(206) 296-5140. ‘

At the time of recording please send a copy of the recorded plat to Shirley Goll in care of King County at

the address above. —

«

If you have any questions on this letter, please contactSteve Van Patten at (206) 296-7197.

Sincerely,

James H. Sa ders, P.E.
Development Engineer

Enclosures:

cc: Applicant: Lisa Baker, C/O Murray Franklyn
Steve Townsend, Supervising Engineer, Land Use Inspection Section
Pete Dye, Interim Supervising Engineer, Engineering Review Section
Raymond E. Florent, P.L.S., Senior Engineer, Engineering Review Section

. ' uni“ 'nnDn.£ .4 CU". InAl l N. Steve Van Patten, P.L.S., Engineer, Engineer: lg .l\C new Section





May 11. 1999

OFFICE OF THE HEARING EXAMINER
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

850 Union Bank of California Building

900 Fourth Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98164
Telephone (206) 296-4660
Facsimile (206) 296-1654

REPORTAND DECISIONON‘
PRELIMINARYPLAT APPLICATION

Department of Developmentand EnvironmentalServices

File No. L9'7P0011
SUBJECT:

GREENS AT BEAVER CREST
Preliminary Plat Application

Between Southeast 8mStreet and Main Street (ifextended), and 244"‘AvenueSE

and 237"‘Avenue (ifextended)
Location:

X

Applicant: Beaver Crest II, Inc., Representedby

Robert Johns, Esq. '

3600 Columbia Center
701 Fifth Avenue
Seattle. WA 98104

SUMMARYOF DECISION:

Department'sPreliminary Recommendation:
Department'sFinal Recommendation:
Examiner's Decision:-

Approve. subject to conditions
Approve, subject to conditions

- Approve, subject to conditions_-

EXAMINERPROCEEDINGS:

Hearing Opened:
Hearing Closed:
Hearing Reopened:
Reopened Hearing Closed:

May 11. 1998
August 20. 1998
March 19. 1999
April 10. 1999

Participants ‘at the public hearing and the exhibits offered and entered are listed in the attached

minutes. A verbatim recording of the hearing is available in the Office of the King County

Hearing Examiner.
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ISSUES ADDRESSED:

- Flooding

011
_

‘

0 Road capacity and mitigation:
arterial roadsand intersections
concurrency
SEPA authority

0 Streams
0 Wetlands

die
IN.¢§S‘, C . y

D DECISION: Having reviewed the record in this matter.

t ar?inerin-, ke=1 eéente _dthe following:
« aw;g -

b

FINDINGS:

l. Owner/Developer:

Engineer:

SIR: .
Location:

Zoning:
Acreage:
Number of Lots:

Density:
Lot Size :

(Single—family):

Proposed Use:
Sewage Disposal:
Water Supply:
Fire District:

A

School District:
Complete Application
(Vesting) Date:

'

A. GENERAL INFORMATION

Beaver Crest II, Inc.
Attn: Mike Miller
14410 Bel-Red Road
Bellevue; WA 98007 ‘

Phone: (425) 644-2323

Triad Associates
Attri: William Dunlap Jr.,=P.E.

l 1814 115”‘Avenue Northeast
Kirkland, WA 98034 .

Phone: (425) 82l-8448

34 - Z5 - 6
Lyinggapproximatelybetween SE 8"‘St. and Main St. (if

extended), and 244“Ave. SE and 237“Ave. SE (if extended).

R-6-P
546

_
. _

100 lots for detached. single—t‘am'ilyresidences.-and a future
developmenttract (aka Lot 101) for l54apartment units in 25
buildings.
4.71 dwelling units per acre (includes apartment units)

Generally 4,000 to l0.000 square feet with one lot at approx.
35,000 square feet. ._

Detached single-family residencesand apartments
Sammamish Plateau Water and Sewer District
Sammamish Plateau Water and Sewer District
King Fire District No. 10
Lake Washington School District No. 414

April16, 1997

Page - 2

Z
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than a 50-year frequency. there may be a small increase in tlooding duration. a fact that
due to its infrequency and context the staffdoes not regard to be significant.

CONCLUSIONS:

TUf.» J‘Ji

With the dismissal of the SEPA appeal and stipulation by theSEPA Appellants that. as

re—testedby the Department of Transportation in January l999, the Beaver Crest

applications passed the County's TAM test. the major concurrency issues decided within

the Examiner's October23. 1998.SEPA appeal decision no longer retain theirvitality.

This circumstance does not guarantee that the Department's new 1995 base year model

contains no flaws. but rather simply reflectsthe fact that the parties have agreed not to

contest its adequacy within this proceeding. While on its face the Department's new 1995

base year model appears to embody a methodology superior to its predecessor. a serious

critical examination ofthe new model’s actual sufficiency will have to wait until a later

date and a different review proceeding.

Since KCC 14.70.080.11.provides that "issuance of a certificate creates a rebuttable

presumption that the proposed development satisfies the concurrency requirements f this

chapter",vthe absence ofa challenge to the TAMre-test process and its underlying data
assumptions. combined with our revised interpretation of the critical link test threshold

requirement. leads to the conclusion that the presumption of validity stated within

KCC l4.70.080.A is entitled to prevail. ‘

It is also important to understand that a conclusion that a project complies with the

County's traffic concurrency requirements does not guarantee in the short term any

immediate relief from traffic congestion problems. With its generous allowance that

required infrastructure improvementsneed only be made within six years of new

development. in the short term the traffic concurrency process only places a caponthe

degree of roadway facility shortfall. That is tosay, in an area such as the Sammamish

Plateau which is experiencing a development boom, the six—yeargap between new

developmentimpacts and required infrastructure construction may become a Chronic
condition with needed‘facilities perpetually lagging six years behind the increasein

demand. The promise ofconcurrency is. at bottom. merely that within six ‘years of the

end of the developmentboomifacility constructionshould finally catch up withthe

increase in demand. ‘

If approved subject to the conditions recommended below. the proposed subdivision
makes appropriate provision for the public health. safety and welfare; serves the public
use and interest; and meets the requirements of RCW 58.l7.'l 10.

The conditions of approval recommended herein. including dedications and easements.

will provide improvements which promote legitimate public purposes‘. aregnecessaryto

serve the subdivision and are proportional to its impacts: are required to make the
proposedplat reasonably compatible with the environment; and will carry out applicable
state laws and regulations and the laws. policies and objectives of King County.
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DECISION:

The preliminary plat ofthe Greens at Beaver Crest, as revised and received on February l9. 1998.

l.

is APPROVED, subject to the followingconditions of final approval:

Compliance with all platting provisions ofTitle l9 of the King County Code.

All persons having an ownership interest in the subject property shall sign on the face of
the final plat a dedication which includes the language set forth in'King County Council
Motion No. 5952.

C

'

A

The plat shall comply withthe base density and minimum density requirements of the R-
6 zoneclassification. All lots shall also meet the minimumdimensionalrequirements of
the R-6 zone classification and shall be generally as shown on the face of the approved
preliminary plat, asmodified by Conditions 34. 35, and 36. Other minor revisions to the
plat which do not result in substantial changes may be approved at the discretion of the
Department of Development and Environmental Services.

Secwe:>‘C1/CIJJ
The applicant must obtain final approval from the King County Health Department.

Allconstruction and upgrading of public and private roads shall be done in accordance
with the King County Road Standards, established and adopted by Ordinance No. l l 187.

The applicant must obtain the approval ofthe King County Fire ProtectionEngineer,
regarding compliance with the fire hydrant, water main, and fire flow standards of
Chapter l_'/‘.08ofthe King County Code.

Final plat approval shall require full compliance with drainage provisions set forth in
King County Code 9.04 and the storm drainage requirementsand guidelines as

established by the Water and Land Resources Division. Compliance may result in
reducing the number and/or location of lots asshown onithe preliminary approved plat.
The following conditions represent portions ofthe Code and requirements.‘which apply
to all plats.

,

’ Drainage plans and analysis shall comply with the 1990 King County Surface
Water Design Manual and updates which were adopted by PublicRule effective
January 1, l995. LUSD approval of the drainageandroadway plans is required
prior to any construction.

b. Current standard plan notes and ESC notes. as established by LUSD Engineering
Review, shall be shown on the engineering plans. ‘

c. The following note shall be shown on the final recordedplat:

"All building downspouts. footing drains, and drains from all impervious
surfaces such as patios and driveways shall be connected to the permanent storm

drain outlet as shown on the approved construction drawings # on

file with DDES and/or the King County Department of Transportation. This plan
shall be submitted with the application of any building permit. All connections
of the drains must be constructed and approved prior to the final building
inspection approvals For those lots that are designated for individual lot
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in?ltration systems. the systems shall be constructed at the time ofthe building
permit and shall comply with the plans on file."

8. The following conditions speci?cally address drainage issues for this particular plat: .

Z1.

<9“?
The retentioi?detention facilities on the site draining toward Lake Sammamish
shall be designed using the Barker Modified S.B.U.H. Method. as required by the
East Lake Sammamish Basin Plan BW-l criteria. An equivalent or better
alternate design can be used as approved by LUSD. ’‘

Anexception to the above design method is proposed for the detention facility
for Tract K. in the northwest-comer ofthe site. This facility shall meet the King

1

County RunoffTime Series (KCRTS) Level 3 flow control requirements. per
approved Variance L97\/0143. All conditions of approval for this variance shall
be met and reflected in the engineering plans. upon their subrnittal.

The applicant applied for and was granted a drainage variance (L97VOO l 8) to use
a shared detention facility with the adjoining plat of Three Willows. All
conditions of approval for this variance shall be met and reflected in the
engineering plans. upon their submittal.

No dispersal ofconcentrated flows shall be allowed on or ‘aboveerosion-prone
slopes. as determined by LUSD. The outlets of all retention/detention facilities
must be tightlined to the base ofsuch slopes at non-erosive outlets. The slope
tightlines must provide capacity for the l0O~year developed flow. Erosion -

protection must be provided at the outfall points.

d. The “Preliminary Geotechnical Report.“ prepared by the applicants Consultant.

89:)~ Terra Associates. lnc.. indicates the lining of R/D ponds on the site may be
necessary, if imported soils are used to construct the ponds. In this regard. a geo-

'

technical report shall be submitted with the engineering plans, which provides
. recommendations on the need for the liningofthe R/D ponds for this project.
The geo-technical engineers recommendations shall be retlectedon the
engineering plans. upon their submittal.

9. ‘A The following measuresshall be taken for enhancederosioncontrol:

a. Only that clearing necessary to install temporary sedimentation and erosion
‘l control measures shall occur rior to clearin for roadwa s and utilities.P 8 Y

b. Prior to finalplat approval. site clearing shall be limited to areas required for
roadway and utility development. Clearing limits for roads, sewers, water,

permanent stormwater utilities. and temporary erosion control facilities shall be
marked in the field and approved by King County prior to any alteration of
existing native vegetation.

Construction work related to clearing, grading, and filling shall be limited to the
drier months of April lst to September 30th, unless otherwise approved by King
County. No soil disturbance (including individual residential or commercial
building pad preparation) shall occur outside the specified time limits unless



g

A4
..

‘ Greens at Beaver Crest /L$4S‘vi)0 is
-

’ Page - 15

otherwise approvedby King County. A noteto this effect shall be placed on the

final plat and engineering plans.

d. A temporary erosion sedimentationcontrol (TESC) supervisor shall be

designated by the applicant,per Section 5.4.10 of the l990 KCSWDM for highly

sensitive sites. The supervisor shall have demonstratedexpertise in erosion

control per the abovesection. The site shall be reviewed as ifconstruction is
V

occurring in the wet season. at least weekly, and within 24 hours of significant

stonns. A written record of these reviews shall be kept on~sitewith copies

submitted to DDES within ‘48hours. A sign shall be posted at all primary

_

“

L

entrances to the site, which clearly identifies the TESC supervisor and his/her

/A3? ’
‘ phone number.

A

A

'

’

l0. The followingconditions specify the required road improvements for this subdivision- to

be constructedaccording to the 1993 King County Road Standards (KCRS):

at. Beaver Crest Drive shall be improved to the urban neighborhood collector

standard.

b. The followingroads shall be improved to the urban subaccess standard; 238“

Ave. SE, 239”Pl. SE. 240"‘Pl.SE. SE 2"dLn., and SE 2"“Pl.

c. The following roads shall be improved to the urban minor access road standard:

238"‘Ave. SE lying north of SE 2“ PL.239“Court SE, and.Tract i.

d. Tract I may be developed as a private road. turnaroundbulb shall be provided

at the terminus of Tract 1.consistent with KCRS 2.08. The angle of the

‘jar intersection of Tract l/SE 2""Ln. shall comply with KCRS 2.lOA.

/e. A temporary turnaroundshall be provided at or near the terminus of SE 2'“ Ln..

consistent with KCRS 2.08.

f. Modifications to the above road conditions may be consideredby King County.

. pursuant to the variance procedures in KCRS l.08 .

.
i

l l. All utilitieswithinproposedrights—of-waymust be includedwithina franchise approved

‘Lag the King County Council. priorto final plat recording.

12. The applicant or subsequent owner shall comply with King County Code 14.75.

. Mitigation Payment System (MP8). by paying the required MPS fee and administration

CL“) fee as determinedby the applicable fee ordinance. The applicant has the option to either:

A L

(1) pay the MPS fee at final plat recording, or (2) pay the MPS fee at the time ofbuilding

permit issuance. lfthe first option is chosen, the fee paid shall be the fee in effect at the

time ofplat vesting, and a note shallbe placed on the faceofthe plat that reads, “All fees

required by King County Code 14.75.Mitigation Payment System (MPS‘),.have been
paid." lfthe second option is chosen. the fee paid shall be the amount in effect as ofthe

date ofbuildingpermit application.

Q 13. Lots within this subdivision are subject to KCC 2lA.43 and Ordinance l2928 which

~g_.... impose impact fees to fund school system improvements neededto serve new

/ development. As a condition of final approval. 50% ofthe impact fees due for the plat

é?‘
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shall be assessed and collected immediately prior to recording. using the fee schedules in
effect when the plat received final approval. The balance of the assessed fee shall be
allocated evenly to the dwelling units in the plat and shall becollected prior to building
permit issuance..

l

Off-site access to the subdivision shall be over a full-width.dedicated and improved road
which has been accepted by King County for maintenance. If the proposed access road
has not been accepted by King County at the time of recording. then said road -shall be
fully bonded by the applicant oflthis rubdivision. or by others.

‘

Lots l — 4. Division 2 shall have undividedownership ofTract l and be responsible for
its maintenance.A note to this effect shall appear on the final plat and engineering plans.

The planter islands (if any) within the cul-de-sacs shall be maintained by the abutting lot
owners or the homeowners association. This shall be stated on the face ofthe final plat.

The following note shall be shown on the ?nal engineering plan and recorded plat:

RESTRICTIONS FOR SENSITIVE AREA TRACTS AND SENSITIVE
AREAS AND BUFFERS

Dedication of a sensitive area tract/sensitive area and buffer conveys to the public a

bene?cial interest in the land within the tract/sensitive area and buffer.This interest
includes the preservation of native vegetation for all purposes that bene?t the public
health. safety and welfare, including control ofsurface water and erosion. maintenance of
slope stability. and protection ofplant and animal habitat. The sensitive area

tract/sensitive area and buffer imposes upon all present and future owners and occupiers
of the land subject to the tract/sensitive area and buffer the obligation, enforceable on

behalf of the public by King County, to leave undisturbed all trees and other vegetation
within the tract/sensitive area and buffer. The vegetation within the tract/sensitive area

and buffer may not be cut. pruned, covered by fill. removed or damaged without approval
in writing from the King County Department of Development and Environmental

I

' Servicesor‘ its successor agency. unlessotherwise provided by law.

The commonboundary between the tractzsensitive area and buffer andthe area of
~ developmentactivity must bernarkedorotherwise flagged to the satisfaction of King

County prior to any clearing, grading.‘ building construction or other development activity ‘

on a lot subject to the sensitive area tract/sensitive area and buffer. The required marking

or flagging shall remain in place until all development proposal activities in the vicinity] I

ofthe sensitive area are completed.

No building foundations are allowed beyond the required 15-foot building setback line.
unless otherwise provided by law.

Determine the top.- toe. and sides oi‘-10% slopes by field survey. Provide a 50-foot buffer
from these slopes. The buffer may be reduced to l0 feet with the submittal ofa
satisfactory soils report. as determined by LUSD.

The proposed subdivision shall comply with the sensitive areas requirements as outlined
in KCC 2lA.24. Permanent survey marking and signs. as specified in KCC 2 lA.24. 160.
shall also be addressed prior to final plat approval. Temporary marking of sensitive areas
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and their buffers (eg. with bright orange construction fencing) shall be placed on the site.

and shall remain in place until all constructionactivities are completed.

Preliminary plat review has identified the following sensitive areas issueswhich apply to

this project. All other applicable requirements for sensitive areas shall also be addressed

by the applicant.

L/ a. Two Class 3 streams are present on the northwest portion ofthe site. within

vex/Ff TractJ. A 25-foot—widebutter shall be provided from these streams. per KCC

. '2lA.2-l.360A4.
'

b. TwoClass'2 wetlands are located on the subject property (in Tracts B and J). and

/,..._..._...c__ another Class 2 wetland lies off-site and adjoins the east boundary of the multi-

family tract(Lot l0l). A 50-foot-widebuffer shallbe provided from these

wetlands. per KCC 2lA.24.32OA.
‘ '

A Class 3 stream.tlowing in the Bear Creek Basin. lies within the wetlandin
Tract B. A 50-foot-wide but‘l‘ershall be provided fromthis stream. per KCC_

2l.A..2~‘l.3(>0A7.

The wetland and stream buffers noted abovemay be required by LUSD to be

increased. to conform with the requirements of KCC 2lA.24.320A5 and

“"5"” FY 2lA.24.360A9 concerning slopes adjacent to streams and wetlands.

N“; i
e. Buffer averaging has been proposed and may be permitted. subjectto compliance

UEIUFY.
' withthe provisions ofKCC 2lA.2~l.320Band 2lA.24.36OB.as determined by

LUSD.

I‘. The above-noted wetlands. streams. and wetland and stream buffers withinthe

—J—~47C/"subject plat shall be -placedin a S€llSlll\'€ area tract (SAT). Any steep slope areas

‘I (‘IN 7 and their butters \\'lllCll are present on the site shall also be placed within an SAT

(see Condition 18 above).

éfk?gg. At engineering review the hydrologicalrequirements of the onsitewetlands shall

2 . ,.
fizttcr C5 or:

Mt-,¢,cl 6,30»/Hr
7'4 TTL/0

be determinedand supplementation provided. as needed.

Tracts B and J shall be labeled as SAT's.

Suitable recreation space shall be provided tor Lots 1 - 100. consistent with the

requirements of KCC 2lA.l-1.180 and 31.-\.l-l.l*)0. {Recreation space will be provided

for the multi—l‘amilytract aspart 01‘the FC\'lC‘\\' and issuance ofbuilding permits for this

tract.) A recreationspace improvement plan shall be reviewed and approved by LUSD

and the King County‘Parl<s Dl\’lSl0fl prior to engineering plan approval. If the Northwest

Pipeline Corporation does not permit the placementof recreation facilities, within the

portion of Tract C encumberedby the gas pipeline easement. alternative recreation space‘

shall be provided in an amount equivalent to the acreage requirements of KCC

2lA.l4.l80A.

A five-t‘oot-wide trail shall be improved in Tracts G and N. consistent with the KCRS

trail standards (Sec. 3.08). The trail in Tract N shall be placed within a minimum l0—

toot-wide pedestrian easement. for the benefit otthe residents of the subject plat. The

K/,
.7
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easement shall be shown on the final plat and engineering plans. The trail in Tract N
'

shall align with the pedestrian trail in the adjacent subdivision of Three Willows.

A homeowners’association or other workable organization shall be established to the
satisfaction ofLUSD which provides for the ownership and continued maintenance of the
recreation and open space areas.C/>/4wrhf/A

C2/ti/~. 35- Street trees shall be provided as follows:

a.
‘C

Trees shall be planted at a rate ofone tree for every 40 feet of frontage along
Beaver Crest Drive. Spacing may be modified to accommodate sight distance
requirements for driveways and intersections.-

b. Trees shall be located within the street right-of—wayand planted in accordance
with Drawing No. 5—O09of the 1993 King County Road Standards. unless King
County Department of Transportation (KCDOT) determines that trees should not
be located in the street right-of—way.

HKCDOT determines that therequired street trees should not be located within
the right—of~way,they shall be located no more than 20 feet from the street right-
of-way line.

C»

d. The trees shall be owned and maintained by the abutting lot owners or the
homeowners’ association or other workable organization. unless the County has
adopted a maintenance program. This shall be noted on the face of the final
recorded plat.

A/cc; ofe,

e. The species of trees shall be approved by DDES and KCDOT iflocatedwithin
the right-of-way. and shall not include poplar. cottonwood, soft maples. gum. any
fruit-bearing trees, or any other tree or shrub whose roots are likely to obstruct
sanitary or storm sewers. or that is not compatible with overhead utility lines.

The applicant shallsubmit a street tree plan and bond quantity sheet for review
and approval by LUSDprior to engineering plan approval.

A

g.
A

The street trees must be installed and inspected.‘ora performance ond posted
‘ prior torecording ofthe plat. Ifa performance bond is posted,theystreettrees

J must be installed and inspected within one yearof recording of theplat. At the
30!“ time of inspection. if the trees are found to be installed per the approved plan. a

maintenance bond must be submitted or the performance bond replaced with a
maintenance bond, and held for one year. After one year. the maintenance bond
may be released after DDES has completed a second inspection and determined
that the trees have been kept healthy and thriving. ’~

A $538 landscape inspection fee shall also be submittedprior to plat recording. The
inspection fee is subject to change based on the current County fees. '

Q
*‘r'V /“*7

The Applicant shall pay the Washington State Department of Transportation $1 17.556 for
mitigation ofsignificant adverse environmental impacts to SR 202 as provided in its two-
party agreement. or ifmitigation has been rendered unnecessary by public funding ofthe



‘W1
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required facilities, the Applicant shall document that WSDOT has waived payment of

such sum.

The following conditions have been establishedunder SEPA authority as necessary to mitigate

the adverse environmentalimpacts of this development. The applicant shall demonstrate

compliance with these items prior to final approval.

27. The easterly portion ofGreens at Beaver Crest is located in the Evans Creek Drainage
'

Basin. Drainage from this site flows generally to an unnamed tributary to Wetland ELS9.

Then the flow turns east through the wetland to cross the proposed 24-ltli Avenue SE

alignment, then passing through Allen Lake (Wetland EC38). then turning north to flow

through portions of Wetland EC4l.
I

Allen Lake has been identi?edby?the King County Water and Land Resources Division

{WLRD formerly SWM) as a volume sensitive lake. To protect Allen Lake and the

unnamedcreek from drainage volumeimpacts, the following mitigating measures shall

apply to those portions of the site draining to Allen Lake:
L

a. The detentionfacility designs shall comply with King County Runoff Time

Series (KCRTS) Level 3 methodology. The KCRTS Level 3 standardrequires

maintaining the duration ofhigh flows at their predevelopmentlevels for all

flows greater than 1/2 of the 2-year flow up to the 50-year flow.and controlling

the lO0-year peak flow rate to its predevelopmentlevel. An appropriate

volumetricfactorof safety shall be added of between 10 percent and 20 percent

atthe design engineers discretion.

b. The unnamedcreek receiving runoff from the easterly portion of the site shall be

evaluatedfor capacity and potentialerosive impacts. Cumulative impacts from

the surrounding developments shall be included.Where erosive flows may result.

mitigating measures such as a bypasspipeline to convey high ?ow peaks to the

base of the steep slope and/"ornon~erosivestream channel reaches are required.

sNon—erosivedetention facility outlets are also required. Final approvalby DDES

is required for anyproposeddischarge design.

28. The westerly portion of theGreens at~Beaver Crest is located _in—the EastLake _

SammamishBasin. Runoff from impervious surfaces subject to vehicle use or storage

&xor transferofchemicals, petroleumproducts or wastes must be treated to remove 50

percent of the annual average total phosphorusconcentrationbefore discharge to Lake

Sammamishor its tributaries(either natural or engineered). This goal may be met by

treating the water quality tlow (defined below) with one of the followingthree on~site

treatment options. The design of the facilities shall be approvedby King County Water

and Land Resource Division (WLRD). Other options that provide an equivalent level of

pollutant removal are also acceptable. but must be approvedby WLRD...

Option A: A large wetpond having a dead storage volume of at least 4.5 times the runoff

from the mean annualstorm. The mean annual storm is determinedby dividing the

annual rainfall (in inches) by the number of storms in a typical year. In the Lake

Sammamisharea. the mean annual storm ranges from about 0.47 to 0.56 inches.
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Option B: A large sand ?lter treating 95% of the annual average runoff volume as
computed by the KCRTS time series. Ifa detention facility does not precede the sand
filter, a pre-settling pond or vault must be provided prior to the sand ?lter. The pre-
settling pond must be sized to hold a volume of0.75 times the runoff from the mean

V

annual storm.

Option C: A two-facility treatment train. with the first facility sized to treat the water

quality ?ow (see below), and the second facility a sand filter sized to treat the flow from
the first facility..or 90 percent of the annual average runoff volume as computed by the
KCRTS time series. '

‘

Thewaterquality flow is defined by one ofthe following:

0 the ?ow generated by 64 percent of the 2~year 24-hour precipitation (SBUH model).

0 the flow generated by 60 percent of the developed 2-yearpeak flow rate (KC RTS
model), or

0 the flow associated with 95 percent of the annual average runoff volume in the
KCRTS time series (typically restricted to sand ?lter sizing ).

This Condition is in lieu of the biofiltration required under Core Requirement #3 in the
King County Surface Water Design Manual.

5 é 39. Unless the mitigations listed below are implemented.this proposal willhave a significant

‘

~\.
Q

adverse impact at the intersection ofNE 8th’Street/228th Avenue NE. In the horizon year

U -.Li/V10“<-J /1((c¢~9€iq«ol‘this development, this intersection is projected to operate at Level of service (LOS)

grunt.i4(}SoMC_/‘[OV‘"F“ initheAlvland PMpeakhours. To mitigate the development’s impactat NE 8
Street/-28 Avenue NE, final plat approval shall not be granted unless.

/~/o~o{

King County has a programmed intersection project for this intersection and the
anticipated award ofa construction contract for the intersection improvements is

_within l2 months; or

‘b. The developer. individuallyor Wllh others. bonds or constructs improvements
that bring the LOS to or better. Improvementplans for this intersection must
be reviewed and approved by the Traffic Eriginee’ring’_Sectionprior to

engineering plan approval for the subject plat.

c. ’ In lieu of the construction of the above—notedroad improvements prior to the
recording ofthe subject plat. bonding may be provided which assures the
construction of the required improvements within one year ofthe recording of the
plat.

The development of The Greens is one of four development applications that will
cumulatively have a significant adverse impact at the intersection ofSE 8th SlY€€I.i'228l_l1
:\\‘Cl1Ll€ SE unless mitigated. The 1998 adopted King County CIP includes the widening
of 228 Avenue SE;NE from lssaquah Pine Lake Road to NE 8 Street. The tentative

constructionscheduled for this project IS inthe year l999. However, with the traffic
volume projections from pipeline development and without the 228th Avenue SE

-7 . . . . . .
‘— ~ widening project. the intersection of SE 8th Street/228th Avenue SE will operate at LOS

K
r With regard to the prelirninaryrapproved subdivisions of the Renaissance, Heights at

.$ E-Wwtl
V

U‘, /4.MC/Liana‘,
/*/0“G(
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Beaver Crest, Vistas at Beaver Crest and subject plat of the Greens, finalplat approval

shall be limited to no more than a total of200 lots for the four plats (or an equivalent

number of multi-family dwelling units based on the trip generation rates of the ITE

Manual) unless:

a. The 228th Avenue SE/NE 8th CIP widening project is within 12 months of the

anticipated award of a construction contract: or

b. - The developer(s). either individuallyor cooperatively. widen 228th Avenue SE at

SE 8th Street to provide a northboundright turn lane and lengthen the

southboundleft turn lane toprovide an additional 150 feet of left turn storage

length. As an alternative, bonding may be provided which assuresthe

construction of these improvements within one year of the recording of the

subject plat.

At the time ofplat review, the applicant for the subject plat may elect to conduct traffic

counts to determine if the traffic volume projections are lower than anticipated.

Additional lots (dwelling units) may receive final approval if King County Traffic

Engineering, Roads Services Division determines that:

a. The assumptions used for traffic volume projections are, in fact, lower than

projected at the time of application; and

b. The LOS at SE 8th Street/228th Avenue SE is or better, and the southbound

left—turnlane storage length accommodatesexpected queues.

I‘/< @
El ln addition to the condition listed under item 30 above formitigation of impacts to SE 8th

,

Street/228th Avenue SE. the developer shall pay a pro~rata share of $185 ll for the

installation ofa permanent signal at this location. The pro—rata share is based on the

percentage of the developments side street traffic to the total projected side street traffic

in the horizon year of the development.

I 32. ‘ The pending proposals of The Greens and preliminary approved subdivisions of

Renaisgsance,Height at Beaver Crest and Vista at Beaver Crest will have a cumulative

_Py_ impact onSE_8th Street and244th Avenue SE. To address this impact, the development

"shallcomplete the following:

C6,,‘ ./?t/<Qt’ 21. Prior to recording, the applicant shallimprove the west halfof244th Avenue SE.
from Beaver Crest Drive to SE 8th Street and the north halfof SE 8th Street from

. 244th Avenue SE to 228th Avenue SE to Urban Collector Arterial Standards.

The roadprofile alignment and cross—sectionshall be consistent with CIP Project

#201397 and road variance for SE 8th Street. L96‘./0072 and (‘IF #200797.

b. Modifications to the required road improvementsmay be requestedand granted

through a road variance application to address timing issues associatedwiththe

design ofthe CIP project for 228th Avenue Southeast.

c. In lieu of the construction ofthe above-noted road improvements prior to the

recording of the subject plat. bonding may be provided which assures the

construction of the required improvements within oneyear of the recording of the

plat.

W
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In order to assure an equitable sharing ofthe costs associated with the ultimate planned
road improvements for the SE 8th Street and 244th Avenue SE corridor between228
Avenue NE and NE 8th Street. the applicant shall pay a pro-rata share towards the
widening ofthe SE 8th Street and 244th Avenue SE corridor.consistent with the(/‘3‘’'‘ £7 ”’/”'° ‘ ‘f"'+°'*developer’s portion ofCIP projects .~*r’-201397 and #200797. (Note that the required road
improvements to SE 8th Street and 244th Avenue SE stated in the condition above shall. . be considered for a pro—rata sharecredit.)

S‘. [Mu 74/ lfat the time oftinal plat recording. a new MPS fee schedule that includes the SE 8th61" '

Street and 244th Avenue corridor is adopted. and if the applicant chooses to pay MPS
tees at the time ofbuilding permit approval._ a pro-rata share payment. as noted above.
will no longer be required at the time of final plat approval.

/4;.MC’“AM(A " )

I” Z ‘i 4-‘ O1

34. Reduction in unit count. The Applicant shall delete 28 multi—familyunits for the
Greens project and 17 multi—familyunits from the Bordeaux project. The ma.xinium
number of units that will be constructed at the Greens shall be as follows:

.-i<bd._.i.,\§((
i

‘iia.. IQOsingle—fa.milyunits (unchanged from the current application)

multi—t‘amilyunits

’

c. The units to be deleted shall be units currently proposed to be located at the southern
end otthe project.

Ti‘SQ3"

orfsire 7

Landscaping screen. The Applicant has agreed to construct a Type l_(opaque)
landscaping screen within a 20~foot buffer located along the north side of Southeast 8"‘
Street from the wetland to 240"‘Avenue Southeast and the east side of 240"’Avenue

A

. Southeast from Southeast 8"‘Street to the entrance to Bordeaux in order to screen the
I/Ute; C77/¢"H“"iC( southern portions of the Greens and Bordeaux project. Such landscaping screenshall

- st’ /6, a
meet the standards ot”KCC 21A. 16.040. The precise location and extent of theJ / ) “WT
landscaping screen shall be as shown on the site plan attached to Exhibit No. 185. No
landscaping screen is required in the area adjacent to the existing wetland which lies
north of Southeast8“ Street and south and east of the Greens.

~ Building setbackline. The Applicant has agreed to a building setback line on the
southern end of the area between the landscaping screen described in the preceding. ‘[‘td~uL7,condition and the southernedge ofthe multi—t‘ami‘lyunitstobe constructed in the Greens

, . and Bordeaux. The precise location and extent ot the building setback line shall be as
J 0% shown on the site plan attached to Exhibit No. 185. The balance of the area between the

Type 1 landscaping screen and the southem units in the Greens and Bordeaux projects
shall remain undisturbed with the existing native vegetation retained.

ORDERED this i 1"‘day of May. 1999.

Cunt). i)c'~LUivkci‘-"T

9 King County
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The Platting Unit will complete Final Plat review by ensuring each plat conditionhas been satis?ed or bonded and all fees that

are due have been paid. Each recommendationof the adopted plat conditionsshall be initialed and dated by the reviewerwhen

that condition is satis?ed. Following Final Plat review, this form shall be completedby the reviewer and attached to the Final

Plat mylars with other appropriatedocuments (see 3 below). Since this step represents the culminationof the subdivisionprocess,

the procedures listed below are intended to assiststaff in processingthe ?nal plat as completely and expeditiously as possible.

FINAL PLATTINGPROCEDURE
(Interoffice Use Only)

PROCEDURE‘

1. When all conditions have been satisfied and all fees are paid, the Plat Reviewer will fill out this form and place it in

the Word Processing Unit with pink slip attached. Update and approve SIERRArouting and base screens for the

FINAL-* activity.

2. Word Processors shall prioritizethis form and type the Assessor's (AM) and Clerk of iheCouncil (COMPLlES._COC)plats

only transmittalmemos. Typed rnemo(s) shall be returned to Flat Reviewer.

3. Plat Reviewer will paper clip to the Final Plat mylars this form and one copy of the following:

OCOCmemo -Lot area (segregation) calc sheet

-AM memo -List of SIERRA project activities (Keyword LACT)

‘Recording Fee Receipt -Veri?cation that all fees are paid (Keyword SPROJ)

-Final Health Department Approvalform

4. Flat Reviewershall combinemylar packagewith KEY DOCUMENTS?le and submitto Platting Unit SeniorEngineerfor
A

review and initialing. Then the package and ?le shall be routed to the Development Engineer for approval and signature.

Office Tech shall assist in organizingthe package and KEY DOCUMENTS?le. Make sure ?le has adoptedconditions

report recommendationsinitialedand dated by the review(s).

5. The DevelopmentEngineershall sign the map and initial transmittalmemoswhen satis?ed review is complete for recording.

Mylar package and KEY DOCUMENTS?le shall be forwarded to Manager’s Of?ce.

6. Manager shall sign the map and initial transmittalletters when satis?ed review is complete for recording. All documents

shall be returned to Office Tech or Plat Reviewer.

7. Office Tech shall make 4 sets of prints from the mylars and make 2 copiesof the transmittalmemos, 1 copy of fee receipt‘

and Health approval form. One set of the prints shall be routed to the Building ServicesDivision (Addressing), 1 set to

Residential, 1 set to the KEY DOCUMENTS?le, and 1 set shall be attached to the original mylar and Assessor's Of?ce

transmittalmemo along with memo copy and lot area calcs. A copy of the fee receipt and Health form are attachedto the

Clerk’s memo. One set of prints, copies of memos, original fee receipt, Health approval and this form shall be placed in

the KEY DOCUMENTS?le. Update SIERRA base screen.

i 8. Memos, attachments, and mylars shall be routed to the Engineer Tech for delivery to Seattle. Engineer Tech shalldrop off

the Assessor's transmittaland mylars to the Assessor‘sOf?ce (7th floor, AdministrationBuilding). For plats, deliverthe

Clerk's transmittalmemo (Room 452 Courthouse). The copied Clerk’s transmittalmemo shall be date stamped (by the

Clerk) and placed in the division's KEY DOCUMENTS?le upon return.

I-‘T36/FINAL.CHKFeb. 22, 199(~—1o:1Bam/cl)





Bill No. 89

AGENDA BILL

CITY OF SAMMAMISH
CITY COUNCIL

Subject: Meeting Date: February 7, 2001
Recommendation for ?lling the vacant
Director of Public Works position Date Submitted: February 2, 2001

Originating Department: Administration

Clearances: 553
Action Required: X Administration Police
Council approval to hire and signature
Completion of Employment Agreement Public Works Fire

Building/Planning X Attorney
.__.._._.__._... __.._.--—......

Exhibits: Employment Agreement between the
City of Sammamish and John Cunningham Committee

Budgeted Amount:

Summary Statement: After a National Search to select a new Director Of Public Works
and an in—depthinterview process, staff is pleased to recommend John Cunningham,
currently deputy Public Works Director from the City of Olympia, as the City’s new
Public Works Director. Mr. Cunningham is the clear choice to hire and have on board,
directing our Public Works Department. He would be available to begin employment
with the City on February 16, 2001.

Attached is the proposed employment agreement with salary listed as $7,250.00 per
month. Due to Mr. Cunningham’s pre-arranged vacation plans, 21 days of banked
vacation is being offered, as well as 12 days of banked sick leave in case of ‘illness.
The contract also provides for $250.00 per month into a 457 deferred compensation plan
as employer paid bene?t.

Recommended Motion: Mr. Cunningham is the person we need to do this job. It is
strongly recommended that council approve the hiring so he may begin working in and
continuing the direction of the Public Works Department for the City of Sammamish





EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT entered into as of the 2nd day of February, 2001, by and between

the CITY OF SAMMAMISH, WASHINGTON, a non-charter optional municipal code city,

hereinafter referred to as “City”, and JOHN CUNNINGHAM, hereinafterreferred to as

“Employee,” for the mutual bene?ts to be derived, hereby agree as follows:

W I T N E S S E T H

WHEREAS, the City Manager has evaluated potential candidates to ?ll the position of

Director of Public Works for the City of Sammamish and has selected Employee as the best

candidate to fill this position; and

WHEREAS, it is bene?cial for the City and Employee to establishand delineate the

conditions of employment,

NOW, THEREFORE, IN CONSIDERATION OF THE MUTUAL COVENANTS

HEREIN CONTAINED, THE PARTIES HEREBY AGREE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Commencement of Employment. The City hereby agrees to employ

Employee as Director of Public Works, and Employee hereby agrees to accept employment in

accordance with the terms and provisions of this agreement hereina?er set forth. Employee

agrees to commence employment with the City on February 16, 2001.

Section 2. Duties. Employee shall perform all duties of the Directorof Public Works

as set forth in the job description, City’s personnel rules and procedures, and other duties as may

be assigned from time to time by the City Manager.

eection 3, Term: Althouoh nothing in this agee-men. shall prevent, limit or

otherwise interfere with the right of the City to terminate the services of Employee any time for

1



just cause. It is the intent of both parties, that the initial term of this agreement be limited to

three (3) years. After that, employee and the City agree to have the option to renegotiate the

terms and conditions of this agreement. Employee shall be permitted to perform other work,

such as teaching, writing or related activities, as long as they do not con?ict, interfere, or

adversely affect his employment with the City.

Section 4. Salary - Performance Review. The starting salary for Employee shall be

a monthly salary of Seven Thousand Two Hundred and Fifty Dollars ($7,250.00) which salary

shall be paid in accordance with the normal and usual procedure for payment of employees of the

City. "mployee shall be entitled to receive annual eost~cf—livingincreases based on the

percentage of increase provided to other exempt employees. Employee’s performance shall be

reviewed and a written evaluation conducted jointly by the Employee and City Manager after 6

months of employment with eligibility for a 5% salary increase at that time. Therea?er, a written

evaluation will be conducted jointly by the Employee and City Manager, at least annually and

more frequently if required by the City Manager or if requested by Employee. Employee will be

eligible for up to a 5% salary increase annually.

Section 5. Hours of Work. Employee’s work schedule shall be a minimum of forty

(40) hours per week. Employee is an exempt employee under the terms of the Fair Labor

Standards Act and shall not be compensated for overtime work. In recognition of the additional

time and work performed by the Employee during the year, the City Manager may grant

additional days off to Employeenot to exceed ?ve (5) days per year based on employee’s

additional work and performance.

Section 6. Bene?ts. The following bene?ts shall be provided to Employee:



A. Employee shall start with twelve (12) days of banked sick leave. After one year of

continuous employment, employee shall be provided one day of sick leave per month as provided

for employees of the City in accordance with the Personnel Policies and Procedures and all other

related documents. Upon separation/termination of employment in good standing with the City,

Employee shall be paid accrued sick leave in accordance with the City’s personnelpolicies.

B. Employee shall be entitled to take such paid holidays as are established by the

City for exempt employees (currently eleven days) as identi?ed within the City’s personnel

policies.

C. Employee shall start with twenty—one (21) days of vacation time to accommodate

prearranged vacation plans. Employee shall be entitled to vacation accruals at the following rate:

twenty-one (21) vacation days per year after the ?rst year of employment.‘

D. The City agrees to and shall put into force for Employee, his spouse, and

dependent children and make required payments for medical, dental, vision, life, disability, and

other insurance policies identical to those provided to exempt City employees.

Section 7. Retirement and Deferred Compensation. Employee shall be enrolled in the

applicable retirement system available to Employee pursuant to the laws of the State of

Washington. Both the City and Employee shall make the contributions that are required to be

made in accordance with the applicable laws of the State of Washington. The City shall not pay

Employee’s federal social security bene?ts. The City shall contribute into a quali?ed retirement

plan for Employee an amount equal to the amount the City would otherwise contribute in the

federal social security system after deducting life and disability insurance. The City shall execute

the necessary agreement allowing Employee to enroll in an eligible City deferred compensation



plan and the City shall contribute $250 per month into such plan upon commencement of work

with the City.

Section 8. Professional Development. In the event that the City and Employee agree

that Employee should obtain additional education to enhance his professional development and

thus directly bene?t the City by Employee’s expanded educational development,the City and

Employee shall enter into a further contractual agreement to pursue the educational opportunity

which shall specify what portion of the costs of such education shall be paid by the City, and

shall further require Employee to guarantee that he will continue to work for the City for a

ed time to assure tha. the City receives the bene?t of the enhanced educaionminimum SpCC1

#-D--A

opportunity and shall provide for penalties in the event the commitment so speci?edis not

adhered to. The City shall budget and pay professional dues and subscriptionsof Employee

necessary to his participating in ernployee’s professional associations. The City agrees to budget

and pay the expenses of Employee attending professional association meetings and conferences

subject to scheduling and approval by the City Manager.

Section 9. Termination of Employment.

A. B_y_Q_ity.It is recognized that this agreement is a contract for personal services,

and Employee acknowledges and agrees that the City may terminate him for just cause. In the

event that the City Manager elects to terminate Employee, said termination shall be subject to the

following condition: Employee shall be given not less than ninety (90) days prior notice of the

intent to terminate him, or ninety (90) days severance pay at the option'~-ofthe Employer.

However, in the event that the cause for termination is a violation of law, or a violation of City

policy, no prior notice or severance pay shall be required.



C. By Employee. In the event Employee shall terminate his employment with the

City subsequent to the expiration of his three-year commitment or by mutual agreement of the

parties, or if permitted to terminate this agreement by law, Employee agrees that he shall provide

the City not less than thirty (30) days prior notice of the effective date of such termination in

order to afford the City a reasonable opportunity to ?nd a replacement for Employee.In the

event a replacement is found who is able to commence employment prior to the expiration of the

30-day notice, the parties agree that they shall in good faith negotiate an earlier termination date.

Section 10. Professional Liability. City agrees to defend, hold harmless and

indemnify Employee from all demands, claims, suits, acts, errors or other omissions in legal

proceedings brought against Employee in his individual capacity or in his official capacity,

provided the incident arose while Employee was acting within the scope of his employment.

Section 11. General Provisions;

A. This agreement constitutes the entire agreement betweenthe parties, and both

parties acknowledge that there are no other agreements, oral or otherwise.

B. The parties hereby further agree that this agreement cannot be amended or

modi?ed without the written concurrence of both parties.

C. If any provision or portion of this agreement is held to be unconstitutional,

invalid, or unenforceable, the City shall have the right, at its option, to declare the agreement

void and enter into negotiations with the Employee for execution of a new personal services

agreement.



D. Notice. Any notices required to be given by the City to Employee or by Employee to the

City shall be delivered to the following parties at the following addresses:

1. City of Sammamish
City Manager’s Office
704 — 228‘*‘Avenue NE, PMB 491
Sammamish, WA 98074

2. Employee: at either
704 — 228“Avenue NE, PMB 491
Sammamish, WA 98074

01‘

2400 Gold Creek Ct. SW
Tumwater WA 98512

Any notices may be either delivered personally to the addressee of the noticeor may be deposited

in the United States mails, postage prepaid, to the address set forth above. Any notice so posted

in the United States mails shall be deemed received three (3) days after the date of mailing.

IN VVITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this agreement to be signed and

executed as of this __
day of February, 2001.

CITY OF SAMMAMISH EMPLOYEE

H. Troy Romero, Mayor



Attest:

City Clerk

Approved as to form:

Bruce Disend, City Attorney





Bill N0. 8f

AGENDA BILL

CITY OF SAMMAMISH
CITY COUNCIL

Subject: Meeting Date Feb. 7, 2001 Date Submitted Feb. 2, 2001
Supplement #2 to Consultant
Design Contract for 228thAve. Phase 1-B Department Originating Public Works
For $100,403

Clearances:

X Administration/Finance Police

Action Required: X Public Works Fire
Authorize execution of supplemental
agreement Building/Planning Attorney

X Public Works Committee

Exhibits: Project Budget, Copy of Contract
—..

Amount
Budgeted: $550,000

Summary Statement:
This supplemental agreement adds $100,403 of work to Inca Engineer’s consulting contract for the 228mPhase

lB transportation improvement project. When added to Inca’s original $389,395 contract and to Supplement #1 for
$14,764 (for critical “early start” work needed to design underground electrical services), this brings Inca’s total
contract amount to $504,562. This supplement involves a wide range of civil, traffic engineering, drainage and
landscaping design and right-of-way work. Inca’s original contract was tightly written based on a set of positive
assumptions, including: that a signi?cant portion of King County’s roadway and drainage work would be reusable and
that one alignment alternative would be pursued. Instead, King County’s work had to be redone and the City has
chosen to develop, analyze and seek additional public involvement on various design alternatives. Also, included in
this supplemental agreement is additional work the City needs in regard to coordination and design of underground
utilities.

At $504,562, the Inca contract is still substantially below the $600,000 to $700,000 range of consulting fee
that is typical for this type of project.

Recommended Motion:
Authorize the City Manager to execute Supplemental Agreement #2 to the contract with Inca Engineers Inc. in the
amount of $100,403 for the 228thAvenue Phase IB project.





228"‘PHASE 1B BUDGET

Council Approved 2001 Budget:

Design

Design Contingency

Right~of-way

2283‘Construction

City Share Underground Power

Construction Contingency’

Construction Services

TOTAL

$550,000

$74,500

$700,000

$5,705,000

$300,000

$270 500

$500 000

$8,100,000

l

$8,100,000

2/2/01



INCA Engineers Design Contract

Original Contract: $389,395

Supplement #1 $14,764

Supplement #2 $100 403

TOTAL NEW CONTRACT $504,562

Potential future additional items:

Design of tra?ic signal at SE 8”‘ $1 1,000

Design and right—of—wayto
Relocate driveway at SE 16”‘ $4,000



SUPPLEMENTAL AGREEMENT
City of Sammamish

Supplement: Date:

# 2 01/23/01

Project: City Project Number:
228"‘Avenue SE Phase IB #

Consultant: Contract Number:
INCA Engineers, Inc. # 00-033

The City cf Sammamishdesires to supplement tr e agreement with INCA Engineers, Inc. for the
project of 228*”Avenue SE, Phase IB. All provisions in the basic agreement remain in effect
except as expressly modi?ed by this supplement.

The changes to this agreement are described as follows:

The SCOPE OF WORK is hereby modi?ed to include the following tasks:

Task 2A: Coordination of undeggrgrundelectrical services - $3,724
0 Incorporate required work into speci?cations.

Prepare drawing showing typical details.
Coordinate with power, cable and telephone services.
Prepare sketches of trench line(s) ?om right-of-way line to home.
Prepare cost estimates for work on spreadsheet breaking out costs per home.
Coordinate this Temporary Construction Easement work with the work by the right-of-
way agents.

Task 2B: Ali nt Alternatives - 34 928
0 Coordination of alternative alignmentdesigns.

Developmentof roundabout designs for 10”‘,13*,17thand 20th.
Developmentof U—turndesigns for 13”‘,16”’and 17”‘.
Developmentof U—turndesign utilizingroundaboutgeometries.
This addendum includes all work associated with all design and right—ofi-iwayelements
associated with development of alignment alternatives

Task 2C: DrainageDesign —- AdditionalWork - $21,912
0 At City request determined Pine Lake treatment volumes for both Level I and Level II

KCRTS.
Re-ran southern two treatment facilities due to adding grassed medianin typical section.

0 Re-running detention volume based on added roundabout at 20"‘Street.

228"‘Avenue SE Phase IB — Supplement #1 Page I



0 Re-calculating pre- vs. post areas due to round about added at 10”‘Street. .

0 Re—calculatedpre- vs. post areas due to deletion of roundabout at 13"‘Street.
0 Re-calculated storage requirements for north end of projects to incorporate existing tank

capacity by High School.

Task 2D: Modi?cation Due To Realignment -§l5,000

0 Revise illuminationplan for U-turn design and ?nal alignment.
0 Redesign signage and channelizationplan for U—turndesign and ?nal alignment
0 Signal analysis for level of service for signalized intersection alternative. Preparation for

public meeting.

Task 2E: LandscapeDesign —- AdditionalWork - $1,804
0 Modi?cations to redesign landscapefrom roundabout design to U-turn design

Task 2F: R_ight—ofWay Negotiations — AdditionalWork - $6,800
0 Additionalcontacts for driveway construction —— 13 parcels.
0 Additionalattendance at publicmeetings.
0 Relocationassistance to Swan property.

_Task2G: Purchased Title Reports ~ $3,127
0 Purchase of title reports required for properties where right—of—wayor easements are

required.

Task 2H: Cross Walk Design with In-Pavement_I_._ighting- $5,108
0 Designof in-pavement lightingsystems for cross walks at 8”‘— 3 crossings.
0 Designof in-pavementlightingsystems for mid—blockcrosswalks - 1 crossing.

Task 21:Si Desi 16th - 8 000
0 Signal design for protected left turns at 16th.

PAYMENT shall be amended in accordance with the consultant fee determinationattached and
as summarizedas follows:

Original Contract Current Contract Estimated Net Change Estimated Contract
‘

Amount Amount This Supplement Total After Change
$389,394.63 $404,158.63 $100,403.00 $504,561.63

0 INCA Recommended 0 Approved

INCA Engineers Date City of Sammamish Date

228"‘Avenue SE Phase 1B ~ Supplement #1 Page 2



Council Questionsto Be Addressed By Staff/Public Works Committee

1)

2)

Alternatives for turning at SE 13"‘Street

A traffic signal could only make warrants if we eliminated the signal at 16”‘,
which would force more traf?c to 13”‘and thereby warrant a signal. However, we
cannot eliminate 16”‘because we need to provide a turn around location to
provide access for the other properties along this portion of 228“‘.Therefore, a
traffic signal at 13”‘is not legally warranted at this time. Future development —

and how they are interconnected by other streets parallel to 228th— will be a major

factgrregarding where any potential additional future traffic signals should go on
228 .

A two-way left-turn lane allowing turns to both the east and to the west onto SE
13' Street would be a serious contradiction to a primary directive from the
community design workshops to not have two-way left-turn lanes. It would
create a serious accident potential. There would be 24 pointsof con?ict among
vehicles traveling and turning in various directions.

Just open up the median. This proposal, made by one of the citizens, has all of
the problems of the two-way le?—turn lane (24 points of con?ict) and also adds a
high potential for additional rear-end accidents because it doesn’t add a
refuge/acceleration/deceleration areas as would a two-way le?—turnlane.

Add a westbound left=turn lane/eastbound acceleration treatment with a
separating island. This would serve the highest population area on SE 13”‘,the
west side. There would be only six con?ict points. This is a feasiblealternative
which would fallwithin acceptable safety parameters at this time. However, the
residents would have to be made aware that as tra?ic volumes increase, this
would be monitored and could become unacceptable under higher traf?c volumes
in the future.

Safety issues concerning roundabouts (all) — Kilroy asked that staff get
confirmation in writing from WCIA concerning insurance of roundabouts.

—— We have various national and international study information and an official
Federal publication showing roundabouts having fewer accidents for single lane
approaches and at mult—laneroundabouts at least no more accidents with a reduction
in severity. For multi-laneroundabouts there is less study data and the circumstances





more complicated depending on conditions. It is fair to conclude that accidents are at
least no worse in total number at multi-lane roundabouts and that the number of
severe accidents should be less.

- The Washington Cities Insurance Authority would not give an direct opinion
either for or against roundabouts. The email response was the following:

From: Robert Roscoe [mailto:robr@wciapool.org]
Sent: Monday, January 29, 2001 2:46 PM
To: ‘Gail Davila'
Subject: RE: City Liabilityon Roundabout.

From a risk management perspective we favor using traffic control devices
such as signs and pavement markings that are recommended in the MUTCD. if,
in the engineering judgement of the City, traffic circles are determined to
be an effective solution to a perceived problem than that study willassist
the City in the defense of the claim.

It is ultimately the City's decision as to whether or not it decides to use
traffic circles. i am concerned that the process for installing a traffic
circle should be set forth in writing. if the City is required to defend a
claim regarding the installation of these circles (or lack of one), then a “

written policy, akin to a "warrant" would be helpful.

Don't forget to talk with your emergency vehicle operators, particularly
fire fighters, they tend to have a difficult time maneuvering around some
traffic circles. Also if the circles are planted with vegetation including
trees, as the trees grow they need to be monitored closely so they do not
encroach into the driving path.

4

You had another inquiry on in—pavementflashing lights for pedestrians
crossings where there is no other means of controlling traffic? Currently
WCIA has no official guideline developed on this issue, however, having
viewed these crosswalks in action, it is my personal opinion that they have
the potential of increasing a pedestrian's false sense of security. There
currently is no law that requires an on-coming motorist to stop if the
lights are activated...only to stop when a pedestrian is within the
crosswalk. l am concerned that pedestrians willnot exercise due care
before crossing the street and walk when it was not safe to do so.

Thanks again for the opportunity to be of service. if l may assist with
this or any other risk management service please give me a call

— Although the roundabout design proposed for 228“does not have a problem with
servingemergency vehicles, the following issues from WCIA still need to be
addressed:

The MUTCD does not give speci?c regulations on roundabouts.

The City does not have its own written warrants and this would require a
substantial study we do not have time or staff available to perform.





Ben Yazici

From: Sharer, Darlene [ShararD@WSDOT.WA.GOV]
Sent: Monday, January 29, 2001 1:41 PM
To: 'BenYa?cF
Subject: RE: My email address

Ben —

The roundabout study is from the "Insurance Institute for Highway Safety" in
Arlington VA. The title is: Crash Reductions Following Installation of
Roundabouts in the United States, March 2000. Here is the abstract to the
study:

ABSTRACT
Modern roundabouts are designed to control traffic flow at intersections
without the use of stop signs or traffic signals. U.S. experience with
modern roundabouts is rather limited to date, but in recent years there has
been growing interest in their potential benefits and a relatively large
increase in roundabout construction. The present study evaluated changes in
motor vehicle crashes following conversion of 24 intersections from stop
Sign and traffic signal control to modern roundabouts. The settings,
located in 8 states, were a mix of urban, suburban, and rural environments.
A before—after study was conducted using the empirical Bayes approach, which
accounts for regression to the mean. Overall, the empirical Bayes procedure
estimated highly significant reductions of 39 percent for all crash
severities combined and 76 percent for all injury crashes. Reductions in
the numbers of fatal and incapacitating injury crashes were estimated to be
about 90 percent. Overall, results are consistent with numerous
international studies and suggest that roundabout installation should be
strongly promoted as an effective safety treatment for intersections.

~~~~~Original Message~~~~~
From: Ben Yazici [mailto:BYazici@ci.sammamish.wa.us]
Sent: Monday, January 29, 2001 1:27 PM
To: 'sharard@wsdot.wa.gov'
Subject: My email address

Darlene,

Thank you for your help!

Ben Yazici
City Manager
City of Sammamish
486 228th Ave. NE
Sammamish, WA 98074
Phone: 425—836~7902
Fax: 425~898~O669





3)

0 It is possible to get special Federal approval to install runway lights,
however, the “false sense of security” would still be a City liability until,
or unless, there is eventual MUTCD approval. One tra?ic engineer
offered his con?dential opinion that MUTCD approval may never occur.
On the other hand, an engineering report could be prepared making a
strong case that runway lights at these locations are not substantially
different than other types of pedestrian actuated warning lights which
have been used for years.

0 We have told the public if we install a roundabout, we will install
runway lights. Therefore, we need to address the caution from WCIA so
that we can install runway lights or not install runway lights and
contradict an expectation by the public.

0 To resolve the WCIA issues of liability for the roundabout and runway
lights we need an engineeringreport prepared. Estimated cost: $12,000
to $20,000.

Does design study show that a roundabout at SE 8"‘is the best alternative?
(Barry)

The followingsummary of traf?c study data shows there is not a clearly signi?cant
quanti?able engineering advantage to installing a roundabout rather than a trai?c
signal at SE 8”‘Street:

— SE 8"‘Street does not have the kinds of geometric/operationalconstrictions, high
percentage of turning movements and more balanced tra?ic volumes on
intersectingstreets which often make a roundabout a preferred alternative.

- Both a signaland a roundabout willoperate at a very good level of service at SE
8”’Street. However, standard engineering calculationspredict less overall delay
averaged over all entering tra?ic during peak hour tra?ic conditions for a
roundabout compared with a standard tra?ic signal.

— Interpretation of available statistics show that overall severity of tra?ic accidents
should be less at a roundabout than at a traf?c signal and that, after perhaps a
increasein minor accidents immediatelya?er installation, the total number of
accidentsmay decrease at a multi—laneroundabout.

- Although roundabouts provide pedestrian safety by being designed to slow tra?ic

as it approaches pedestrian crossings, tra?ic signals have an advantage by actually
stopping tra?ic for pedestrian crossings.





4)

5)

6)

Non—engineeringfactors that might be considered in evaluating a roundabout versus a
tra?ic signal include the following:

Pro-roundabout
~ Many people think roundabouts are more aesthetically pleasing and would give

the street a unique character.

~ Less overall delay time averaged over all entering vehicles during peak hour
tra?ic conditions.

- Roundabouts can have a tra?ic calming effect by reducing speeding.

Anti-roundabout
- There appears to be a number of people strongly opposed to roundabouts, at least

some of whom have not lessened their opposition despite being given substantial
information

— There does not seem to be any opposition to installationof a tra?ic signal

- The City has limited staff to undertake the public education campaign that should
take place before implementinga roundabout

— Dissatisfaction and complaints about roundabouts could continue for several years

How will the improvements affect the environment, especially in light of the 4d
Rule? (Barry)

— Our consultants, who are experts in this ?eld, have determined that for Phase IB
there is no Endangered Species Act (BSA)/4d Rule nexus.

Requested residents of Palomino he give a written report on why Council made
the decisions they did.

- This will be done after the Council makes its decisions. The Public Works Department
staff recommended change to allow eastbound and northbound left turns at SE 13”‘,plus
the previously proposed signalized intersection at SE 16”’Street addresses all of the
access concerns we have heard expressed by these residents.

Is the elevation at SE 8"’appropriate for "aroundabout. (Barry)

— The grade is appropriate. The grade at SE 8”‘Street is 3% and roundabout can be
installed on a grade of up to 4%.





7)

3)

Check on synchronization of the lights. Is it necessary to wait until Phase IA is
complete? ((Kilroy)

— There are no interconnect/communicationcables installed at this time between the
signals on Phase IA, so it is not possible to coordinate/synchronizethe signals at
this time. Also, traf?c detection loops —— which would at least make it possible for
the signals to operate much better individually—- cannot be installed until the
paving of the street is completed further.

— Once signal equipment is in place on 228%’,it will still require additional
engineeringto synchronize the signals together. The Public Works Department is
pursuing grant funds so that this can be done.

. — Under current conditions, which lack fullvehicle detection equipment, the signals
can only be adjusted by having a technician come out in the ?eld and try to determine
an average “?xed time” type of operation that will not work horribly bad for any
given time of the day, but also will not work as best as possible for any given time of
the day. City staff has had King County come out a number of timesto readjust the
signal in response to citizen complaints.

Asked for information on having an pedestrian overpass instead of an underpass
(Kilroy)

— The discussionof a pedestrian overpass or underpass came up primarily during
discussionsof installinga roundabout at SE 10”‘.With a tra?ic signal now
proposed, most of the people who raised this issue should be appeased.

- The tra?ic signalat Skyline High School willprovide for a high level of
pedestrian access and safety with ?ill pedestrian-actuated signalcontrolled
pedestrian crossings. It is the Public Works Department’s recommended solution
to pedestrian crossing treatment at this location.

- Signalizedpedestrian crossings are also preferable at this location because there
would need to be fencing installedto force people to use an overpass or
underpass. Otherwise, experience at other locations have shown‘that many people

—-— and particularly the high school kids — can be expected to simply choose to run
across the road.

— Also, comments from Issaquah School District indicate that pedestrian volumes at
this locationare not signi?cantlyhigh enough to justily an overpass or an
underpass even if that were a desirableapplication at this location.





A pedestrian overpass would cost at least $200,000 to design and build plus right-
of—way.An undercrossingwould require site speci?c engineeringwork to
determinea cost due to the intricaciesof dealing with the many utilities,but
would also cost at least $200,000.

9) Get statistics from other cities regarding the safety of U-tums on divided streets.
(Gerend)

10)

«-

NE 8”‘Street in Bellevue is an excellent comparison to 228thAvenue. Here is a
statement from their tra?ic engineering department:

0 “COB (City of Bellevue) completed a u—turn project on NB 8”‘St.
between 118"‘Ave NE and 120thAvenue NE in August of 1998. We
were having many approach and right angle TA’s (traffic accidents) that
have sincebeen eliminated.C—curbwas installed on centerline, and a u-
tum area built at the east end of the project.”

The City of Bellevueprovideda full three years of accident data for the ?ve u-
turn locations on 148 Avenue NE, which is also designed similarlyto the
proposed design for 228*.

0 Only two accidents,over three years at ?ve locations, were speci?cally
called out as involvingu-turns with one of those accidents describedas
“over steered and hit a tree.”

0 Even if every accident that involved vehicles not traveling in the same
direction is assumed to at least potentially be related to a u—turn, there
were only four such accidents at the ?ve locations over three years out
ofa corridor total from Main St. to NE 16"‘Street of 120 accidents.

Bellevue Way in Bellevuehas three u—tum locations, over a three year period
there are no accidents attributed to u-turn movements. Total accidents have
included:

0 At NE 15th,which has a southbound u—turn,one rear-end accident.
0 At NE 17”‘,which has both a south-bound and north-bound u—turn, there

have been three accidents with only one involving vehiclestraveling in
different directions.

0 At NE 21“,which has a northbound u—turn,there have been three
accidents with only one involving vehicles traveling in different
directions.

Possibility of openings on median between intersections (Gerend)

See answer to question #1. Depends on how you treat it and where it is at.

The speeds, sight distance, number and spacing of driveways and driver
expectations (228‘his not a built-up urban area at this time, it’s closer to rural)
make 228"‘vastly different than say, Gilman Blvd in Issaquah. Any of these





11)

12)

13)

14)

conditions could lead to a decision not to open up the median, and in the case of
228m_a_l_l_of these conditions make opening up the median problematic.

Wants written data on tra?ic projections for SE 8"‘.(Gerend)

— The “Roundabouts” three-ring binders that were given to all membersof the City
Council and the Planning Advisory Board have very complete corridor traf?c
projection numbers. These projections assume that all pipelinedevelopment is
built out by the year 2012 but did not make any further land use assumptions due
to the Comprehensive Plan currently not completed.

~ For SE 8"‘Street just east of 228“Avenue is for 3,500 vehicles a day if 2443’
Avenue is completed and for 9,200 vehicles a day if 244“Avenue is not completed.

Cost breakdown between building a roundabout or putting in a signal at SE 8"‘
Street including the cost to retro?t roundabout later if it doesn’t work out.
(Romero).

in

~ With curb radii on the project already designed to accommodate a roundabout, the
estimate of net additional cost of putting in a signal now instead of a roundabout
would be $90,000 of construction cost and $10,000 of design and construction
engineering,for a total of $100,000 (minus some small amount of not-designed
landscapingcost. So total estimate is something just under $100,000.)

— The estimated cost to come back in the ?iture and retro?t to a traf?c signal would
be $206,000 of construction cost plus $28,000 for design and construction
engineeringfor a total cost of $234,000.

Won’t trucks hit the trees in landscape strips and medians.

- No. Trees are selected for this project will not have canopies that spread into the
tra?ic. If the trees do start spreading that way, then appropriate and timely pruning
should and can be done.

Can staff help Council answer the question: Should Council do what is best to
move traffic, or do what the citizens want done?

— Assuming that this question is, basically: “Is there a traf?c ?ow bene?t to
installing a roundabout at SE 8thwhich is signi?cant enough to justify the
apparent degree of public opposition to insta?ing that roundabout,” then answer





would probably be “no” for this particular location, if traffic ?ow were the only
consideration.

The overall tra?ic ?ow bene?ts compared with a ?Jllycoordinated system of
tra?ic signalsare probably not su?icient to go against strong community
opposition based on traffic ?ow, alone.

However, there are others in the community who like roundaboutsfor the
aesthetic, tra?ic calming and unique qualities that they bring to the community
street design and would like to see roundabouts used.




