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AGENDA 
 
  6:30 pm – 10:00 pm   
May 3, 2016     
 
Call to Order 
 
Roll Call 
 
Pledge of Allegiance 
 
Approval of Agenda 
 
Presentations/Proclamations 

 King County Metro 

 Sound Transit ST3 
 
Student Liaison Reports 
 
Public Comment 
Note: This is an opportunity for the public to address the Council. Three‐minutes limit per person or 
five‐minutes if representing the official position of a recognized community organization. If you would 
like to show a video or PowerPoint, it must be submitted or emailed by 5 pm, the end of the business 
day,  to  the  City  Clerk,  Melonie  Anderson  at  manderson@sammamish.us.  Please  be  aware  that 
Council meetings are videotaped and available to the public.  

 
Consent Calendar 

 Payroll for period ending April 15, 2016 for pay date April 20, 2016 in the amount 
of $341,927.37 
 

1. Approval: Claims For Period Ending May 3, 2016 In The Amount Of $534,446.72 For 
Check No. 44170 Through 44294 

2. Proclamation: National Prevention Week – Substance Abuse and Mental Health 
Issues 

3. Proclamation: Affordable Housing Week 
4. Contract: 2016 Overlay Construction Support/KBA 
5. Approval: Minutes for April 5, 2016 Joint Meeting with Parks & Recreation/Regular 

Meeting 

City Council, Regular Meeting



City Council meetings are wheelchair accessible. American Sign Language (ASL) interpretation  
is available upon request. Please phone (425) 295-0500 at least 48 hours in advance.  
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6. Approval: Notes for April 12, 2016 Study Session  

 
Public Hearings 
 

7. Ordinance: First Reading Of The City Of Sammamish, Washington, Pertaining To 
The  Protection  And  Regulation  Of  Environmentally  Critical  Areas  In  The 
Sammamish Shoreline Master Program And In The Environmentally Crticial Areas 
Regulations, Amending Chapters 25.01, 25.02, And 25.08 And 21a.15 And 21a.50 
Of The Sammamish Municipal Code. 
 

Unfinished Business ‐ None 
 
New Business  
 

8. Bid Award: 2016 Overlay Program 
 
Council Committee/Council Reports 
 
City Manager Report 
 
 Year End Financial Report 
 2015/16 Carry Forward Requests 

 
Executive Session – Potential Property Acquisition pursuant to RCW 42.30.110(1)(b) and 
Potential Litigation pursuant to RCW 42.30.220(1)(i) 
 
Adjournment 
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AGENDA CALENDAR 
 
May 2016  Packet 

Material 
Due Date 

Time  Meeting Type Topics

Tues 5/10  05/04  6:30 pm  Study Session Update: Town Center
Critical Area Updates/Shoreline Master Plan 
Discussion: Public Works Standards 
Update: Tamarack Stormwater Improvement Project 

Tues 5/17  05/11  6:30 pm  Regular Meeting Presentation: Electrical Permit/ Inspection Program Feasibility
Presentation: Urban Forestry Management Plan Update 
Discussion: Court Services 
Public Hearing/Ordinance: First Reading Impact Fee Deferrals  
Public Hearing/Ordinance: First Reading Building Codes Update 
Pubic Hearing/Ordinance: Second Reading Critical Area 
Updates/Shoreline Master Plan 

Resolution: Health & Human Services Task Force Formation 
 
Consent Agenda: 
Proclamation: Affordable Housing Week 
Resolution: Youth Board Appointments 
Bid Award: Big Rock Park Well Repair/TBD 
Bid Award: Inglewood Hill Stormwater Retrofit and Non‐
motorized Improvement/TBD 

Amendment:Engineering Services During Construction 
Inglewood Hill Stormwater Project/Osborn  

Contract: Construction Management Inglewood Hill Stormwater 
Project/Perteet  

Interlocal:Watermain Improvements for Inglewood Hill/Samm 
Plat 

Interlocal: :SE 4th Street Transportation Improvement Board 
Grant Contract: Fourth on the Plateau Fireworks/TBD 

Contract: Fourth on the Plateau Event Lighting/TBD 
Contract: Sound for Events/TBD 
Grant: Zaccuse Creek Fish Passage/King County

Tues 5/24    6:00 pm  Joint Meeting 
Redmond/Study 

Session

Update: Issaquah‐Fall City Road Open House

Wed 5/25    5:30 pm  Joint Meeting ISD 
 
 
 
 

June 2016     
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Tues 6/7  06/01  5:00 pm  Joint Meeting 
Planning 

Commission/ 
Regular Meeting 

Presentation: Parks Commission Hand‐off of 2017‐22 Parks CIP
Presentation: 2017‐22 Stormwater CIP 
Presentation: 2017‐22 TIP 
Presentation: PC Handoff of Stormwater Comprehensive Plan 
 
Consent Agenda: 
Bid Award: 212th Way Repair (Snake Hill)/TBD 
Contract: 212th Way Repair Construction Support/TBD 
Ordinance: Second Reading Impact Fee Deferrals 
Ordinance: Second Reading Building Codes Update

Tues 6/14  06/08  6:30 pm  Study Session Discussion: 2017‐2022 Parks CIP 
Discussion: 2017‐2022 Stormwater CIP 
Discussion: 2017‐2022 TIP 

 Non‐Motorized Projects 
 Intersection Improvement Projects 
 Neighborhood Projects 

Tues 6/21  06/15  6:30 pm  Regular Meeting Discussion: Stormwater Comp Plan 
Discussion: Sahalee Way Project Scope 
Public Hearing/Resolution Adopting 2017‐22 TIP 
Public Hearing/Resolution: Adopting 2017‐22 Parks CIP 
Public Hearing/Resolution: Adopting 2017‐22 Stormwater CIP 
 
Consent Agenda: 

July 2016     
Tues 7/5  06/29  6:30 pm  Regular Meeting Presentation: PC Handoff Wireless Regulations

PC Handoff/Public Hearing: Ordinance First Reading Wireless 
Regulations 

Public Hearing/Ordinance: First Reading Adopting Stormwater 
Comp 
Consent Agenda: 
Contract: Major Stormwater Facility Repair/TBD 

Tues 7/12  07/06  6:30 pm  Study Session Discussion: Wireless Regulations 
Discussion: YMCA Property Development 
Discussion: Trails, Bikeways & Paths Planning Update 
Discussion: Iss. Fall City Road Project 30% Design Update 

Tues 7/19  07/13  6:30 pm  Regular Meeting Proclamation: Women's Equality Day 
Public Hearing/Ordinance: Second Reading Wireless 
Regulations 
Public Hearing/Ordinance: Second Reading Adopting 
Stormwater Comp Plan 
 
Consent Agenda: 
Bid Award: 228th & Iss. Pine Lake Road Intersection Project/TBD
Bid Award: 212th Avenue Non‐motorized Project/TBD 
 
 
 
 

Aug 2016 
 

    NO MEETINGS

Sept 2016     
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Tues 9/6  08/31  6:30 pm  Regular Meeting Proclamation: Mayor’s Month of Concern Food Drive
Presentation: PC Handoff of Stormwater Design Manual & LID 
Code Revisions 
Consent Agenda 
Bid Award: SE 4th Street 
Contract: Trails, Bikeways and Path Plan Consultant/TBD 
Contract: YMCA Property Development Plan Consultant/TBD 
Contract: 2016 Non‐Motorized Design/TBD 
Contract: SE 4th Street Construction Support/TBD 
Contract: Beaver Lake Shop Roof Replacement/TBD

Tues 9/13  09/07  6:30 pm  Study Session Presentations & Discussion: 2017‐18 Biennial Budget
Discussion: Revised Surface Water Manual & LID Update

Tues 9/20  09/14  6:30 pm  Regular Meeting Discussion: Revised Surface Water Manual & LID  Code 
Revisions 
 
Consent Agenda 
Contract: ADA Transition Plan Completion Consultant/TBD 

Oct 2016     
Tues 10/4  09/28  6:30 pm  Regular Meeting Presentations & Discussion: 2017‐18 Biennial Budget

Public Hearing/Ordinance: First Reading Adopting Revised 
Surface Water Manual & Revised LID 
 
Consent Agenda: 
Contract: Intersection Improvement Design/TBD 
Contract: Neighborhood Projects Design/TBD 
Contract: ADA Transition Plan Completion Consultant/TBD

Tues 
10/11 

10/05  6:30 pm  Study Session Presentations & Discussion: 2017‐18 Biennial Budget
Discussion: 2017‐2018 Human Service Grants

Tues 
10/18 

10/12  6:30 pm  Regular Meeting Presentations & Discussion: 2017‐18 Biennial Budget
Ordinance: Second Reading Adopting Revised Surface Water 
Manual & Revised LID Code 
 
Consent Agenda: 
Bid Award: 2016 Patching Projects/TBD 
Bid Award: 2016 Guard Rail Repair/TBD 

Nov 2016     
Tues 11/1  10/26  6:30 pm  Regular Meeting Presentations & Discussion: 2017‐18 Biennial Budget

 
Consent Agenda: 
Bid Award: 228th & Iss. Pine Lk Road Intersection/TBD 

Tues 11/8  11/02  6:30 pm  Study Session Presentations & Discussion: 2017‐18 Biennial Budget
PC Handoff: 2016‐2017 Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
Docket

Tues 
11/15 

11/09  6:30 pm  Regular Meeting Presentations & Discussion: 2017‐18 Biennial Budget
Public Hearing/Resolution: 2016‐2017 Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment Docket 
 
Consent Agenda: 
Resolution: Final Acceptance Major Stormwater Drainage 
Facility Repair Project 

Contract: 2017 Water Quality Monitoring/TBD 
Approval: 2017‐2018 Human Service Grants 

Dec 2016     
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Tues 12/6  11/30  6:30 pm  Regular Meeting
Consent Agenda: 
Resolution: Final Acceptance Inglewood Trunkline Project 
Resolution: Final Acceptance 2016 Asphalt Overlay Program 
Resolution: Final Acceptance 212th Repair 
Resolution: Final Acceptance 212th Avenue Non‐motorized 
Project 
Approval: 2017/2018 Human Service Grants 

Tues 
12/13 

12/7  6:30 pm  Special Meeting Parks, Public Works & Facilities Maintenance Contracts
Parks & Public Works Engineering Support Services Contracts 

Tues 
12/20 

12/14  6:30 pm  Regular Meeting
 

  To Be Scheduled  Parked Items Parked Items
    Puget Sound Energy Franchise 

 Economic Development Plan 
 Traffic Impact Fee Update 
 ITS System Project Final 

Acceptance 
 Department Reports 
 Adoption Public Works 

Standards 
 Off‐Leash Dogs 
 Discussion: Concurrency 

Ordinance 
 Comprehensive Plan 

Transportation Element (2017) 
Contract: SE 24th St Sidewalk 
Design/TBD 

 Discussion: SE 4th Street 
Project Scope 

 Lake Sammamish Water Level 
 Contract: Sahalee Way 

Design/Perteet 
 

 Review of regulations regarding the 
overlay areas, low impact 
development and special protection 
areas for lakes 

 Permit Notification Process 
 Discussion: Inner City Bus Service 
 Good Samaritan Law 

 

 Mountains to Sound 
Greenway 

 Sustainability/Climate 
Change 

 Water Quality Update 

 



If you are looking for facility rentals, please click here.

March April 2016 May

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday

1

2
6 p.m.
Short Course on 
Local Planning 
Bellevue City Hall 

3 4

5
8:30 a.m.
Volunteer Trail 
Work
9:30 a.m.
Health/Human 
Services 
Committee 
Meeting
5:30 p.m.
City Council Joint 
Meeting

6
8:30 a.m.
Volunteer Trail 
Work
6:30 p.m.
Parks and 
Recreation 
Commission 
Meeting

7
8:30 a.m.
Volunteer Trail 
Work
9 a.m.
Transportation 
Committee 
Meeting
6:30 p.m.
Planning 
Commission 
Meeting

8

9
1:30 p.m.
Master Gardener 
Workshop: Fruits 
& Berries

10 11

12
8:30 a.m.
Volunteer Trail 
Work
6:30 p.m.
City Council 
Study Session

13
8:30 a.m.
Volunteer Trail 
Work

14
8:30 a.m.
Volunteer Trail 
Work

15
8:30 a.m.
Art Exhibit - Gail 
Twelves "Eye to 
Eye"

16
9 a.m.
Celebrate Earth 
Day!

17
5 p.m.
Call to Artists - 
10th Annual 
Sammamish Arts 
Fair

18

19
8:30 a.m.
Volunteer Trail 
Work
9:30 a.m.
Public Safety 
Committee 
Meeting
6:30 p.m.
City Council 
Meeting

20
8:30 a.m.
Volunteer Trail 
Work
10 a.m.
Communications 
Committee 
Meeting
3 p.m.
Finance 
Committee 
Meeting
6 p.m.
Sammamish 
Youth Board 
Meeting

21
22
6 p.m.
Exhibiting Artist 
Reception 

23
11 a.m.
Sammamish 
Walks

24
10 a.m.
Sammamish 
Spring Recycling

25
1:30 p.m.
Transportation 
Committee 
Meeting
6:30 p.m.
Arts Commission 
Meeting

26

27
10 a.m.
Communications 
Committee Special 
Meeting
7 p.m.
Beaver Lake 
Management 
District Meeting

28 29

30
10 a.m.
Rig-A-Palooza
10 a.m.
Sammamish 
Community & 
Aquatic Center 
Grand Opening 
Celebration
1 p.m.
"Au-Some 
Artists!"--FREE 
Inclusive Event
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May June 2016 July

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday
1
4 p.m.
Sammamish 
Farmer's Market
6:30 p.m.
Parks and 
Recreation 
Department 
Meeting

2
6:30 p.m.
Planning 
Commission 
Meeting

3
5 p.m.
Skate & Big 
Screen

4

5 6

7
5 p.m.
Joint Meeting City 
Council/Planning 
Commission

8
4 p.m.
Sammamish 
Farmer's Market

9 10

11
1:30 p.m.
Master Gardener 
Workshop: 
Garden Pests and 
Diseases

12 13
14
6:30 p.m.
City Council 
Study Session

15
4 p.m.
Sammamish 
Farmer's Market

16
6:30 p.m.
Planning 
Commission 
Meeting

17
18
10 a.m.
Sammamish 
Walks

19 20
21
6:30 p.m.
City Council 
Meeting

22
4 p.m.
Sammamish 
Farmer's Market
4 p.m.
Sammamish 
Walks

23 24 25

26
27
6:30 p.m.
Arts Commission 
Meeting

28
29
4 p.m.
Sammamish 
Farmer's Market

30
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METRO
CONNECTS

King County Metro’si 
long-range vision  

Better connections throughout 
our region, including more bike 
and pedestrian paths, parking, 

and new transit centers.

Expanded service to more 
customers with the next 

generation of RapidRide, new 
all-day express service, and 

Innovative solutions that 
make transit work for 

anyone, any time, any place.  
A future where there’s  

always a good travel option.

One 
System

More 
Service

More 
Choices

Draft Long-Range Plan | Spring 2016



Department of Transportation 
Metro Transit Division
King Street Center, KSC-TR-0415
201 S. Jackson St
Seattle, WA 98104
206-553-3000  TTY Relay: 711
www.kingcounty.gov/metro

Para solicitar esta información  
en español, sírvase llamar al 
206-263-9988 o envíe un mensaje 
de correo electrónico a community.
relations@kingcounty.gov

Alternative Formats Available

206-477-3832 TTY Relay: 711
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METRO CONNECTS is King County Metro’s vision for offering you more service, 
more choices, and one easy-to-use system over the next 25 years.

Why now?
METRO CONNECTS responds  
to urgent needs and exciting  
possibilities. It aims to:

Accommodate population  
and job growth 

Meet increasing transit  
demand

Promote equity and social 
justice 

Connect people to Link

Reduce emissions

Use emerging technology  
to enhance customer 
service

Introduction and Summary

This long-term vision is not Metro’s alone—it grew out of a highly collaborative  
process. In 2015, Metro invited transit customers, King County cities, Sound Transit 
and other transportation agencies, businesses and others to join us in crafting a vision 
for our future public transportation system. Through community forums, advisory 
group meetings and other opportunities, hundreds of participants shared their needs, 
hopes, and ideas for getting around better. 

Together, we envisioned a new era of public mobility: an interconnected 
system of transportation choices that move people farther, faster and 
more reliably to places they want to go, with ease, comfort and safety. 

Key elements of the plan
• 20 new RapidRide lines around the county, that would arrive every 5 to 15 

minutes or better all day—a total of 26 lines.

• New express service that would arrive every 15 to 30 minutes or better all day, 
connecting centers where many people live and work.

• Local services tailored to community needs. 

• Connections to Link. As Sound Transit extends Link, Metro service would get 
people to light rail stations.

• Expanded travel options such as community shuttles, “right-now” ride-shar-
ing apps, partnerships with companies like Lyft, Uber and Microtransit, and more 
innovations as new technologies and services emerge.

• 600 miles of service with improvements to keep buses moving swiftly, such  
as bus lanes and transit signal priority; 300 of these miles would be for the  
proposed RapidRide expansion.

• One easy-to-use system: 

• More real-time customer information, such as how many seats are available 
on the next bus.

• 

• Improved bus stops, shelters, and transit centers.

• Managed park-and-rides to maximize ridership.

• Buses and stops designed to make boarding and riding easy for everyone— 
including riders with wheelchairs, luggage, or strollers.

• Fast, easy fare payment.
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EMISSIONS REDUCED. 
300,000 fewer cars are  

on the road every weekday.

    2x
Transit ridership DOUBLES.

20% 70%
Percentage of people within  
½ mile of frequent service  

more than TRIPLES.  
85% of low-income or minority 
communities are within ½ mile 

of frequent service.

Metro buses arrive at Link  
stations every 1.5 MINUTES.

24% of commuters take transit, 
up from 14% today.

What we plan to 
achieve

What it would take to achieve the METRO CONNECTS vision
• Coordinate plans for transit service with cities’ comprehensive plans to 

make the most of investments in transit and urban development. 

• Pursue grants and form partnerships with cities, businesses, and partner 
agencies to fund projects that help buses travel faster and more reliably, free up 
parking spaces, and make it easier to bike and walk to transit stops. Opportunities 
for transit-oriented development would be explored.

•  that would be needed to 
deliver the expanded and enhanced service envisioned in METRO CONNECTS.

• Start making improvements as soon as possible, and continue expanding 
the transit system incrementally over the next 25 years, collaborating with local 
governments. The timeline would be affected by local development, changes to 
the street network, and the buildout of Sound Transit’s regional transit network. 
Attaining the vision would require investment beyond Metro’s existing resources; 

and develop detailed implementation plans.

We invite you to learn more and get engaged in planning and 
building the transit system of the future. 

Metro is sharing the draft METRO CONNECTS vision and listening to public comments 

Visit kcmetrovision.org
• View an interactive map of the proposed service network.

• Fill out a survey.

• 

For more information, contact:
Tristan Cook, Community Relations Planner 
tristan.cook@kingcounty.gov 
206-477-3842



METRO CONNECTS – King County Metro Transit Draft Long-Term Plan4



  METRO CONNECTS – King County Metro Transit Draft Long-Term Plan 5

METRO CONNECTS envisions more frequent and reliable transit service, all day, 
every day, throughout the county. We would achieve our vision by working with 
our partner agencies and jurisdictions to build an interconnected regional system 
that works for our customers.  

How the network would change
To serve the growing number of people living and working in King County, Metro 
must dramatically expand service over the next 25 years1. METRO CONNECTS pro-
poses an increase in service hours of approximately 70 percent, for a total of roughly 
6 million service hours annually. We estimate that transit ridership in King County 
would double as a result of increased productivity and coordination with other transit 

• Connect to regional transit. Metro would provide frequent connections to 
Sound Transit Link light rail and other regional high-capacity services.

• Meet existing transit needs. Every year, we use our service guidelines to 
assess system performance and identify corridors that need more service. The 
METRO CONNECTS network would assign more frequent service to meet today’s 
demand as well as future needs. 

• Provide for future growth. As we developed this plan, we engaged King 
County cities to identify areas where growth is planned. We would regularly work 
with our partners to update the plan and maintain a shared vision about how 
transit services can best meet local needs.

• Serve more types of trips. As shown in 
Figure 1, the future network we envision would 
provide much higher levels of service throughout 
the day and into the night. Service would be 
much more frequent in the morning and after-
noon to serve commuters, and transit would be 
more useful to more people all day long.

• Flexible planning.
the entire county; there are many different needs 
for different areas and populations. METRO 
CONNECTS proposes to expand funding for 

innovative new service programs. This plan establishes the framework for assess-
ing and embracing new technologies and service advancements and integrating 
them into our system directly or through partnerships. 

• Recognize the need to help services run faster and more reliably. Transit 

system-level planning to help buses run faster and spend less time at stops.

1 The Puget Sound Regional Council projects that the region will have 1 million more people and 
850,000 million more jobs by 2040, and Metro’s annual service is envisioned to grow from 3.5 
million hours to 6 million hours annually.

More Service

Figure 1
Variation in Service Hours by Time of Day, 2016 and 2040
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CHAPTER

For more information about 
how we designed the METRO 
CONNECTS service network, 
see our Concept Development 
Report at www.kingcounty.gov/ 
conceptdevelreport
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A central goal of METRO CONNECTS is to make it easier to get around King County 
using transit. Expanding the number of places you can go and decreasing the time 

choice more often. As shown in Figure 2, substantial investments in new service 

you could go in the same amount of time compared to today.

This anticipated mobility gain would stem largely from the integration of Metro and 
Sound Transit services. METRO CONNECTS proposes a network that is integrated 
with Sound Transit’s existing, planned and proposed investments. As Sound Transit’s 
system expands, Metro would reorient service hours toward new and improved 
connections with rail stations, invest additional hours in improved service in existing 
high-demand bus corridors, and bring service to areas not currently served. 

Figure 2
Expanded Travel Sheds

The travel sheds shown above include walking time, average amount of 
time waiting for the bus, travel time, and any transfer time between buses. 

The starting point for each example is: 
• downtown Ballard—15th Ave NW and NW Market St
• Overlake Transit Center—NE 40th St and 156th Ave NE
• 

Downtown
Ballard

Highline
College

Overlake Transit
Center

Downtown
Ballard

Highline
College

Overlake Transit
Center

amples of how far you can go...

15 30 45 6015 30 45 60

How far you can
travel by transit in...

minutesminutes

(for midday travel)(for midday travel)

Today In 2040

Examples of how far you can go...
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around better: 

 The service 
network we envision would result in an increase in peak-period transit mode share 
from 12 percent today to 24 percent in 2040. That shift would mean that approx-
imately 300,000 additional cars could be taken off our roadways every day. By 
carrying more people in relatively little space, transit would increase the potential 
productivity of our transportation system.

If those vehicle trips were not replaced by transit, approximately 16 new freeway 
lanes and more than 2,000 acres of parking would be required to accommodate 
them, costing billions of dollars. 

 In King County, nearly  
50 percent of all human-caused greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions result from trans-
portation2. By providing a transportation alternative that reduces the number of cars 
on the road, transit is a powerful tool to help rein in those emissions. 

Compared to a future with only minimal transit service expansion, the future network 
would reduce vehicle miles traveled for King County by more than 8 million miles per 
day, which equates to an annual reduction of about 1.7 million metric tons of GHG 
emissions. This reduction in GHG emissions is the equivalent of planting more than 
5,700 acres of trees per year. 

emissions per passenger mile would decrease by a third, from 0.49 pounds of CO2 
per mile to 0.33 pounds.

Metro would play a key role in giving King County residents access to the regional 
system. After Sound Transit’s planned and proposed investments are completed, 14 
percent of King County residents would be within a 10 to 15 minute walk to Link 
stations (a half-mile distance). However, when METRO CONNECTS bus service 
enhancements are considered, an additional 20 percent would be within 15 minutes 
to Link by transit. In total, 70 percent of King County residents would be within a 
30-minutes bus ride or walk to Link. (See Figure 3.)

Figure 3
Link Access Today and in Proposed 2040 Network

King County’s Climate 
Action Plan
King County’s adopted 2015 
Strategic Climate Action Plan 
(SCAP) sets targets for King 
County to increase transit 
ridership from 127 million in 
2015 to 225 million by 2040, 
helping the region meet the 
Puget Sound Regional Coun-
cil’s goal of doubling transit 
ridership by 2040. 

A priority action in the SCAP 
is to grow transit service 
through 2020 without 
increasing net greenhouse 
gas emissions. This would 
be accomplished through 

to an all-electric and hybrid 

of 2016, as much as 80 

will be hybrid, electric, or 
battery-powered.

2 King County Department of Natural Resources, http://your.kingcounty.gov/dnrp/measures/2015/
indicators/cc-ghg-emissions.aspx

Definition Buses arriving e Where best usedHours operating % total plan hours0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

30 minutes via transit 15 minutes via transit Half-mile walk

Today

2040  
Network
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Transit would continue to support our economy by providing an affordable 
means of transportation to jobs, educational opportunities, and other life 
essentials. Intermodal connections such as service to Sea-Tac airport and the ferry 
system would help expand the reach of our economy. 

Figure 4 shows how Metro can also save riders money in the near term. For the aver-
age drive-alone commuter in King County, commuting costs roughly $290 per month, 
without factoring in parking and tolls. A transit pass covering the same trips costs 
less than half that amount—$117. Taking transit would result in savings of $173 
dollars a month or more than $2,000 a year. Future increases in the cost of driving 
and parking could amplify the savings.

-
sit coverage to 87 percent of all King County residents3 and 92 percent of all jobs. 
Approximately 35 percent of households in the county are regular riders (taking at 

at least once a month4. More than 1,900 local employers and educational institutions 
provide monthly transit passes to approximately 300,000 employees and students.

Implementing METRO CONNECTS would dramatically expand the number of places 
King County residents could get to in just 30 minutes of travel time. As we planned 
the future network, we analyzed the number of jobs that would be accessible within 
30 minutes by transit. Figure 4 shows the percentage change compared to today, 
with many parts of the county seeing 150 percent increases in the number of jobs 
accessible within 30 minutes by transit, compared to today.

-
-

tunities, and mobility for people who cannot or choose not to drive. As the portion 
of our population over age 65 increases, transit can help give our older community 
members continued mobility.

Figure 4

(in 2015)

3 Calculation includes the number of residences within two miles of a park-and-ride lot that can 
access transit by vehicle and the number of residences within a quarter-mile/half-mile walking 
distance from transit stop for access to local/frequent services, respectively. 
4 “2015 Rider/Non-Rider Survey,” Northwest Research Group for King County Metro, 2015.

1,900+
companies and educational

institutions provide
bus passes

to about

300,000
employees and students

Metro provides
transit coverage to 

92%

of all jobs
in King County

(not including parking/rolls)

Cost per month of
average round trip

commute in King County

(with Metro Vanpool or
transit two-zone pass)

$117

$288
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Figure 5
Envisioned Change in Jobs Accessible in 30 Minutes via Transit
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The proposed future network
The proposed METRO CONNECTS network includes three broad categories of service: 

• Frequent, “show up and go” service. The proposed network would have 
far more frequent service than today, with 60 percent of Metro buses arriving at 
stops every 5 to 15 minutes. METRO CONNECTS also plans for the next genera-
tion of RapidRide, proposing to add 20 new lines and upgrade the current lines to 
have higher levels of transit priority than we have today.

• Express service all day, two ways. Limited-stop express services would be 
more frequent and run throughout the day and evening, providing more travel 

• 
would be tailored to local needs. Local services would provide transit access 
to more places, more often, throughout the day and night. Local services would 

by Metro or through partnerships with private providers.

Figure 6
Summary of Service in the METRO CONNECTS Network

Service
Buses would arrive 
every…

Where best used

Proposed 
hours  
operating  
per day

Frequent

Show up and go service with  
investments for speed and  
reliability, starts early and runs  
late in the day.

5-15 minutes
Long, dense corridors with 
many destinations

20

Express
Limited-stop service between re-
gional centers, all-day, both ways. 
Includes peak-period service.

15-30 minutes most 
times of day

10-15 minutes  
frequent express

Between centers of high 
demand, high travel 
speeds

15

Local and  
Flexible*

as alternatives such as vanpools, 
DART, community shuttles,  
real-time ridersharing and more.

30 minutes
Lower density or  
hard-to-serve areas

18

* 

in implementation, this service may be developed in different ways according to local needs. Additionally, Metro’s Alternative Services Program 
could be extended and expanded in the future.

Major investments in regional transit will play a big role in how and when the future 
bus transit network would be developed, and this plan provides the basis for them. 
In addition to restructuring service around new Link stations, we would proactively 
implement new service, such as new RapidRide lines, as well as service enhance-
ments to connect more people with Link. We constantly make improvements to the 
Metro service network, and are already working to develop speed and reliability 
improvements that would provide better connections with centers throughout the 
county. Read more about how we would roll out improvements in Chapter 5.
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Figure 7
2040 METRO CONNECTS Service Network
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routes that operate every 10 min-
utes or better during peak periods 
and every 15 minutes or better off-
peak. Frequent service is designed 
for corridors that have the highest 
ridership and connect major 
destinations, urban centers, and 
dense commercial and residential 
development.

Figure 8
METRO CONNECTS Frequent Service Network
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Frequent service 
A cornerstone of the network we envision is frequent, fast and reliable bus and rail 
service connecting major county destinations. Implementation of METRO CONNECTS 
would provide frequent service on corridors where many people live and work—70 
percent of King County residents and 80 percent of jobs would be within about a 
10-minute walk to a frequent bus or train. An extensive network of nearly 600 miles 
of frequent service, shown in Figure 8, would let riders travel farther, faster and more 
conveniently than today.

RapidRide
Enhanced and expanded RapidRide would be the centerpiece of the frequent service 
network we envision. 

This hugely successful bus rapid transit (BRT) program provides frequent service and 
enhanced customer amenities in major travel corridors. The amenities and improve-
ments made on RapidRide lines represent Metro’s best and most innovative transit 
features. As with all of Metro’s services, these enhancements will evolve. 

Metro currently has six RapidRide 

line in 2010, combined ridership on 
the RapidRide A to F lines has in-
creased more than 50 percent above 
the bus routes they replaced; the 
lines carry about 60,000 passenger 
trips per weekday. Travel times have 
decreased as much as 20 percent, 

-
tomer satisfaction is high. Today, RapidRide carries about 15 percent of Metro’s total 
ridership using about 11 percent of the service hours in our system. 

METRO CONNECTS would build on this success by continually improving operations 
and enhancing the customer experience on existing RapidRide service. Our current six 
lines would be upgraded, with investments in passenger amenities such as shelters, 
fare payment devices, real-time arrival information, and transit priority investments. 

projects, such as completion of gaps in the roadway network and new bridges and 
overpasses that provide transit priority features.

-
Ride “alphabet,” providing high-quality BRT services throughout King County. The 
plan proposes 13 new routes by 2025, and completion of the remaining seven by 
2040. 

The end result would be 300 miles of improved and new RapidRide service around 
the county. Approximately 50 percent of all RapidRide service, including lines 

We propose working with local partners in all RapidRide corridors to invest in speed 
and reliability improvements above and beyond those made to date. Metro, Sound 
Transit, and local partners have already started to identify where major investments 
are needed to remove bottlenecks on high-ridership corridors slated for rail-like bus 
service—for example, a more direct path for the existing F line. 

Development near 
frequent service
Metro’s transit-oriented 
development (TOD) program 
puts new housing near 
frequent service, giving 
residents more travel options 
and boosting ridership. 

The South Kirkland Park-and-
Ride, completed in 2014, 
marks King County’s eighth 
transit-oriented develop-
ment. The project includes 
a new transit center, ga-
rage, and market rate and 
affordable housing. It has 
184 market-rate units and 
58 affordable housing units 
with easy access to transit in 
an opportunity-rich location. 
Twelve of these units are 
for families that are home-
less—a growing problem in 
King County. 

Parking improvements 
include 530 parking stalls for 
Metro riders in a three-and-a-

set into a hillside. Surface 
parking has an additional 
323 park-and-ride stalls. 

The project received several 

Built Green 4 Star, Evergreen 
Sustainable Development 
Standard, and King County 
Sustainable Infrastructure 
Score Card. 
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A corridor must meet several  
criteria for RapidRide service  
to be considered: 

• Has high ridership and unmet 
demand.

• Serves major regional  
destinations.

• Has transit pathways that are 
conducive to higher travel speeds 
and transit priority treatments.

• Partners are willing to help  
support roadway improvements.

Figure 9
METRO CONNECTS 2040 RapidRide Network



  METRO CONNECTS – King County Metro Transit Draft Long-Term Plan 15

Frequent-service investments would: 
• Enable more people to reach the transit system. METRO CONNECTS 

would expand frequent service hours by 90 percent over today, increasing 
the percentage of county residents within a 10-minute walk of transit 
service from 20 percent to 70 percent. 

• Promote opportunities to implement transit-oriented develop-
ment throughout King County and enable more people to live in  
transit-rich areas.

• Enhance travel speeds and reliability on two-thirds of the 600 miles 
of frequent service.*

• Expand and improve our popular RapidRide program: 

o  Finish the RapidRide “alphabet” with 13 new routes by 2025 and 
seven additional new routes by 2040. 

o  Improve the existing six RapidRide lines by developing additional 
transit-exclusive right-of-way on congested route segments. 

o  Make improvements on existing and future RapidRide lines to enhance 
and maintain travel speeds and reliability. 

o  Use current and future advancements in technology to continually 
improve our RapidRide service.

time of plan development, such as the Move Seattle investments.
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Figure 10
Projected Growth in Transit Mode Share in King 
County Centers with Proposed 2040 Network

Express service 
As King County grows, most people and jobs will be concentrated in regional growth 
centers. The Puget Sound Regional Council expects that cities containing regional 
growth centers will accommodate just over half of population growth and 71 percent 
of job growth by 2040. As these centers grow, the PSRC’s plan expects more people 
to use transit and fewer people to drive alone. 

Implementation of METRO CONNECTS would increase transit mode share throughout 
King County growth centers, with express ervice providing key connections. Express 

buses would connect regional centers along major corridors such 
as I-90 and SR 522, and would also connect smaller suburban cities 
to centers and the larger transit system. 

Today, many center-to-center connections are provided by express 
services in peak periods only. Under METRO CONNECTS, the 
express network would evolve into all-day service, with buses 
arriving every 15 to 30 minutes throughout the day as demand 
grows. This all-day express service would give riders more 

destinations and trip purposes. 

The proposed express network would be integrated with the region’s 
transit investments, with more buses connecting to light rail and 
other high-capacity transit services within King County and serving 
other counties. Express service would make up about 20 percent of 
total service hours by 2040. Nearly 30 percent of people in King 
County and half of all jobs would be within walking distance of 
express service. Express service would also connect to parking 
facilities to further expand access to transit. 

What does express look like? 
Express service stops would be spaced an average of one to two miles apart. In 
some instances, other bus service that stops more frequently would run along the 
same pathway as express service, but in many instances express would use different 
routing to allow for the fastest travel time between points. Capital improvements to 
non-freeway portions of express routes would help keep travel speeds high.

Figure 11 shows projected future time savings for trips using express service. For 
some trips, the future express network could save as much as 30 to 60 minutes per 

would also be much more competitive with the travel time by car.

METRO CONNECTS assumes that future express service would operate every 15 min-
utes during peak periods and every 30 minutes during the off-peak, although some 
express service would be more frequent throughout the day in high-demand corri-
dors. Combined with improvements that help buses move more quickly and reliably, 
express service would provide speedy trips between park-and-rides or transit centers, 
employment hubs, and universities, community colleges and technical schools. 

Express service is best suited to: 

• Connect strong concentrations of demand at both ends of the route. 

• Provide center-to-center connections not well-served by regional high-capacity transit. 

• Operate primarily on highways or major arterials where service can maintain a 
target travel speed of over 20 miles per hour, with a target speed of 45 miles per 
hour on freeway portions. 

The METRO CONNECTS 
network was planned in 
coordination with Sound 
Transit, which currently oper-
ates 720,000 hours of daily 
regional express service in 
King, Pierce and Snohomish 
counties. As Sound Transit ex-
pands light rail, some of their 
express service corridors will 
be replaced by Link service. 

In developing the draft 
service network, we worked 
closely with Sound Transit 
to ensure that Metro’s and 
Sound Transit’s express 
networks complement one 
another and connect regional 
centers quickly and reliably. 
We will continue to work 
with Sound Transit as they 

plans.
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Express service investments would:
• Improve long distance travel. METRO CONNECTS would expand the 

footprint of the express service network by 130 percent over today, putting 
30 percent of King County residents and 50 percent of jobs within walk-
ing distance of express service. Express service to park-and-rides would 
expand access to transit beyond walking distance. 

• Enhance travel speeds and reliability by making capital investments 
on 100 non-freeway miles of roadway where express service is provided, 
including 35 miles of medium-level investment, such as signal improve-
ments or transit priority treatments, and 65 miles of low-level investments, 
such as minor spot improvements. 

Figure 11

LEGEND

Frequent Route Express Route

Today’s travel time – peak hours

Hwy 202/Snoqualmie Parkway, Snoqualmie 
to NE 40th St/156th Ave NE, Redmond

Travel Time*
AM Peak:  
120-144 min
Auto: 29-33 min

2040 travel time – peak hours

Hwy 202/Snoqualmie Parkway, Snoqualmie 
to NE 40th St/156th Ave NE, Redmond

Travel Time*
AM Peak:  
60-66 min
Auto: 33-44 min

University District to Totem Lake

Travel Time
AM Peak:  
60-65 min
Auto: 29-33 min

University District to Totem Lake

Travel Time
AM Peak:  
40-44 min
Auto: 30-41 min

Black Diamond to Bellevue Transit Center

Travel Time*
AM Peak:  
88-106 min
Auto: 43-47 min

Black Diamond to Bellevue Transit Center

Travel Time*
AM Peak:  
54-59 min
Auto: 48-65 min
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Figure 12
METRO CONNECTS Express Network
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Transit is important in all areas of King County. Fixed-route bus service can meet 
local needs in many areas and provide connections to nearby destinations and to the 

Program can provide travel options. 

What does local look like?

local service can take many forms depending on what’s right for a community. Metro 
already provides a number of services tailored to local needs, and has worked with 

would be open to local input and future possibilities. A range of services could 

vans, vanpools, or real-time ridesharing services that allow users to “ride between 
the lines” or make the last-mile connection to home or work. We would continue to 

would make low-cost capital improvements to help service operate better.

currently offers and plans for the future.

 
service?
Traditionally, most of Metro’s 
transit service has been 
provided by a 40- to 60-foot-
long bus that operates on a 

schedule—known as 

service, Metro has a robust 
portfolio of services such as 
vanpools, carpools, rideshar-
ing, and shuttles with 
variable routes that provide 

of local communities. 

In METRO CONNECTS, these 
services and other non-bus 
transit options are described 

this service will likely be 
implemented through our 
Alternative Services Program, 
which currently includes a 
two-year demonstration 
project testing innovative  
and community-driven 
transportation models.

Local service investments would:
• Improve local, community service. METRO CONNECTS would expand 

the amount of local service hours by 14 percent over today, with service 
frequencies improved to a minimum of 30 minutes.

• Make local travel faster and more reliable. METRO CONNECTS 
proposes capital investments on 115 miles of roadway where local service 
is provided, including 35 miles of medium-level investment in projects 
such as queue jumps or roadway restriping, and 65 miles of low-level 
investment, such as minor spot improvements.

• Expand innovative, cost-effective solutions to improve mobility 
across the county.
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Figure 13
METRO CONNECTS Local Service Network
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Service you can count on
Improvements that help buses go faster and arrive on time will be critical to the 
success of our proposed network—and are some of the best investments Metro can 
make. They attract new riders by making our service better, and free up funds for 
new service by saving long-term operating costs. 

When trips are faster and arrive on time, passengers get to their destination sooner 

moving people and reserve less time for getting back on schedule, and can provide 
more service with the same number of buses.

Investments to improve speed and reliability are particularly important for frequent 

degrades, with buses spaced too close together or too far apart, slow travel time for 
passengers, and high operating costs.

METRO CONNECTS proposes to increase investments to improve transit speed and 
reliability to 25 percent of Metro’s capital budget—a major increase compared to the 

long term; for every dollar invested in speed and reliability improvements, bus riders 
and Metro save $2 in travel time and operating costs.

Speed and reliability toolkit
The most promising potential improvements address delays a bus encounters, such 

taken: 

equipped with transit signal priority can shorten the duration of a red light for a bus, 
and boarding passengers through all doors can shorten the time a bus spends at a stop. 

The second approach is to make the length and frequency of delays more predictable. 
-

tion, and bus zones that are consolidated and strategically located based on boarding 
data can make loading at stops more even. 

In addition to these tools, METRO CONNECTS envisions the implementation of larger 
projects of regional importance, such as bridge or highway crossings that offer large 

of projects: cross-city connections (e.g. the transit crossing of I-5 at NE 45th St), major 
bottlenecks or capacity projects (e.g. improving transit access to Northgate), and 
improved access to the regional network (e.g. building a bus lane at the Kent-Des 
Moines Interchange).

What we heard: 
speed and reliability 
improvements are 
riders’ top priority

Metro’s Rider/Non-Rider 
Survey has found that less 
than half of our riders are 
happy with travel speeds, 
and the same for on-time 
performance. 

As we developed METRO 
CONNECTS, we learned 
through our online survey,  
visioning events, and open 
houses that street improve-
ments to improve speed and 
reliability and new roadways 
for transit were the number 
one and two top-rated transit 
improvements, respectively. 

This proposed plan puts 
a new emphasis on these 
improvements and includes 
strategies to guide future 
investments.
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Treatment Description Photo example

Queue jumps 
that let buses 
stopped at 
intersections 
get a head 
start 

Buses are given a short lane at 
signalized intersections, often shared 
with right-turning vehicles in order to 

get an exclusive green light before other 

Example: Queue jump signal at 
W Mercer Street & Third Avenue 
reduced travel times through 
the intersection by 21 seconds.1 
TCRP* reports reductions in 
travel time of 5% to 15%.2

 

Bus-only 
lanes

By widening or dedicating an existing 
lane, buses are given a lane exclusive to 
transit use. Dedicated lanes may allow 
for right-turning vehicles to access local 
business and side streets. They may be 
used during peak periods only or all day. 

Example: Exclusive bus lanes 
along with new signal timings 
on Aurora Avenue N resulted 
in a 14% to 19% reduction in 
median travel times.3 

Transit signal 
priority (TSP)

Through active communication with 

buses are given early or extended green 
times at intersections to reduce delay 

Example: The sum of average 
intersection delays were 
reduced by 1 to 1.6 minutes 
after TSP was implemented on 
the RapidRide E Line corridor.4

Bus bulbs 
or curb 
extensions 
that let buses 
pick up and 
drop off 
passengers 
without 
pulling over

Curb extensions extend the existing 
sidewalk into the curb lane (typically a 
parking lane) to allow buses to serve 
a stop within the travel lane. This 
treatment allows buses to avoid moving 
into the curb lane, which typically incurs 

TCRP Report 165 reports 
that implementation of bus 
bulbs along a transit corridor 
in San Francisco lead to a 
7% increase in bus speeds.5 

intersection crossing distances 
for pedestrians and an increase 
in overall sidewalk width.

Figure 14
Speed and Reliability Toolkit

* Transportation Cooperative Research Program

1 “Evaluation Summary of W Mercer Street and 3rd Avenue W Signal Queue Jump”, King County Metro, 2014.
3 “Rapid Ride E Line, Before and After Travel Time Studies”, King County Metro, 2014.
4   ibid.
5 “Transit Cooperative Research Program Report 165: Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual Transit,” 3rd Edition, Transportation Research 
Board, 2013.
6 “Transportation Research Record: Journal of the Transportation Research Board, No. 1971”, Transportation Research Board of the National  
Academies, 2006.
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Many types of actions can help transit run faster and more reliably, and several 
other sections of this plan cover this topic, including:

• Accessible transportation options: Increasing usability of the system for 
passengers with disabilities, including wheelchair systems that don’t require 
operator assistance.

• Information when you need it: Customer information and amenities,  
including some that make boarding faster.

• Fast and easy boarding: Fare payment and boarding improvements that  
reduce the time it takes for passengers to load, such as all-door boarding.

• Bus bases and supporting infrastructure: Operations improvements 
such as real-time management of service and data collection to keep buses 
moving and on time.

As projects are developed, Metro would collaborate with our jurisdictional  
partners to make decisions about which tools to use and when.

Treatment Description Photo example

Turn 
restrictions 
at certain 
times of day 
to improve 

corridors can be mitigated by restricting 
movements onto congested corridors to 
buses only. Restrictions can be all day or 
during peak periods only.

Improves access to bus lanes 
and bus stops. Resulting transit-
only turning movements also 
set up the possibility for queue 
jumps.

 

On-street 
parking 
management

As an alternative to bus bulbs, parking 
may be managed along bus routes to 
mitigate delay when buses must re-enter 

several hundred feet after a bus zone all 
day or during peak periods. This creates 
an extended travel lane for buses, 
allowing them to gradually merge back 

Improvements to travel times 
are similar to bus bulbs and curb 
extensions, and bus operations 
are made possible or improved 
at tight turns.

Spacing stops 
so the bus 
travels more 
quickly to 
stops where 
most people 
get on and off

Closely spaced bus stops with low 
ridership may be removed or combined 
into new stops. Reducing the number of 
stops along a corridor improves speeds 
in two ways: First, by reducing the time 
spent decelerating, accelerating and 
serving a stop. Second, with fewer stops, 
buses are better able to take advantage 

Studies estimate a time savings 
of 10 seconds per stop removed. 
A study by TriMet showed a 
5.7% reduction in travel time 
when the distance between 
stops is increased by an average 
of 6%.6

 

6 “Transportation Research Record: Journal of the Transportation Research Board,No. 1971,” Transportation Research Board of the National  
Academies, 2006.
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Figure 16
Investment Allocations

Our proposal to keep transit moving
Fast and on-time service is critical to the success of METRO CONNECTS, and speed 
and reliability improvements represent a substantial portion of proposed capital 
expenditures. To achieve the vision described in this document, Metro would need to 
invest $2 billion more in roadway and transit improvements than we do today. Those 
investments would have to be leveraged with additional partnership funding.

As shown in Figure 15, METRO CONNECTS proposes different levels of investment to 
keep buses moving fast and reliably. Each investment level includes a different mix 
of tools. While all of our service would receive some investments, the highest levels 
of investment would be focused where service is most frequent and roadways are 
most congested. Service that is either less frequent or operates in less congested 
areas, including rural areas and faster-moving highways, would receive lower levels 
of investment.

Figure 16 shows how much of each investment level we plan to allocate to different 

in partnership with cities and other partners to ensure they are consistent with local 
plans.

Investment 
level

Feature Target time 
savings

High New bus-only lanes and TSP 20%

Medium
queue jumps, TSP, bus bulbs

10%

Low Low priority treatment/spot improvements  5%

None No improvement  0%

Figure 15
Investment Levels

Metro’s Transit  
Control Center (TCC)
The TCC is the nerve center 
for Metro’s bus operations. 
The TCC staff coordinates 
radio contact with all bus 
drivers on the road, supervi-

responders, and other groups 
that support bus operations, 
helping manage problems 
and occasional emergencies. 

They also actively manage 
RapidRide lines to keep 
buses well-spaced along 
their corridors and minimize 

“bunching.” As RapidRide 
expands and new technology 
emerges to help manage the 
transit system, the TCC would 
need to grow and change 
to continue keeping custom-
ers moving throughout the 
county. Metro would employ 
real-time headway manage-
ment of all frequent service 
by 2040. Read more in Chap-
ter 4 in the “Bus Bases and 
Support Facilities” section.

Local

Express

Frequent

Existing RapidRide

New RapidRide

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

High Medium Low None
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Speed and reliability investments would:
• Save us money in the long run. Spending on speed and reliability 

invested in speed and reliability improvements, Metro saves $2 in travel 
time and operational costs. 

• Enable us to improve systemwide travel times. METRO CONNECTS 
investments would enhance travel speeds and reliability systemwide by 
developing an additional 600 miles of service with transit-priority to keep 
buses moving. This encompasses proposed improvements to frequent, 
express, and local service.

• Allow us to be prepared. 

o METRO CONNECTS would maintain an inventory of candidate projects 
for major regional capital investments that would reduce travel times 
and improve reliability, including:

• New transit pathways and service connections.

• Major crossings (bridges, overpasses, underpasses).

• Transit bottlenecks. 

o METRO CONNECTS would provide for the study and funding of oper-
ational changes to reduce dwell time and improve reliability system-
wide, described further in Chapter 4.

• Enable us to fund and partner with local jurisdictions and other stake-
holders for RapidRide improvements. 
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right for each community. In the future that METRO CONNECTS envisions, Metro 
would strive to be on the cutting edge of innovation, creating new, convenient 
options and leveraging private sector advancements to meet our customers’ 

products and integration of advanced technologies would offer potential cost 
savings, allowing Metro to do more.

Flexible service  
in action

Alternative Services Program 
works with local communities 
to create services tailored to 
their needs.

When we deleted some 
poorly perfoming bus routes 
in the Snoqualmie Valley, 
Mercer Island and Burien, we 
worked with local residents 
to develop shuttle services 
that connect residents to 
local destinations and to the 
larger transit network. 

Redmond and Mercer Island 
are trying a ridesharing app 
and website that connect 
people in real time. 

Flexible services are coming 
to Duvall, Southeast King 
County and Vashon Island in 
2016.

More Choices for More Needs

Flexible services
The customers and communities Metro serves have different transportation needs, 
which may change depending on the day, time, or destination. METRO CONNECTS 
provides a framework for incorporating alternative types of public transportation into 
our network. 

in areas where traditional bus service does not work well, offer transportation options 
for people with disabilities, and help our congested roadways work better by manag- 
ing demand. 

with other public and private transportation providers, improved paratransit options, 
community-driven services such as vanpools or shuttles, and new choices we don’t 
yet know about.

for people to travel. The intersection between technology and mobility is rapidly 
changing urban and rural transportation. Shared-use vehicles, transportation network 
companies (TNCs) such as Uber or Lyft, and innovations in driverless vehicles are 
changing the transportation landscape, and Metro is changing with it. We’re actively 
working with TNCs and shared-use-vehicle companies such as Car2Go to better meet 
the needs of our customers in ways we never have before. 

buses—including Dial-A-Ride Transit (DART) and Community Access Transit (CAT) 
demand-response services, van-based services and our Alternative Services Program. 

Metro also offers Access paratransit, which has high costs per trip. Metro is consid-

expand options for paratransit users.

This plan assumes that about 20 percent of Metro’s total service hours would be 

solutions through the Alternative Services Program. We anticipate growing demand 
for programs such as DART, CAT, rideshare and van-based services in the future, 
which would necessitate both more service and more capital facilities to store and 
maintain vehicles and support service. What’s most important is that Metro work 
with communities to design transit services to meet their unique needs. 

2
CHAPTER
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A key challenge is to establish clear priorities and parameters for how these current 

CONNECTS vision, we would work to provide a full spectrum of services that are 
responsive to transportation needs in each community. Our goal is to offer more 

Alternative Services Program

Services Program. This program develops right-sized, community-driven transit 

trips. Current alternative service options include the rideshare and vanpool services 
that Metro provides as well as a number of innovative services provided through 
community partnerships in our two-year alternative services demonstration program. 

Figure 17 shows a number of different options offered by Metro or by other agencies 
and private services that Metro could partner with. Many emerging transportation 
options and technology advances will change the way public transit can work in the 
future, and we are committed to using these advances to improve our service.

New advances in real-time, on–demand transit may give us the ability to serve 
lower-density areas more effectively, providing connections to local activity centers 

technology yet to come. Private service providers may present partnership opportuni-

Metro’s current alternative service projects have been successful in part because we 

identify needs and create unique services that meet them. Alternative services are 
driven by the needs of local communities. We’ll continue to work closely with com-
munities to develop new alternative services in the years ahead. Providing accessible 
transportation, discussed more in Chapter 3, is a key consideration. 

We’ll continue to integrate new transportation options and seek private sector 
-

out the county. We’ll closely track emerging travel options and drive development of 
solutions to meet the needs of local communities. 

Figure 17
Current and Potential Alternative Services

Real-time ride-
share app

Car2Go

Demand-response 
community shuttle

Driverless car

Community van
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Alternative service investments would:
• Help us better meet the needs of communities throughout the 

county by providing a comprehensive approach to meeting local needs by:

o Identifying areas where alternative services could be more effective for 

transit.

groups to identify needs, develop alternative services, and form part-
nerships to deliver these services to locations with unmet transporta-
tion needs. 

o Considering low-income and minority communities when prioritizing 
alternative service investments.

o Incorporating the most innovative technology and transportation 
solutions available.

• Allow us to grow the total amount of service available in local 
communities as we respond to local needs and future demand with  
alternative service projects.

•  such as 
DART, CAT, rideshare and van-based services. 

Accessible transportation options 
Our Access paratransit services carry people with disabilities who are not able to use 
regular bus service. The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requires equal access 
to public transportation for people with disabilities. Transit agencies such as Metro 

disabilities. 

In 2015, Metro provided nearly one million ADA paratransit rides to 
10,500 customers. Ridership growth has generally been strong, with 
slight declines in recent years. With an aging population, it is likely that 
demand for accessible services will continue to be strong. 

Metro has taken a number of steps to meet demand. These include 

resources to customers, improving the eligibility process for Access, and 

METRO CONNECTS’ primary goals for accessible transit are: 

1. increase the accessibility of our general public services to all  
customers

2. to reduce the per-trip costs of existing paratransit service while  
maintaining or improving the experience for passengers.

urce: King County Area Plan on Aging 2012-2015

Figure 18
The Age Wave
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Increasing accessibility
Metro practices an approach to planning known as “inclusion planning,” which 

-

route transit for at least some of their trips. However, they are often prevented from 

buses (e.g., non-kneeling buses). A lack of sidewalks to transit stops, stops where a 

Changing paratransit
The METRO CONNECTS vision calls for us to continuously seek better and more 
cost-effective ways to accommodate people with disabilities. 

Because of its specialized nature, the average cost of a trip on our Access paratransit 

today requires advance reservations of one to three days, and offers a 30-minute 

is limited. 

Emerging technologies and transportation services open up new opportunities to 
expand transportation options for our paratransit users. Transportation network com-
panies (TNCs) provide on-demand trips on a real-time basis, connecting paying pas-
sengers with a driver using a personal vehicle. Emerging technology and partnerships 
with TNCs give us opportunities to provide paratransit trips with more convenient 
scheduling and lower cost than current systems, and could complement or replace 
some of our existing paratransit services. While there are barriers to using TNCs for 
accessible services today, this is an area that we will explore.

We’ll also continue to foster partnerships with community organizations to provide 
cost-effective transportation for people with disabilities. We may build on our existing 
CAT program, which provides vans and support to community organizations that pro-
vide the service at a much lower cost than our Access service—$6.52 per boarding. 

Paratransit investments would:
• Increase the accessibility of Metro’s services for all users by:

o   Designing interiors to meet needs of customers and what they bring on 
board (mobility aids, luggage, strollers).

o   Increasing auditory and tactile information throughout the system.

• Allow us to save money and serve more customers on our paratran-
sit system by studying and implementing mechanisms that allow real-time 
ride scheduling of accessible transportation in King County. For example, 
we could explore same-day services on Access transportation on a premium 
fare basis, and public-private partnerships to expand accessible taxis or 
TNCs within King County.

Innovating for inclusion
Metro is continuously moving 
to make general public trans-
portation services accessible 
to as many potential riders as 
we can. 

Some of our recent inno-
vations include “kneeling 
coaches” that make boarding 
easier, automated stop an-
nouncements on every route, 
visual stop announcements, 

-
ments in transit zones, and 
ORCA-to-Go services that 
make getting the right transit 
pass easier. 

As part of our inclusion 
planning, we will expand our 
travel training program for 
current and potential custom-

We are also actively working 
to improve how we involve 
people with disabilities in our 
planning process, to make 
sure we fully understand the 
challenges that people with 
disabilities face in getting 
around on transit.
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Making good choices easy

a national leader in using transportation demand management to reduce the number 
of single-occupant vehicles on the roads in busy commute periods. 

Our Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program will 
continue using outreach, education and incentive programs, new 
products and partnerships to reduce barriers to using transit, 
maximize the value of our transit investments, and help our 
transportation system work better. Since the number of roadway 
miles will stay about the same between now and 20405, this 

roads and achieving King County greenhouse gas emission 
reduction targets6.

To be successful, we’ll look for commitments and active partner-
ships with cities, transit agencies, WSDOT, employers, the private 
sector and others. 

Our successful TDM program covers a variety of transportation 
modes and options that address the various needs of travelers 
throughout King County. We use a range of tools, shown in Fig-
ure 19. We’re developing new ways to support increased transit 

technology, transportation pricing, and improving non-motorized 
connectivity.

To expand the development of our TDM tools, we’ll need to build 
capacity for research and development within Metro, as METRO 
CONNECTS proposes.

Transportation demand management (TDM) investments would:
• Enable us to get more people on the transit system and reduce 

single occupant vehicle use by

o Including budget for TDM work in all Metro projects and continuing to 
develop new partnerships to broaden participation in TDM activities

and other alternatives to driving alone as a means to enhance safe, 

• Advocating for national, state and local policies and funds that 
support both providing and using drive-alone alternatives and creating 
walkable communities.

5 PSRC Transportation 2040 Update Report, 2014, p. 76. 
6 “Reduce countywide sources of greenhouse gas emissions, compared to a 2007 baseline, by 25 
percent by 2020, 50 percent by 2030, and 80 percent by 2050,” King County Growth Management 
Planning Council, 2014 and King County 2015 Strategic Climate Action Plan.
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Tool Description Where best utilized Examples

Campaigns 
and informa-
tion

Community-based social marketing programs 
encourage participants to reduce drive-alone trips 
by offering customized travel information and 
resources, a temporary ORCA transit card loaded 
with unlimited rides, and ongoing support and 
communication.

Construction mitigation, new 
service or service changes, 
excess capacity,

Capitol Hill and 
Ravenna In Motion; 
I-405 Community In 
Motion program

Shared  
mobility 
options

Shared-use mobility comprises new transportation 
services, like bikesharing, carsharing, and rideshar-
ing, that are shared among users to integrate with 

to transit.

connections; Urban areas 
with enough density to sup-
port private investment.

Pronto bike share, 
Car2Go, ReachNow, 
UberHop, UberPool, 
LyftLine, iCarpool

Parking  
management

Strategies that encourage the right-size provision 

parking. Transit agency coordination with public 
and private partners to develop context-sensitive 
policy and management programs.

Congested urban areas;  
developing suburban areas 
with new transit inves-
ments. 

District shared parking 
demonstration with 
Capitol Hill housing; 
Right Size parking 
project

Flexible 
service tailored to communities and user needs.

Lower density areas

Emergency 
ride home 
programs

Emergency ride home (ERH) programs can support 
participation in new public transportation options 
where emergency travel needs are a perceived 
customer barrier. Enhancing ERH programs by incor-
porating TNCs and expanding emergency ride home 
programs to become available to select members of 
the public.

Employers, residents, 
last-mile connections, new 
programs

Real-time ridesharing 
programs can include 

participants who can’t 
get a rideshare home

Pass  
programs

Transit pass programs offer administrative and cost 
advantages to organizations looking to provide 
transit subsidy to part or all of their population. 
Metro can grow transit/HOV ridership and reach 
new markets.

Businesses, residential, 
schools, colleges, and univer-
sities

ORCA products includ-
ing retail (Choice) and 
Passport

Telework Workplace strategies, like telework, coworking, 
compressed work week, and alternate scheduling 
can help companies increase employee productiv-
ity, improve business continuity and contribute to 
environmental sustainability.

Employers WorkSmart program

Figure 19
Transportation Demand Management Toolbox
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Innovation: Technology and new choices 
Metro has always been an innovator—from our vanpool program, to our ground-
breaking employer pass program, to our expanded Emergency Ride Home program, 
which broadens eligibility and incorporates TNC companies to improve availability 
and response times. Rapidly advancing technologies are changing the ways people 
travel, and METRO CONNECTS envisions Metro setting the bar for technological 
innovations in transit. 

METRO CONNECTS would employ and promote new smartphone apps, trip planning 
resources, and real-time information to help our customers access transit service. 
We would use technology to connect riders to transit and better use transit facilities 
through services like the real-time, on-demand ridesharing program and TripPool. For 

partnerships with TNCs, car- and bike- share programs, and other emerging systems 

We would also use technology to improve customers’ access to park-and-rides 
through real-time information and advancements in how demand is managed, such 
as real-time routing to the nearest park-and-ride with available space, and the ability 
to a reserve a parking spot at that facility at the same time. We would strive to stay 

Metro would continue to support open-source platforms and third-party developers 
that integrate transit data into their products and services. We recognize that one 
of our region’s strengths is innovation, and we are committed to supporting that 
innovation by providing clean and accurate data to third-party developers. As new 
transit information and shared mobility products are developed, we would work with 
our private-sector partners to ensure that they are integrated with Metro products 
and services.  

Advancing technology may also help us become a more informed agency. We could 
collect new and more-accurate data about operations and improve our internal and 
external reporting, increasing our accountability to taxpayers. With an expanded 
research and development function, we could stay ahead of the curve in developing 

King County residents.

Innovation investments would:
• Allow us to remain at the forefront of transit technology and enable us to provide new and exciting tools 

to our customers by:

o Supporting an integrated and ongoing research and development function to develop, test, and implement 
more transportation demand management work and new products. 

or partnering on the development of tools such as on-demand, real-time ridesharing and real-time park-and-
ride parking availability information.

partnerships with transportation network companies and/or car and bicycle sharing programs. 

include planning, real-time and actual performance data. Metro will also work on information systems that better 
manage customer information and feedback, internal reporting and data collection.

Metro will foster an internal 
culture that is open to new 
ideas and welcomes new 
technology.

Recognizing transportation 
technology’s rapid evolution, 
Metro will strive to develop 
policies and systems that can 
adapt to new ways of working 

be integrated faster. 

Although we’ll update METRO 
CONNECTS regularly, there will 
always be innovation and evo-
lution that we can’t foresee. 
To prepare for these unknown 
changes, it is imperative to 
be open to possibilities and 

-
es and systems that can adapt 
to change over time. 
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Information when you need it
Today, customers can get information about our service from a wide variety of 
sources. Metro offers information via the phone with customer service specialists, the 
Metro Online website and trip planner, the Puget Sound Trip Planner app, posted and 
printed information at stops and on-board vehicles, Metro alerts and social media 
updates. Other sources, such as search engines and trip planning tools, use data 
published by Metro. For example, Metro and others have partnered with One Bus 
Away, which provides web, phone, SMS, and tablet applications for real-time arrival 
information. 

overall with their ability to get information about Metro’s routes and schedules, we 
are striving to do even better. Technological advancement may give us opportunities 
to provide our customers with new types of information and new ways to integrate 
helpful data into daily life. Imagine if your phone provided a pop-up alert that let you 

you how full the next bus was, or showed the number of spaces available at a park-
and-ride. METRO CONNECTS proposes to make that future a reality. 

In addition to new types of information about transit, Metro could help connect 
customers to other types of information that would make both travel and life better – 
for example information about bikeshare availability, or upcoming events as the bus 
passes different destinations. 

Technology-driven tools, whether new or current, could help even those who don’t 
use smartphones or computers. Dynamic, up-to-the minute information could be 
displayed at bus stops, transit centers and on buses. This information could also 
include available transportation options nearby to make last-mile connections, 
including real-time bikeshare or carshare availability, and available TNCs. We envision 

necessary information would be continually evolving to better meet customer needs.

As we improve our communication tools, we would ensure that these technology 
and customer information advancements also improve accessibility for people with 
disabilities. We would continue our work to ensure that our customer interfaces 
are accessible, including potential improvements in audio, tactile and electronic 
communication that would help all customers use the system safely and easily.

One System, Easy to Use3
CHAPTER

We want customers to have a positive experience from beginning to end when 
using Metro’s services. The METRO CONNECTS vision includes improvements 
in all aspects of the transit system to make it easy for people to get where they 
want to go: new types of customer information, improved connections to the 
transit system, better stops and vehicles, and faster boarding. With a transit 
system that is smarter and easier to use, taking transit would be second nature. 

Most riders have smart-
phones
More than three out of four 
Metro riders have a smart-
phone, and the rate has been 
increasing rapidly, from 60 
percent in 2012 to 84 percent 
in 2015. 

The largest growth in smart-
phone ownership has occurred 
among low-income riders, 
although their smartphone 
ownership is still lower—68 
percent for those making less 
than $35,000 a year, compared 
to over 90 percent for those 
earning over $75,000 a year. 
Smartphone ownership is also 
much lower—under 30 percent 
—for riders over age 65. 

Smartphone penetration will 
likely continue to increase, 
underscoring the importance 
of information systems that are 
designed for mobile phones.
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Making the most of data
In addition to providing customers with all types of new and better information, 
Metro would also work to ensure that our systems are capturing information 
necessary to continually improve service and operations. For example, security 
systems on-board, combined with better mobile technology that our Transit Service 
Quality department can access in real time, would help Metro identify and respond 
to incidents. In the longer term, continually improving our ridership and on-time 
performance data collection would assist with evaluating service performance and 
identifying opportunities for improvement. 

our own use. By making the best data available, we would facilitate access to new 
programs. For example, Metro recently partnered with the Puget Sound Regional 
Council to develop a web-based application that uses feeds from different agencies 
to project service onto an easily editable map format. More information on how 
Metro could develop and utilize data is in Chapter 4.

Figure 20 
Sample Best Practices for Customer Information

On-board screens can provide 
information about connecting 
service, transit alerts, and other 
information. (Photo source: Redeye 
Chicago, redeyeChicago.com)

Paris has explored bus shelters designed as multi-purpose public spaces, including fare vending, neighborhood information, 
coffee or food purchases, outlets, integrated bikeshare stations, and more. (Photo source: Human Transit, humantransit.org)

Customer information investments would:
• Enable us to improve the user experience on our system. 

• Equip transit hubs and vehicles with customer interfaces and tools that provide static and real-time 
information on local transportation connections and information such as bus and train arrival time, improved 

• Improve the quality and accuracy of our real-time information by collecting better data, faster. This will 
help Metro’s call center staff answer questions. 

• Provide real-time information about current conditions and nearby transportation options, such as available 
park-and-ride spaces, bike parking, bikeshares, carshares and transportation network companies, in order to 
provide better trip planning options.

• Make data available to third-party developers, as we did with the developers of the One Bus Away app, to 
allow for emerging technologies and their developers to improve travel information for customers.
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What we’ve heard 
about access to transit
As we conducted outreach for 
this plan, Metro consistently 
heard from city staff and 

for more parking options at 
major transit centers and park-
and-rides. Only 34 percent 

with park-and-ride availability 
(2014 Rider-Non-Rider Survey). 
The online survey conducted 
in summer 2016 found that 
parking was more important 
to eastside respondents then 
those from other areas. 

Priorities may be different 
for different groups of riders. 
Online survey responses 
indicated that parking was the 
lowest priority for low-income 
respondents choosing between 
several types of transit 
improvements. 

METRO CONNECTS proposes 
to expand all access options 
according to local priorities.

More ways to connect to transit
The envisioned future system would be easier to get to by many modes. A number of 

if an area is safe to walk or bike in, how far it is to the stop or station, and how often 
buses or trains arrive. Studies show that people are willing to walk up to one-half 
mile to frequent service, knowing that a bus or train will arrive soon, which is the 
distance used to measure areas with access to frequent service in this report. 
If the frequent network expands per METRO CONNECTS and 70 percent of the county 
is within one-half mile of frequent service, walking or biking to transit would be 
an option for many more people. Looking to 2040, the percentage of customers 
who could reach our services on foot, bike, or shared vehicle is forecast to grow to 
84 percent, if METRO CONNECTS investments are made compared with 78 percent 
today. However, there will still be areas in the county where convenient, fast, 
frequent service would not be within walking distance and other modes of access 
will be important. In lower-density areas, parking will continue to be an important 
tool for increasing access to the transit system. Access could also be improved 
through increased opportunities for biking and innovative last-mile connections. Last-
mile strategies include carpooling, vansharing, services such as Uber and Lyft,and 
good local transit to give people connections in their neighborhoods. 

Our facilities, including bus stops, stations, major transit centers, and park-and-rides, 
would need to accommodate both more passengers and new multimodal travel 
options. These modes include: 

• Walking: For most riders, transit trips involved walking, whether it is walking 
to a bus stop from your home or from your parked car to your stop at a transit 
center. Facilities such as sidewalks and trails, good lighting, and even grading 
can help create a convenient and safe walking environment. The priorities and 
standards for development of pedestrian facilities vary by city. By providing 
sidewalks and trails that connect to transit, cities can play a critical role in 
improving riders’ options to walk to bus stops and light rail stations.

• Biking: Biking is a valuable mode to reach transit for many of Metro’s customers. 

a transit stop. Cities have various plans and requirements for construction of 
bicycle facilities. Coordination with Metro can result in the location of facilities 
that support and encourage bicycle access to transit. Secure bicycle parking at bus 
stops and transit centers is also needed for riders who do not wish to bring their 
bikes on the bus. 

• Driving: Park-and-ride lots are a traditional way of providing auto access to 
transit. Park-and-ride lots concentrate demand at a bus stop or transit center, 

transit service in low-density neighborhoods. Metro owns and provides service to 
park-and-rides throughout the county, as well as some owned by Sound Transit 
and Community Transit. Metro also leases park-and-ride space. Metro does not 
charge for parking at any of its park-and-rides.  
Because park-and-rides are expensive to construct and maintain, Metro would 

includes restriping existing facilities (where feasible), encouraging carpools and 
ridesharing to and from park-and-rides, expanded options for leased and shared 
parking facilities, and pricing parking. We would also coordinate with transit 
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partners and jurisdictions to identify solutions that are affordable and consistent 
with local visions. These could include looking for opportunities to use existing 

sharing parking facilities that have excess capacity or demands during different 
times of the day. 

Metro would also consider whether it has the right transit parking resources. It 
would evaluate existing parking lots and properties to determine if these sites 
could be redeveloped to create more transit oriented communities or sold to 
provide resources to invest in parking in places where it would be better used.

•  The last few years have seen a surge 

can be used to deliver riders to and from transit stops or park-and-rides via 
carshare, bikeshare, taxis, transportation network companies, such as Uber or 
Lyft, and public and private shuttles. Partnerships with providers of these services 
could help to make them affordable and convenient through features such as 
single mobile phone apps for trip planning or streamlined payment options. 
By better accommodating these types of alternatives, METRO CONNECTS could 
increase the capacity of park-and-rides and make transit centers and hubs more 
accessible. 

While park-and-rides can help provide people with 
access to high-quality transit that is otherwise too far 
to access by other means, they can present a number of 
challenges. Finding a suitable location for park-and-rides 

high real estate costs strong transit markets. Building 
park-and-rides adjacent to these transit markets often 
may not be compatible with land uses that support 
transit, such as high density, mixed-use development. 
These uses, coupled with high-quality transit service, 
help to reduce driving, create walkable communities, 
increase transit ridership, and increase access to jobs  
and homes. However, building parking removes available 
land for transit-oriented development and creates a 
barrier between transit and other uses. In many cases, 

safety issues.

for construction as well as ongoing maintenance cost. 
The construction cost alone per stall in a surface lot is 
approximately $20,000 to $35,000, and the cost per  
stall in a structured park-and-ride lot ranges from 
$35,000 to $55,000. Based on Metro’s experience, the 
addition of design, land, and appropriate contingency

costs increases the per-stall cost of structured parking to 
$85,000 to $95,000.

Park-and-rides can also increase local congestion in the 
area of the park-and-ride, and they can induce driving if 
they draw riders who might otherwise walk to transit. 
This can be compounded when parking is free and there 

to predict how much to charge to use a park-and-ride. 
More than half of Metro’s permanent park-and-ride lots 
currently experience demand over 80 percent on a daily 

within Metro’s system experience high demand to the 
point where demand exceeds supply. People who cannot 

into adjacent residential or business areas, creating 

challenge is ensuring that park-and-rides are used by 
riders looking to access Metro services.

Metro has studied ways to overcome these challenges, 
and solutions can be found in Metro’s Access to Transit 
Report and a Parking Management Study conducted as 
part of its long-range planning efforts.

Parking challenges
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Metro’s Access to  
Transit study
In 2014-2015, Metro worked 
with regional partners and 
stakeholders on an Access to 
Transit study, as directed by 
the King County Council. The 
study looked at how people 
get to transit, what other 
agencies are doing to improve 
access, and how our region 
can identify and prioritize 
needs, fund improvements, 
and coordinate efforts to 
enhance access.

Metro is aware of numerous 
issues that limit our customer’s 
ability to get to our service. 
About 60 percent of Metro 
park-and-rides experience 
overcrowding, and biking 
and walking infrastructure 
connecting to transit is 
inadequate in many places. 
We also know that transit-
to-transit and other last-mile 
connections are important, 
especially as the regional 
transit network grows. 

Metro is taking a number 
of actions to promote safe 
and secure access to transit 
by all modes, including 
walking, biking and driving. 
Steps include improving 
the collection of data about 
access, working with partners 
to better manage existing 
parking resources and 
identify access improvement 
priorities and funding, and 
encouraging transit-oriented 
developments that make it 
easy for residents to reach 
transit. Find the access report 
at www.kingcounty.gov/
metro/accountability under the 
“Other” tab.

Access zones
Because different strategies work in different areas, Metro looked at ways to improve 
access to proposed future transit service for people throughout the county as part of 

improvements to transit access might be effective:

• Zone one: most people can walk to a full network of frequent and other services. 

• 
center or to the regional light rail spine. 

• Zone three: people can walk to some level of transit, likely an express or local 
service. 

• Zone four: people do not have easy walk access to transit. 

Figure 21 summarizes the existing and envisioned future mode share and types of 
investments in the four access zones. Figure 22, on p. 40, shows the approximate 
boundaries of the access zones used for analysis. These boundaries are one-half mile 
around service in the proposed future network.

Figure 21
Transit Access Zones Description

Description
Types of improvements 
for residents in each tier

Zone 1 

The densest areas of King County that will be 
served by multiple RapidRide and Frequent 
transit routes. Tier 1 includes most of Seattle 
and the downtown/higher density areas of the 
suburban cities.

Exclusive focus on bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities, 
no expansion to public 
parking

Zone 2

Areas that are not as dense as Tier 1 and will 
not have as dense of a grid of RapidRide or 
frequent service; these areas will be within 
walking distance (0.5 mile) of a RapidRide or 
frequent transit line that provides a connection 
to a major center.

Strong emphasis on more 
bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities

Zone 3

Suburban areas with moderate density that are 
within walking distance of local/express transit 
coverage. These areas are not immediately 
adjacent to a RapidRide or frequent transit 
route.

Moderate emphasis on 
bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities and parking 
investments

Zone 4

The lowest-density portions of the Metro 
service area. These areas have less extensive 
transit coverage than more populated areas in 
the county. 

Limited investment in 
bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities, emphasis on 
parking expansion

Zone
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Non-motorized analysis
There is an enormous need for sidewalks, trails, and bicycle facilities across the 
county. The PSRC’s Transportation 2040
throughout the region. Through the Non-motorized Connectivity Study, Metro 
evaluated where nonmotorized projects can increase transit ridership. 

Based on this analysis and an investment level similar to that for parking, a 
total of 250 stop locations could be developed for bicycle and pedestrian access 
improvements. 

To identify potential non-motorized projects for implementation, Metro would utilize 
the analysis techniques developed in this study to locate areas with high potential 
ridership gains from improvements to bicycle and pedestrian access, prioritizing 
projects within access zones one and two. Local partnerships would be essential to 

Parking analysis
To identify where expansion of transit parking is most critical, we conducted an 
assessment that took into account the characteristics of the access zones described 
above as well as Sound Transit’s planned parking expansion. Sound Transit has 
proposed building more than 9,800 new park-and-ride stalls in King County as 
it expands the regional light rail and bus rapid transit system through 2040. This 
analysis suggested the following strategies for transit parking:

• Zones 1 and 2: People who live in these access zones can walk to RapidRide 
and frequent transit. In these areas, we expect that people will primarily walk 
to transit. METRO CONNECTS proposes no new parking capacity for Zone 1 and 
limited parking expansion for Zone 2.

• Zone 3: With the proposed expansion of express and local service across the 
system, we expect that fewer people in Zone 3 will rely on driving to reach 
transit, decreasing from 64 percent today to 56 percent by 2040. Limited 
expansion of transit parking is proposed for Zone 3.

• Zone 4: In this zone, where people are not within walk access to frequent 
transit, park-and-rides and other transit parking is expected to continue as the 
predominant means of transit access.

each zone, based on the projected number of future transit riders and the expected 
mode of access by zone. Based on the analysis, METRO CONNECTS envisions the 
addition of 13,000 new parking spaces to support anticipated future ridership. These 
parking spaces are recommended by corridor. 

Approximately two-thirds of the suggested future expansion is accounted for by 
Sound Transit’s proposed projects. If METRO CONNECTS is implemented, Metro 
would consider partnering to provide an additional 3,800 parking stalls.

case-by-case basis in partnership with affected jurisdictions. Parking facilities should 
be consistent with jurisdictions’ land-use plans. Parking garages are sometimes not 
desired or permitted uses in local downtowns where transit service is focused. This 

opportunity to pursue other options to provide additional parking, such as shared or 
leased options.
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Figure 24 details the proposed distribution of 
future parking spaces by corridor.

METRO CONNECTS proposes to accommodate 
more riders at our existing and new parking 
facilities through a combination of strategies, 
including providing more spaces, working 
to increase the number of transit boardings 
per space, and continuing to coordinate with 
cities to increase density near transit and 
improve bicycle and pedestrian access. As 
we consider expansion of parking we would 
take into account cost, opportunities for local 
partnerships, and meeting local need.

park-and-ride usage and exploring 
opportunities to make the best use of existing 

resources. Current and advancing technology provides us with the opportunity to 
provide real time parking information to customers and identify alternative parking 
locations if one site is full. 

Figure 24 
Location of New Park-and-Ride Capacity

South Kirkland Park-and-Ride.

Major tansit corridor

Avg. number 
of stalls used 
at permanent 
park-and-rides 

Sound Transit 
planned and 
proposed new 
stalls

METRO CONNECTS 
proposed new 
stalls

Total Sound Transit and  
Metro growth (percent 
change from existing use)

I-5 North King County 1,850 930 400 1,330 (72%)

SR 522 1,300 900 0 900 (69%)

I-405 2,400   1,530 900 2,430 (101%)

SR 520 1,500 1,850 0 1,850 (123%)

I-90 4,600 160 1,100 1,260  (27%)

SR 167/SE County 2,600 950 600   1,550 (60%)

I-5 South King County 3,700 3,450 800 4,250 (115%)

Non-Major Corridors 1,650 0 0 0   (0%)

Total1 19,600 9,770 3,800 13,570 (69%)

1 Sum of total stalls used at permanent park-and-ride lots. Total parking supply in King County (owned and leased) is approximately 25,000.
2 Sound Transit will expand South Bellevue Park-and-Ride by 881 stalls as part of East Link. This analysis attributes 441 stalls to the I-405 corridor 
and 440 to the I-90 corridor, and proposed light rail to Issaquah would include a 500-space garage.

2

2
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2,600 Existing Stalls
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3,700 Existing Stalls
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3,700 Existing Stalls

1,260

2,430

4,250 Total number of 
planned and 
proposed stalls

Number of 
proposed stalls 
added by King 
County Metro13,570

Number of planned and 
proposed stalls added by 
Sound Transit

The information included on this map has been compiled by King County staff from a variety of sources and is subject to 
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Total permanent stalls in King County: 22,950  

Total stall demand in corridors: 17,980

Figure 25 
Proposed Future Growth in Park-and-Rides

The information on this map has been compiled by King County from a variety of sources and is subject 
to change without notice. King County makes no representations or warranties, express or implied, as to 
accuracy, completeness, timeliness, or rights to the use of such information. This document is not intended 
for use as a survey product. King County shall not be liable for any general, special, indirect, incidental, or 

misuse of the information on this map. Any sale of this map or information on this map is prohibited except 
by written permission of King County.



METRO CONNECTS – King County Metro Transit Draft Long-Term Plan42

Tools available to increase parking supply:
• Restriping: Restriping existing lots to provide more spaces allows for more 

jurisdictions to ensure consistency with adopted development codes.

• Addition of leased lots: Metro currently leases parking spaces for use at times 
when the property owners, such as churches, have little need for them. Additional 
agreements could be developed with private property owners. We expect leased 
lots will play a particularly important role in the short term, before we would be 
able to expand frequent service to 70 percent of the county’s population or build 
permanent park-and-ride facilities.

• Use of multifamily and commercial lots: Multi-family and commercial 
properties often have parking available when transit parking is in high demand. 

• On-street parking: In some areas, on-street parking is available near transit 
service. City regulations regarding on-street parking vary and the impacts of 
increased parking along transit corridors can be a concern. Metro will work with 
cities on strategies to minimize these impacts.

Tools available to manage parking demand include:
• Increasing utilization. Park-and-ride facilities can be utilized more effectively 

by increasing the number of riders per stall. This could be achieved through use 
of carpools and real time ridesharing apps, and relocation of vanpool meet-ups to 
underutilized lots or those served by fewer transit routes.

• Pricing. Currently, parking at all Metro park-and-ride lots is free. This provides 

used to encourage carpooling, passenger drop-off, and walk and bicycle access.

Transit access investments would:

• Improve options for riders to get to bus stops and light rail stations.

• Allow Metro to partner with cities and other transit agencies to develop location appropriate facilities 
that improve access to transit.

• Include parking improvements
and increase supply.

• Include bicycle and pedestrian facilities that:

o  Add and improve opportunities for secure bike parking at and near transit facilities.

o  Partner with cities to build more than 100 miles of bicycle and pedestrian paths, improving access to transit at 
250 or more locations.
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Today only four major transit 
hubs systemwide have 10,000 
or more daily boardings. All 
four are in downtown Seattle, 
with the largest number of 
boardings at Westlake Station 
and adjacent stops (28,000 
boardings per day).  

In 2040, there could be as 
many as 30 hubs with more 
than 10,000 boardings, spread 
throughout the county. Smaller 
stops and stations across the 
county will also see increased 
ridership.

Safe and well-designed passenger facilities
Well-designed stops, stations, and pathways help keep riders safe and secure and 
make transfers easy.

Today Metro owns and maintains more than 8,000 bus stops, shelters, RapidRide 
stations, and transit centers. With METRO CONNECTS’ planned expansion of transit 
service and additional integration with Sound Transit, the number of Metro-owned 
stops would increase 10 percent. Sound Transit’s planned and proposed investments 
would also add many more light rail stations. 

Not only would there be more stops, stations and transit centers, the volume of 

stops would change, with more riders transferring among buses and rail. METRO 
CONNECTS envisions facility improvements throughout the system to improve 
passenger comfort, provide better information to riders, and make transfers easy.

As part of the long-range planning process, Metro worked with Sound Transit to 

stations are expected to be very busy with passengers transferring to and from buses 
and trains. Consistent design and signage at transit hubs can make travel easier and 
more convenient for passengers. Cities, Metro and Sound Transit can work together 
to create transit centers that are community amenities with gathering spaces, transit-
oriented development, and other desirable features. The vision in METRO CONNECTS 
would create integrated facilities and systems to move people where they need to be, 
supporting economic growth and mobility for individuals and the region. 

Facility design principles
Well-sited and designed facilities are key to a good transit experience. Facilities have 
to be in the right location and allow for fast and easy movement to and through 

people looking for their next transfer point or transit center exit. Stops, stations and 
pathways to reach transit should be accessible to all of our customers, regardless of 
age or ability. This is a baseline expectation Metro will strive to meet.

Lighting, weather protection, security features, and facility designs that limit 
opportunities for criminal activity can help passengers feel safe and comfortable 
while waiting for a bus or a train. Transit centers can also be spaces for residential, 
commercial, and community activities, such as farmers’ markets. These “activated” 
spaces provide eyes on the street and create a friendly and welcoming atmosphere 
for transit customers. 

contribute to attractive “placemaking,” integrating transit with neighborhood and 
economic activity. 

Design features of passenger facilities include:  

• Placement of bus loading zones close to light rail station entrances to create a 
short walking distance for transfers.

• Ample space for passenger loading and circulation.

• Shelters and waiting areas that are covered and have side panels to provide 
protection from rain and wind.
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• 
transfer areas. Signage should be consistent across all major transfer points so 
riders can easily navigate Metro’s and Sound Transit’s systems.

• Street crossings that are highly visible, well-lit, and located to minimize potential 

• Internal and external lighting that help drivers see waiting passengers and creates 
a safer environment for riders, especially at night.

Easy transfers
The 2040 service network envisioned in METRO CONNECTS anticipates a high level 
of transfer activity, whether from buses to trains or buses to buses, with nearly 70 
percent of all transit trips in King County requiring a transfer. To achieve the future 
vision for transit, Metro and partners would need to invest in new hubs and stations, 

dispersed around the county. Amenities would depend on the location, volume of 
transfers, and the modes serving a location, as each travel mode requires different 
treatments to provide a smooth connection for passengers. 

The ways by which riders reach a location —for example walking, driving alone and 

to their size and activity levels, these facilities require a high degree of coordination 
with cities to ensure they are sited in locations that are consistent with land-use 
plans. Private property owners can be partners in their development, by co-locating 
them with TOD or other transit-supportive uses. These partnerships can help reduce 
the costs associated with land acquisition, construction, and permitting. 

Metro evaluated the future needs for transfer locations associated with the proposed 
2040 service network. Figure 26 shows the location and volume of boardings and 
transfer activity anticipated at major transfer points, including light rail stations. A 
total of 85 new or improved transit hubs were included in the analysis, including the 
following:

• All existing, planned, and proposed Sound Transit light rail stations.

• All Metro stops projected to have more than 2,500 daily boardings.

• Other key transfer points and hubs.

Under METRO CONNECTS, Sound Transit and Metro would continue working together 
to provide passenger facilities at existing, planned, and proposed light rail stations 
that are appropriately sized to handle the anticipated passenger and bus volumes. 
We will work together as far in advance of station opening as possible to allow for 
maximum coordination on facilities that work for operations and for customers.
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Figure 26
Transit Centers



METRO CONNECTS – King County Metro Transit Draft Long-Term Plan46

Regional trails
During development of the 
recently constructed Redmond 
Transit Center in Downtown 
Redmond, Metro worked 
with King County Parks and 
Recreation and the City of 
Redmond to provide good 
connections to the Redmond 
Central Connector Trail to the 
south and the Sammamish 
River Trail to the west. This 
was achieved via dedicated 
bike lanes and sidewalks along 
161st Avenue NE and NE 85st 
Street.

Multimodal connections
High-quality connections between Metro’s service and other modes of travel are  
critical for ensuring easy movement throughout King County. Metro has a long history 

contributing to planning for the Pronto! bikeshare system. 

Connecting to trails, sidewalks, bicycle lanes, streetcar stations, ferry terminals, 
and emerging new transportation options helps to give people more travel choices 
and the ability to travel farther without using a car. The PSRC’s Transportation 2040 
plan envisions the development of a transportation system that creates more travel 
choices while preserving environmental quality and open space. 

Bicycles and pedestrians: Transportation 2040 calls for the development of 

locations in the region, including regional transit hubs and urban centers. 

The regional trails network in King County comprises 300 miles of multi-use paths 
used for millions of bicycle and pedestrian trips annually. This network presents 
opportunities to combine cycling or walking with the fast, frequent transit service 
proposed in METRO CONNECTS. 

The proposed development of regional trails is ambitious and targets new 
connections between cities and urban centers. Existing trail routes such as the Burke-
Gilman, Elliott Bay, Mountains to Sound/I-90, West Seattle/Alki, Interurban, Green 
River, and Cedar River trails are all heavily used. Potential trail routes such as the 
SR 520 Trail across Lake Washington, the extension of the Mountains to Sound Trail 
east of Bellevue, and the extensive Eastside Rail Corridor/Cross Kirkland Connector 
trails would enhance the active transportation network and create substantial 
opportunities for regional mobility between cities and employment centers. 

To improve and expand non-motorized connections to transit, Metro would need to 
work with local cities, the King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks, 
and other partners to provide high-quality trail connections, sidewalks, and bicycle 
facilities for our riders, as well as safe and secure bicycle parking at bus stops and 
transit centers.

Growing demand for trails and transit 

King County’s Department of Natural Resources and Parks estimates that up to 10 million trips are made on the 

activity. In 2005, an estimated one-third of all trips on the Burke-Gilman Trail were commute trips. Peak-hour 
observations of trail use since 2005 and factored for seasonality 
provide estimates of hundreds of thousands or millions of annual 
bicycle and pedestrian trips on urban trails. Because these 
observations are peak-hour-based, they suggest that many trips 
are utilitarian, such as commuting. 

The increasing popularity of bicycling ensures that regional trails 
will play an important role in active transportation in the future. 
Metro will work to provide safe and comfortable bicycle and 
pedestrian connections at park-and-rides, major transit centers, 
and trails, and to provide safe and secure bicycle parking.

Photo source: UW Transportation Services
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Ferries: Travel across Puget Sound is another element of the regional transportation 
network. Washington State Ferries has three routes that run out of Seattle, 
connecting to Vashon Island in King County and to Bremerton and Bainbridge Island 
in Kitsap County. These ferries provide service for pedestrians, cyclists, automobiles 
and freight. 

King County’s Marine Division provides passenger-only ferry service. Currently two 
King County Water Taxi routes provide year-round service between downtown Seattle 
and both West Seattle and Vashon Island. Several Metro bus routes connect to the 
ferry terminals in downtown Seattle, West Seattle, and Vashon. The ferry system 
recently replaced its older vessels with higher-capacity new boats that are greener, 
more reliable, and hold up to 26 bicycles. 

The Marine Division as conduced studies of potential system expansion, including 
possible new routes on Puget Sound and Lake Washington and connections to 
expanded transit service. 

accommodate increased ferry ridership in the future. However, Metro will work 
closely with the Marine Division and local jurisdictions to ensure that any new 
terminals have the appropriate transit service, and that development is connected to 
transit-supportive land use that furthers the potential for successful transit.

Streetcar: The City of Seattle currently has two streetcar lines. One connects 
South Lake Union and downtown, while the other connects the Pioneer Square, 
International District, First Hill, and Capitol Hill neighborhoods. The City plans to 
construct an additional line through downtown Seattle, connecting these two lines. 
The result will be a single streetcar line that connects several of the city’s densest 
residential and commercial neighborhoods. Several streetcar stations are located at or 

passenger volumes. 

Figure 27, on the following page, shows several types of multimodal infrastructure 
in relation to the draft METRO CONNECTS service network. If the METRO CONNECTS 
vision is implemented, Metro would work to ensure connections between transit 
service and other modes of travel that are as easy, quick, and comfortable as possible.

Passenger facility investments would:

• Add 1,000 stops and stations, including 85 new and upgraded transit 
hubs by 2040. 

• Ensure that transit facilities are easy and comfortable by:

o Updating design guidelines.

o Coordinating with Sound Transit to provide passenger facilities that 
make it easy to transfer between bus and light rail.

• Continue to improve and expand options for multimodal access 
to our bus service via connections to regional trails, local sidewalks and 
bicycle facilities, streetcar stations, and ferry terminals by:

o Working with partners to ensure facilities work across modes. 

o Design future fare system to allow coordinated fare payment and 
planning.
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Figure 27
King County Multimodal Connections
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Getting on the bus would be fast and easy 

the trip time and cause delays for passengers. Boarding a bus can at times be slow 

strollers, or carts. On many routes, including RapidRide and new trolley buses, 

buses, level boarding, and improved interior designs make boarding easier, more 
comfortable and faster. 

Fare payment also takes time. Boarding is slower for riders paying with cash than 
for those paying with an ORCA card. At RapidRide stations, customers can pay while 
waiting for the bus and board at any door, saving time. 

To speed up boarding and make using transit easier for customers, Metro would: 

• 
strollers and riders who have disabilities. 

• 
and off. 

• Provide safe and convenient securement areas for customers who use mobility 
devices on board. 

• Include amenities that improve the customer experience on buses—for example, 
passenger-controlled rear doors for easy exit. 

• Simplify and speed up fare payment. Improvements could include fare 

the market share of ORCA and other non-cash fare payment.

Our RapidRide system employs many of these features, helping to keep these buses 
moving quickly along their routes.

ORCA ridership has increased steadily since it was introduced in 2009. The ORCA 
Passport program, which brings in partnerships with employers, universities, and 
school districts, has helped greatly expand the number of riders using ORCA cards.  
As of 2015, ORCA business accounts represent 30 percent of Metro’s boardings. 

In 2015 Metro introduced ORCA LIFT, a reduced-fare card for riders who meet the 

service agencies, 25,000 customers registered for ORCA LIFT cards in the program’s 

health care resources at the same time they registered for ORCA LIFT. This program 

expanding this program in the future.

We will also coordinate with other transit agencies to make fare payment simple. We 
will explore opportunities to expand fare payment options for parking, bikeshare 
and carshare providers and TNCs, allowing customers to pay for all stages of a trip 
in real time with a single medium, such as a smartphone. Our vision is to create a 
system where our users have all they need, wherever they are, and the tools to easily 
accomplish each leg of their trips anytime. 

Fares and ORCA
In 2009, Metro partnered 
with six other transit agencies 
in the Central Puget Sound 
Region to introduce the 
ORCA “smartcard” system. 
ORCA gives transit customers 
the advantages of faster 
fare payment and regional 
transfers. Transit agencies 

boardings, more accurate 
ridership data, and improved 
revenue data and regional 
revenue reconciliation.

Vendor support for the current 
ORCA system will expire in 
2021, and the ORCA agencies 
have begun planning for the 
next generation fare collection 
system. Technology has 

the original ORCA system 
was designed, and the ORCA 
partners will be exploring 
opportunities to simplify fare 
payment for customers and 
speed up the fare collection 
process, with possible features 
such as expanding mobile 
payment and simplifying the 
fare structure and product 
offerings.
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Boarding investments would:
• Reduce the amount of time buses spend at stops and make 

boarding faster and easier through:

 
off-board payment, and/or mobile ticketing.

o Faster boarding for wheelchairs through passive restraint systems, for 
bicycles through easier-to-use racks, and for strollers and baggage 
through vehicle coach design.

o  Minimization—if not elimination—of cash payment on board vehicles 
by 2040 by expanding alternative payment methods, providing new 
locations for fare purchases, and other strategies.

These actions will require a comprehensive review of Metro’s fare structure 
and the development of recommendations for improvements in fare payment.

All-door boarding saves time for everyone
Many transit agencies, including Metro, are looking at how to improve and speed 
up the boarding process. The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

doors allowed passengers with valid proof of payment to enter and exit at any door, 
with cash payment only at off-board ticket vending machines or at the front of the 
coach. Overall dwell time decreased an average of 1.5 seconds per customer entry or 
exit—a reduction of 38 percent. 

Time savings like this free up buses to provide more service with the same resources. 
If Metro achieved a similar reduction in dwell time, it could save as much as 50,000 

compliance and faster travel times.

Metro’s current fare system cannot accommodate back door payment, but future 
systems could be designed to be compatible with all-door boarding. A transition to 
all-door boarding would require changes in Metro’s fare structure, major investment 
in off-board fare collection equipment, and additional expenditures for fare 
enforcement personnel.  

Metro’s zone structure and peak surcharge often require customer/operator 
interaction, and complicate the development and use of off-board fare collection 
technology. Simplifying Metro’s fares by eliminating the zone and peak surcharges 
would lower one barrier to all-door boarding, and would speed boarding even in the 
absence of the additional investment needed to implement all-door boarding. Fare 

the seven ORCA agencies to handle regional fare payment for the much-higher levels 
of ridership and intersystem transferring anticipated in METRO CONNECTS.
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Metro service creates jobs
In addition to supporting our 
region’s economy by getting 
people to their jobs, Metro’s 
sizable workforce has a direct 
economic impact that will 
increase as the transit system 
expands.

When we expanded Metro 
service by about 10 percent 
in 2015 and 2016, we hired 
more than 500 new employ-
ees, primarily operators.

The Nuts and Bolts4
CHAPTER

Our people
Attracting and retaining excellent employees is vital to providing excellent transit 
service.

Our bus operators and customer service agents are the outward face of the agency, 
responsible for delivering safe and reliable transportation and high-quality customer 
service every day.

Behind the scenes, many more Metro employees perform an array of jobs. They plan 
and schedule service, purchase, maintain and repair buses; build and maintain cus-
tomer facilities; respond to events affecting service, safety and security; and in many 
other ways support the successful daily operation of the Metro system. 

Today, Metro employs more than 4,600 full and part-time employees, including about 
1,700 full-time and 900 part-time bus operators. We would need to substantially 
grow our workforce to support the expansion of service envisioned in this plan. 

Like any major employer, we face challenges in building and retaining a skilled 
workforce. Operating and supporting a transit system that is rapidly changing and 
growing in complexity would require unique and evolving skill sets. Metro must 
continue to promote safety, adjust to changing policies and technologies, and above 
all provide the highest level of customer service. 

Innovations in vehicle technology such as battery buses, trolley buses with regen-
erative breaking and the ability to travel off-wire, and next-generation hybrid buses 
will mean an increased need for highly specialized, technical experts in vehicle 
maintenance and engineering. Technological innovations such as real-time signage 
and transit signal priority will mean an increased need for staff to plan, operate, and 
maintain complex systems. Increasing customer expectations will continue to require 
operators and front-line staff to be trained to provide excellent customer service 
while focusing on safe operations. These are only a few of the things that Metro 
must address to meet customer needs in a growing transit system consistent with the 
METRO CONNECTS vision.

Metro will need to attract and retain talented employees to remain a transit industry 
leader. Metro must stay competitive with the private sector for hiring and retention. 
Efforts to attract and retain a quality workforce include providing robust training and 
development programs for employees and improving communication throughout the 
workforce. Metro must address a high turnover of existing supervisory and manageri-
al staff in the near-term and focus on building leadership for the future. Finally, Metro 
must maintain a focus on productive labor-management relationships with the unions 
which represent a majority of the workforce. 

What does it take to make a transit system work? A large workforce with a wide 
variety of skills. Places to maintain, repair and store buses. A control center where 
coordinators manage buses on the road by staying in radio contact with hundreds 
of drivers. The ability to respond to breakdowns and emergency events. Along 

that would be needed in all of these areas.
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diesel-electric buses, clean-diesel coaches, electric trolley buses, and battery buses. 

for the metropool commute program. 

vans, maintenance trucks, and more. Our vehicles accommodate the diverse needs 
of our riders and the many functions that support the transit network. 

With the 70 percent increase in service proposed in METRO CONNECTS, we would 
need to buy new buses and vans to support the higher levels of service planned in 

the end of their useful lives, replacements will have to be purchased. While Metro’s 
mechanics have an outstanding record of extending the lives of vehicles, all vehicles 
must be replaced eventually—usually after 12 to 15 years of service. It is estimated 
that in order to provide the service described in METRO CONNECTS we will need to 

service proposed in METRO CONNECTS is outside of peak hours than in the existing 

Each time we purchase new vehicles, we have the opportunity to improve their de-
sign. We would continue to make improvements with the ease, comfort and safety 
of customers and operators in mind, and ensure that we provide fair treatment, ac-

continue to emphasize features that help to make bus stops as speedy and easy for 
passengers as possible, as described in the previous chapter, in addition to other 
criteria such as driver comfort and safety and performance.

We can also proactively include systems to support developing technology. Ad-
vanced technology in the future could improve service quality and delivery in numer-
ous ways. The activation of bus real-time intelligence systems, which provide easy 
and immediate access to useful information about operations and conditions, could 
support the following types of features, although their development would depend 

• Real-time information for customers about the availability of seats, bike storage 
space, and space for wheelchairs or other mobility aids

The Partnership to Achieve 
Comprehensive Equity (PACE) 
is a collaboration between 
Amalgamated Transit Union 
587, Professional and Techni-
cal Employees Local 17, and 
Metro. PACE is committed to 
developing the policies, pro-
cesses, and tools necessary 
to support a work culture 
of inclusion, fairness and 
comprehensive equity for all 
within the agency. 
Early examples of PACE work 
include an updated hiring 
process for the Base Chief 
position, hiring of a Diversity 
and Inclusion Manager, a 
requirement for all interview 
panelists to receive anti-bias 
training, and revisions to the 
customer complaints policy 
and database to ensure the 
system is fair, equitable, and 
effective.

In 2015, PACE received the 
Pacesetter Award from the 
National Public Employer 
Labor Relations Association.

PACE
Comprehensive Equity

Partnership to Achieve To attract and retain talented employees Metro would:

• Stay competitive with the private sector for hiring and retention. 

• Provide robust training and development programs for employees 
and improve communication throughout the workforce. 

• Respond to a high retirement rate of existing supervisory and manage-
rial staff in the near-term by building leadership for the future. 

• Keep up with changing technology and innovation in the transit 
industry.
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• Telematics—vehicle systems that use telecommunications to send, receive and 

problems. 

• Surveillance video that uses license plate readers and object recognition to identify 
cars parked in bus-only lanes. 

• On-board environmental monitors for weather conditions and air pollution. 

• 
pedestrian crossing buttons at intersections to reduce patrons jaywalking to catch 
the bus. 

• Secondary uses of the vehicle, such as an emergency communications hub or 
power generator. 

leader in adopting diesel-electric hybrid bus technology, and we recently replaced 

hybrid or electric, and we are preparing for rapidly evolving electric vehicle technol-

The King County Strategic Climate 
Action Plan calls for a 10 percent 
reduction in normalized energy use 
in Metro Transit operations by 2020, 
compared to a 2014 baseline. As 
shown in Figure 28, Metro is already 
making progress towards this goal. 
The SCAP also calls for a 10 percent 
increase in alternative fuel use across 

-
ternative fuel sources include electric-
ity, biofuels, compressed natural gas, 

hybrid, battery drive, or propane.

Figure 28
King County SCAP Goals for 
Fleet Energy Use

Fleet investments would:
• Enable Metro to procure state-of-the-art vehicles to provide and 

support expanded service.

• Replace vehicles at the end of their useful lives.

• Use design criteria
operator needs.

•  by piloting new  
propulsion systems, including battery buses.

• Meet SCAP goals of 10 percent reduction in normalized energy use by 
2020, compared to a 2014 baseline and increase alternative fuel use by 
10 percent by 2025, compared to 2014.
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Trolley network

trolley buses. (The others are San Francisco, Dayton, Boston, and Philadelphia; in 
Canada, Vancouver and Toronto also operate trolleys.) Metro’s trolley bus network 
dates back to the 1940s when the system was designed, in part, to help buses navi-
gate Seattle’s steep hills—something not as easily done with diesel coaches. Today, 
the 70-mile electric trolley bus network carries about 74,000 daily rides, or about 20 
percent of the countywide network. 

Trolley buses are ideal for Seattle’s dense and hilly urban centers and villages. Metro’s 

short distances, minimizing the need to run diesel buses when there are power 
outages or blockages. The new articulated trolley buses have back doors that can be 
user-operated, layouts designed to accommodate many passengers on some of the 
Metro’s busiest routes, and other passenger amenities. 

In addition to the buses themselves, the trolley network infrastructure includes over-
head wires and poles, substations, Atlantic Base and the Power Distribution building.

Fiscal partnerships would be crucial to future expansion of the trolley bus network 
envisioned in METRO CONNECTS. The guiding policies of both Metro and the City 

Department of Transportation (SDOT) is working closely with Metro as we look at 
expanding the trolley bus network. SDOT has begun acquiring grant funds to electrify 
service between the University District and Mount Baker. The Seattle Transit Master 

-
Ride lines would use trolley buses. The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) considers 

the trolley overhead and associated infrastructure. Other FTA grant programs could 
be sought to help fund expansions. 

Metro’s trolley system  
operates on

20%  

1Trolley routes 
2, 3, 4, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 36,  

43, 44, 47, 49, 70

of Metro’s weekday riders.

CARRY

of two-way overhead wire  
in Seattle.

70 MILES

of Metro’s .

The new trolley purchase 
represents over

12%  

Figure 29 
The Trolley System Today 
(2016)
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METRO CONNECTS includes several kinds of trolley projects to ensure that trolley bus 
service is part of our growing system. Metro would invest strategically in the trolley 

new service concepts to operate successfully. These include places that have frequent 
service, common overhead wires with existing trolley bus routes, steep hills and 
dense urban service areas. 

Several kinds of trolley projects are included in METRO CONNECTS: 
• 

An example of this type of project would be new wire connecting NE 43rd Street 
between 15th Avenue NE and Memorial Way NE. 

• 
wire to new streets could allow new routes to be converted to trolley bus service, 
particularly where existing routes travel long distances under overhead wire. An 

Avenue. 

• System maintenance and improvement. Keeping infrastructure in a state of good 
repair through regular maintenance and planned replacement cycles would 
ensure that the trolley system can meet future rider needs. An example of this 
type of project is replacing aging substations to make the system more energy 

Trolley investments would:
• Enable Metro to maintain the trolley system in state of good repair.

• Identify new funding and partnerships for extensions to the trolley 
network.

• Replace substations and other supporting infrastructure and explore 
adapting the power distribution system to provide for electric charging.
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Layover areas
Layover is time built into bus schedules between a bus’s arrival at the end of a route 
and its departure for the next trip. Layover time serves multiple purposes, providing 
break time for operators, allowing buses to get back on schedule if the preceding trip 
was late, and allowing buses to depart at regular, predictable intervals (e.g. every 
10 minutes). Layover areas are located throughout the county, either on-street or off-
street, such as at a transit center. 

Metro attempts to have layover areas as close as possible to the start and end of 
routes, to avoid spending time and money getting buses into position between trips. 

the amount of time buses travel to the beginning or end of routes. They must have 
adequate restroom facilities for operators in facilities or nearby businesses. These 

we have to drive empty buses long distances to reach layover spaces. Layover can 
also have a positive impact on transit reliability. Buses located near the beginning of 
the route, with the appropriate operator facilities, can start on time. 

On-street layovers are spaces where buses park along curbs in regular street right-
of-way. Since Metro does not control streets, we partner closely with the jurisdictions 
that we serve across King County to secure layover space. We site on-street layovers 

to adjacent properties. However, there is often pressure to reduce or move layovers 
as property is developed or when use of properties changes. This pressure can be 
particularly acute in dense urban areas such as downtown cores, where develop-
ment pressure is large but where layover space is most needed because of the large 
amount of transit service starting and ending at major destinations. There is increas-
ing competition for limited curb space in many areas. 

Metro currently has layovers that accommodate approximately 530 buses. Transit ser-
vice network changes envisioned in METRO CONNECTS would affect both the number 
of layover spaces needed and the location of them. 

We estimate that 240 additional layover spaces would be needed to accommodate 
the 2040 network—an increase of approximately 50 percent over today. This is 
largely due to the need for new layover space to be off-street and anticipation that 
some on-street layover spaces would no longer be available in the future due to 
development pressure. Many of these spaces would be needed in dense urban areas 
throughout the county, including downtown Seattle. This would require updating and 
renegotiating numerous agreements that currently secure layover space for Metro, 
and developing new agreements for the future. 

METRO CONNECTS includes several kinds of layover projects:  
• Metro would continue to work with jurisdictions to site on-street layover areas 

or build off-street layovers where we expect to have a long-term need, such as in 
downtown Seattle. We’ll also work with property owners and builders to incorpo-
rate layovers that have rider facilities as part of new development. Transit-orient-
ed development projects are great opportunities for these types of partnerships. 

• Metro would continue partnerships with other government agencies to secure 
layover space. Moving away from on-street layover in some instances offers ben-

facilities. This would build on successful joint agreements that currently exist with 
Sound Transit, Community Transit, and Pierce Transit at facilities in Tukwila and 
Auburn. King County Housing Authority is another potential partner. 



  METRO CONNECTS – King County Metro Transit Draft Long-Term Plan 57

• Metro would ensure that adequate layover is provided consistent with plans for 
additional park-and-ride and transit-oriented developments outlined in METRO 
CONNECTS. 

Layover investments would:

• Allow continued work with jurisdictions to site on-street layover areas 
or build off-street layovers in order to meet an anticipated growth in long-
term need of 50 percent over today. 

• Provide for innovative work with property owners and builders to incor-
porate layovers that have rider facilities as part of new development, such 
as transit-oriented development projects.

Bus bases and support facilities 
Long before a Metro bus arrives at your stop, many hands prepare it for the trip. 
Mechanics do maintenance or repairs. Employees clean and fuel the bus and may 
post “rider alerts” about upcoming service changes. Drivers check in and learn about 
events that might affect transit service that day. Activities like these are performed at 
bases where buses are parked when not in operation. Storing and maintaining buses 
requires physical space, infrastructure, and a well-trained workforce. All of these 
pieces must be in place in order for Metro to provide the service proposed in METRO 
CONNECTS.

Safety and security

work to make Metro one of the safest modes of travel for our customers and a safe 
place to work for our employees. 

• Safety of customers, employees. We have limited Metro facility space for fare 

necessary equipment that goes along with that. We plan to install more cameras, 
controlled access points (doors, gates, etc) in order to secure the behind-the-
scenes transit facilities. Safety on board buses and at stops and stations, transit 
centers, and park-and-rides would remain a priority. 

• Shared facilities including expanded Link stations. Metro would continue to 
work with partners at shared facilities to ensure that these facilities are safe and 
secure for riders and employees.

• Metro Transit Police. As the system grows and our urban centers expand, the 
need for security and protecting the riding public would grow. Although there 

know that we would need more personnel, vehicles, technology and equipment 
as well as more space for facilities. 

• Security and enforcement around transit facilities. Bus-only lanes, busways, 
high-occupancy vehicle lanes, and roadway features that keep buses moving are 

keeping transit moving. 



METRO CONNECTS – King County Metro Transit Draft Long-Term Plan58

Intelligent transportation systems (ITS)
The transportation industry is on the verge of being transformed by technologies that 
will interconnect travelers, vehicles, management centers and the roadway itself. 
Metro has been a leader in the use of Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) includ-
ing the introduction of a wireless communications network on its RapidRide service 

to pay their fares before boarding, as well as delivering next bus information to 
the roadside. Metro will build on this architecture to deliver these and other im-
provements system wide, and connecting the management of transit with the other 
transportation modes to make our service faster, more reliable, easier to use, and 
a transparent component of the region’s transportation network. Many of Metro’s 
concepts for future use of ITS are mentioned throughout this plan, including:

• Intelligent buses that report the number of available seats, bike rack and ADA 
space occupancy, live engine diagnostics, monitor weather and pollution, commu-
nicate with the road network and other vehicles, and more.

• Integration of public and private travel options such as bus, light and commuter 
rail, and TNCs like Uber and Lyft into a single trip planning and payment system.

• Integration of transit system management with the other regional management 
centers such as WSDOT and the City of Seattle.

• Other future technologies such as automated (driverless) buses, and active safety 
systems.

Bus bases 
Metro’s bases support an average of 200 buses 
each. All Metro bases support both operations and 
maintenance facilities. Metro is currently very near 
capacity at existing bases, limiting our ability to add 

In order to support the proposed service network, 
we would need two or three additional bases to 

-
ties that require extensive work to site, plan, and 
design. 

The exact facilities required would depend on 
many factors, such as the sizes of buses needed, 
the propulsion technologies, and partnerships with 
other transit providers. Bases would be sited and 
designed according to key criteria:

• Sustainability. King County’s Green Building and Sustainable Development Ordi-
nance sets green building requirements to reduce waste and increase operational 

• Location.
the start and end points of service, limiting the distance vehicles’ travel without 
passengers. Locating facilities near transit service also gives operators options for 
how to get to work. 

• Partnerships. Metro has agreements with Sound Transit to share bus base ca-

space near the beginnings and ends of routes. 

South Base
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• Change.

buses and expanding the number of battery and hybrid buses. 

• Operational success. Bases would be located and designed to allow for op-
erations and maintenance to occur in an effective manner, including providing 
facilities for employees. 

• Employee parking. Bases must provide adequate space for employees to park 
on-site.

Metro is continuously exploring ways to maximize the use of facilities and reduce 
costs. An example of this is our current practice of parking some buses from North 
Base at bases near downtown Seattle during the day, rather than driving empty 
buses back to the base. Metro would continue to pursue innovative ideas for use of 
existing facilities, such as using park-and-rides for overnight bus parking.   

Support facilities 
Beyond the bases, a variety of facilities are required to support the transit network. 
All of these facilities and functions would need to be expanded and accommodated 
if Metro service grows as proposed in this plan. Key support facilities are described 
below.

Operations support. More people would be needed to manage and support the 
operation of a growing transit system. The Transit Control Center manages and tracks 
buses and requires specialized equipment to ensure that controllers and operators 

Training facilities are required to give operators training before they begin driving 
buses and to keep their skills fresh. These include classroom space and test areas for 
driving buses. 

trips. Metro Transit Police would need a headquarters that accommodates a larger 
police force for a larger system.

Maintenance and power distribution facilities. Facilities would be needed to pro-
vide space for staff who build, repair, maintain, and clean Metro facilities. Expanding 
the system as envisioned in METRO CONNECTS means more bus stops, shelters, and 
park-and-rides that would need regular cleaning, repair, and maintenance. Higher 
ridership and RapidRide expansion would mean a need for enhanced facilities such 
as shelters and signage at stops that exist today but do not have many amenities. 

supply storage, and vehicle storage. Expanded use of technology both in vehicles, at 
stops, on buses, and at park-and-rides means more space would be needed for sign 
maintenance, radio maintenance, battery charging and more. 

All of these functions require highly trained employees and facilities located as 
close to the major areas of service as possible. New concepts for customer informa-
tion, such as electronic marketing kiosks, require special equipment. As technology 
advances enable us to better serve riders, Metro must ensure that adequate facilities 
and highly-trained employees are in place to keep those systems up and running. 



METRO CONNECTS – King County Metro Transit Draft Long-Term Plan60

is needed for rider information phone representatives, planning, engineering, mar-
keting, information technology, and other functions that support the overall transit 
system. Expansion of service as envisioned in this plan would create a need for some 
of these functions to grow, particularly as new capital projects are planned, designed, 
and built. 

handling money and fare media that riders pay with every day. Even as fare payment 
becomes less reliant on cash, there are still likely to be kiosks, ticket vending ma-
chines, or other facilities that will require cash processing. 

Non-revenue vehicle maintenance facility. A new facility would probably be need-
ed to support an increase in the number of vehicles, types of vehicles, and heavy-du-
ty vehicles used for maintenance.

Bus base and support facility investments would:

• Enable Metro to build the facility and support capacity to handle the 
equivalent of three new bases over the lifetime of the plan. This includes 
the near-term need to increase capacity given that current service utilizes 
nearly all available base capacity today.

• Study and fund operational changes to reduce dwell time and improve 
reliability systemwide, such as:

enabling us to make adjustments that help maintain spacing between 
buses and respond to service disruptions.

o Managing all frequent service by headways rather than schedule by 

o Working with partners to improve incident response options that 
keep buses moving through delays, such as installation of temporary 
bus-only lanes that maximize person throughput when major delays 
occur.
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Metro’s Strategic Plan for Public Transportation offers a framework for how Metro 
can work to give the public the highest quality transportation products and services 
possible. The strategic plan guides Metro by laying out goals, objectives, strategies 
and performance measures for transit in King County. 

As we updated our strategic plan and conducted regional initiatives such as the 
Alternative Services Implementation Plan, the Access to Transit Study, the Non-Motor-
ized Connectivity Study and the Regional Transit Task Force, an interest in developing 

transit interacts with local land-use planning. 

METRO CONNECTS builds on the principles laid out in the strategic plan and on the 
other planning initiatives. It is a plan for an integrated transportation system that 
connects people to opportunity, protects our environment, and knits together our 
growing cities. 

METRO CONNECTS is the product of an intense collaborative process with transit users, 
King County cities, unincorporated areas, Sound Transit and other transportation 
agencies, businesses and other stakeholders. They worked together over 18 months 
to develop a shared vision of better mobility in our region. This shared regional vision 
describes a desired end state for transit in 2040 and gives us a framework for decision- 
making toward the interim year 2025. 

The primary purpose of METRO CONNECTS is to help us ensure that the decisions we 
make today and tomorrow will help us implement, over time, our shared regional 
vision for transit with as much certainty as possible. 

Importantly, METRO CONNECTS supports and includes local plans. Metro worked with 
all cities in King County to create a proposed transit service network that ensures 
future transit service supports economic growth and local land-use changes. 

Implementing the Vision5
CHAPTER

Metro can’t achieve the METRO CONNECTS vision all at once, and we can’t do it 
alone. Collaboration, partnerships, and incremental change over time will be the 
keys to getting there.

METRO CONNECTS  
envisions Metro working 
to sync up transit service 
expansion with changes  
in land-use patterns and 
development, and to be 
relevant in the places where 
people want to use the  
system now and in the 
future.
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METRO CONNECTS will be a living document that we expect to update every six 
years. Intermediate changes that occur on the ground and to local plans will be up-
dated in future iterations of METRO CONNECTS, as shown in Figure 30. This iterative 
process will contribute to an enduring consensus about the future of transit and help 
us effectively implement a shared regional vision for transit even as plans change and 
the system evolves. Updating the plan will help cities realize their individual visions 
for the future as well. The interplay between METRO CONNECTS, the Service Guide-
lines, and local land use and comprehensive plans is shown in Figure 31.

Figure 30
METRO CONNECTS Update 
Cycle

Implementation program
Metro currently makes service decisions using our Service Guidelines, which help 
us evaluate, design and modify transit services to meet changing needs and deliver 
high-quality service. The guidelines are based on three important principles: produc-
tivity, geographic value and social equity. 

To implement the METRO CONNECTS vision, Metro would use these three principles 
to ensure that we both move toward our shared regional vision and that the service 

be informed by both the Service Guidelines and METRO CONNECTS. It would be de-
veloped by Metro, the King County Executive and the King County Council, in collabo-
ration with cities and transportation stakeholders.

Figure 31
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METRO CONNECTS’ Implementation Program would reconcile the near-term needs 

This process would require frequent, strong, ongoing coordination with Sound Transit, 
King County cities, and other stakeholders. The development of the Implementation 
Program would be the primary tool King County would use to coordinate near-term 
(less than six years) plans for service and complementary capital investments. This 
collaboration would enable Metro to closely coordinate activities such as transit 
priority with jurisdictions. 

The Implementation Program would also provide a solid basis for community engage-
ment when we begin a service change proposal.

Metro will consider the following planning factors as part of the Implementation 
Program:

• 

• Corridors above or below the All-Day and Peak-Only Network target service level 

• Duplication of services.

• Mismatch between service and ridership/potential demand.

• Major transportation network changes.

• Major development or land use changes.

When identifying areas for inclusion in the Implementation Program, the following 
resources and investment needs would be considered:

• Existing service hours on routes within the project area.

• The amount of service hours estimated to bring all corridors in the project area up 
to target service levels (per the Service Guidelines).

• The amount of service hours needed to implement a RapidRide line and associat-
ed route changes (if one is within the project area).

• The amount of service hours needed to meet service investments proposed in 
METRO CONNECTS.

By considering both the planning factors and available resources, the Implementa-

Guidelines with the METRO CONNECTS service network and vision.

Investing together: What it would take  
Implementation of the METRO CONNECTS vision would fundamentally change the 
way transit works in King County, and we will need to work together as a region to 
fully implement it. 

Metro would expand current efforts to collaborate with local jurisdictions and stake-

-
nerships. Achieving the vision relies on investments that enable transit to serve more 
people, in more places, in more ways. 
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Examples of needed investments: 

• Expand the RapidRide program and support frequent and express lines with  
infrastructure to keep them running quickly and on time.

• Build passenger facilities to accommodate many more people while facilitating 
easier and safer connections.

• Provide 70 percent more bus service than today—from 3.5 million hours to  
6 million hours.

• Continue to support the existing infrastructure in a state of good repair that 
ensures the system is safe and reliable.

While many of the investments would need to come from Metro, in order to fully 
-

ments as well. 

We would rely on partnerships to:   

• Create more than 600 miles of roadway and transit priority improvements to 
make transit run faster and more reliably.

• Improve passenger amenities at more than 4,500 bus stops, shelters, stations and 
transit centers.

• Develop more than 100 miles of bicycle and pedestrian paths and dozens of 
secure bicycle parking facilities at major transit hubs around King County.

• Increase park-and-ride capacity by approximately 40 percent.

• Identify ways to help transit move through regional bottlenecks.

• Partner to address any permitting and other issues that would be required to  
provide the operating infrastructure necessary to support the expanded service 
levels that METRO CONNECTS proposes.

Service investment 

2040—from today’s system of 3.5 million hours to a future system of 6 million hours. 

Today, $600 million is spent annually to operate current service hours. By 2040, an 
additional $500 million annually (in 2015 dollars), would allow us to implement 
the METRO CONNECTS operating improvements, bringing frequent service to within 

options.     

Currently, Metro’s primary sources of revenue are sales tax, property tax, fares, and 
federal and state grants. Forecasted growth in existing revenue streams of taxes, 
fares, grants and other service partnership funding would cover some of the pro-
posed METRO CONNECTS service investments. To fund the remaining investment, the 
county would look to additional federal, state and local funding options and partner-
ships to implement METRO CONNECTS by 2040.
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Capital investments 

optimal transit travel conditions for speed and on-time performance, as well as 

Metro would also invest in technology and supporting infrastructure to support the 
enhanced customer experience we envision.

Metro’s underlying capital program supports the maintenance of the existing system 

service investments are made, corresponding investments would also be required for 
vehicles and operating facilities. To maintain existing infrastructure in a state of good 
repair and meet the objectives outlined in METRO CONNECTS, it is estimated that 
between 2018 and 2040 Metro would invest approximately $17 billion in year-of- 
expenditure dollars on capital investments, of which approximately $7 billion would 
be associated with maintaining the assets and infrastructure that supports the 
baseline service levels. Figure 32 illustrates how those capital investments would be 
distributed among the major capital elements.

As with the service investments, forecasted growth in existing revenue streams of 
taxes, fares, grants and other funding would cover some of the proposed METRO 
CONNECTS capital investments. To fund the remaining investment, the county would 
look to additional federal, state and local funding options and partnerships.

Figure 32
Capital Investments
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First steps 
METRO CONNECTS outlines not only a vision for 2040, but also a vision and service 
network for 2025—roughly when all known and funded Sound Transit projects will 
be complete. (See a map of the METRO CONNECTS 2025 network on p. 67.) This 
interim time frame provides the starting point for discussion about how Metro would 

By 2025, METRO CONNECTS calls for Metro to:

•  The current Service 

County to better serve the transit demand in a socially equitable and geographi-
cally fair way. Increasing Metro’s service to meet these needs is an opportunity to 
begin implementing the METRO CONNECTS service network and service levels.

• Restructure around Link light rail expansion. By 2025, Link will be extended 
north to Lynnwood with stops at Northgate and NE 145th Street. Link will also 
extend east to Overlake Transit Center in Redmond and south to Highline College 
in Des Moines. Each of these changes to the light rail system will provide an 
opportunity to review the entire transit network and begin to build the METRO 
CONNECTS service network and service levels.

• Build new RapidRide lines in coordination with the City of Seattle and other 
partners. An expanded RapidRide network is the centerpiece of the METRO 
CONNECTS frequent network, which features enhanced levels of service and will 
integrate with our region’s high-capacity transit network to connect our urban 
centers.   
METRO CONNECTS proposes the creation of 18 RapidRide lines across King 
County by 2025. Some of these are already funded in partnership with the City 
of Seattle by the Move Seattle levy. If METRO CONNECTS is implemented, these 
corridors would be accompanied by capital investments in roadway infrastructure 
to keep transit moving quickly and on time, and in enhanced passenger amenities 
to improve the rider experience.

• Expand the capacity of Metro’s transit system. To meet the growing demand 
for transit in the region, Metro needs expanded capacity for buses, which includes 
not only the actual vehicles, but also the infrastructure to support those vehicles. 

expanding bus base capacity, and hiring operators and other personnel to support 
an expanded transit system.

• Facilitate more and better access to the transit system. In conjunction with 
other transit agencies and cities, Metro would continue efforts to improve options 
for transit riders to get to bus stops and light rail stations. Options would include 

manage demand and increase supply. We would also continue to work with local 
jurisdictions to improve bicycle and pedestrian facilities to make it easier to access 
transit.
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PROPOSED DRAFT: 3/24/2016  
SOUND TRANSIT 3: DRAFT SYSTEM PLAN PROJECT LIST  
In August 2015, following extensive public input, the Sound Transit Board identified projects to be studied as candidates for inclusion in the ST3 system plan. On December 4, 
2015, Sound Transit presented the results of those studies, which document estimates of ridership and cost, as well as evaluations of other factors for each project. The Board will 
draw on these studies as it narrows in on a draft ST3 system plan. The following is a listing of representative projects that have been identified for the Draft ST3 System Plan. 
 

PROJECT NAME MODE DESCRIPTION 

LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT PROJECTS 
Redmond Technology Center 
Station to SE Redmond to 
Downtown Redmond (East Link) 

Light Rail This project would extend East Link to Downtown Redmond, as described in ST Board Resolution R2013-09 and the FTA and 
FHWA Record of Decision. The project would include two new stations.   

Kent/Des Moines to Federal Way  
Transit Center  

Light Rail This project would extend light rail from Kent/Des Moines to the Federal Way Transit Center via I-5. The portion of this project from 
Kent/Des Moines to S 272nd is part of the ST2 program; however, due to reduced agency revenues experienced during the recent 
recession, implementation was deferred.  This project would include two new stations. 

Ballard to Downtown  
(including second subway tunnel 
through Downtown Seattle) 

Light Rail This project would build light rail from Downtown Seattle to Ballard’s Market Street area. It would include elevated and at-grade 
light rail on 15th Avenue NW and Elliott Avenue West and a rail-only movable bridge over Salmon Bay. It includes a new rail-only 
tunnel through the Uptown neighborhood and Downtown Seattle. This project would include nine new stations.  

Federal Way  Transit Center to 
Tacoma Dome 

Light Rail This project would extend light rail from Federal Way Transit Center to Tacoma via I-5 with four new stations including one serving 
the Tacoma Dome.  

Downtown Seattle to West Seattle Light Rail This project would provide a light rail connection from Downtown Seattle to the vicinity of West Seattle’s Alaska Junction 
neighborhood including an alignment primarily on an elevated guideway, and a new rail-only fixed span crossing of the Duwamish 
River. This project would include five new stations including a transfer connection at SODO.  

Lynnwood to Everett Light Rail 
This project would provide an elevated and at-grade light rail extension from the Lynnwood Transit Center to Everett Station via the 
Southwest Everett Industrial Center and Evergreen Way.  This project would include six new stations including one serving Everett 
Station. The project would also include two provisional stations, SR 99 and Northern Evergreen. Funding not currently included in 
the Draft System Plan would have to be identified in order for these stations to be built.  

Bellevue to Issaquah  Light Rail This project would build light rail from Bellevue to Issaquah via Eastgate. This project would include three new stations and a 
provisional station in the Lakemont area. This provisional station would require identification of additional funding not currently 
included in the Draft System Plan in order to be built. 

Infill Light Rail Station: Graham 
Street 

Light Rail This project would provide a new infill station on the Central Link light rail line in the vicinity of Graham Street. 

Infill Light Rail station: Boeing 
Access Road 

Light Rail This project would provide a new infill station on the Central Link light rail line in the vicinity of Boeing Access Road and I-5. 

Infill Light Rail Station: 130th  

 (Provisional) 
Light Rail  This project would be included as a provisional elevated station at I-5 and NE 130th Street along the Lynnwood Link Extension 

corridor. The station was identified by the Sound Transit Board as a potential future station during the selection of the route, profile, 
and stations for the Lynnwood Link Extension. This project would require identification of additional funding not currently included in 
the Draft System Plan in order to be built. 

Tacoma Link Extension to Tacoma 
Community College 

Light Rail This project would extend Tacoma Link from Downtown Tacoma to Tacoma Community College with six new stations. 

BUS RAPID TRANSIT & BUS PROJECTS 
 

I-405 Bus Rapid Transit Bus Rapid 
Transit 

This project would establish BRT from Lynnwood Transit Center to the Burien Transit Center via I-405 and SR 518. The project 
would rely on the I-405 express toll system where available, and BAT lanes on SR 518 from Tukwila to Burien. Project elements 
include parking, station access improvements, and ten stations, including a new transit center in South Renton and a new station at 
NE 85th St. with BAT lanes extending toward Downtown Kirkland.  

145th and SR 522 Bus Rapid 
Transit 

Bus Rapid 
Transit 

This project would design and implement BRT on NE 145th Street between the Link station at I-5 and SR 522 with transit priority 
spot treatments used to facilitate BRT movement through corridor bottlenecks.  The project would design and implement the 
completion of Business Access Transit (BAT) lanes along SR 522 from the intersection of NE 145th and SR 522 to the vicinity of 
UW Bothell.  This project would include ten stations.  Service would also extend to Woodinville.  

King County Metro 
Rapid Ride C and D Capital  
Improvements 

Bus Rapid 
Transit 

This project would design and implement transit priority improvements along King County Metro’s Rapid Ride C and D lines that 
provide BRT service to Ballard and West Seattle as an early deliverable to provide improved speed and reliability, in advance of 
light rail starting operations to these areas. 

ST Express Service Express Bus This project would fund capital and operating improvements for ST Express regional bus service supporting the high-capacity 
transit extensions that are selected for the Sound Transit 3 measure.  

Proposed Bus on Shoulder 
Program: Opportunities along I-5, I-
405, SR 518, and SR 167    

 

Bus  This program proposes to enable buses to use shoulders on freeway and state route facilities during periods of congestion in 
general traffic and/or HOV lanes. This program will require coordination and further study with transit partners, WSDOT, and 
Federal Highway Administration in order to determine locations that may be feasible for this program. 

Capital Enhancements to Improve 
Bus Speed and Reliability between 
East Pierce County cities and 
Sumner Sounder Station 

Bus This project would provide capital improvements to facilitate the efficient flow of new and expanded bus connections to Sumner 
Station. 

Bus Capital Enhancements for 
Speed, Reliability and Convenience 
along Pacific Avenue (Tacoma) 

 

 

 

 

 

Bus This project would provide a capital contribution to Pierce Transit for bus capital enhancements for speed, reliability, and 
convenience along Pacific Avenue in Tacoma. 
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PROJECT NAME MODE DESCRIPTION 

SOUNDER COMMUTER RAIL PROJECTS 

South Sounder Capital 
Improvements Program 

Commuter Rail This project would establish a program of capital elements that would be used to meet growing demand for South Sounder. Access 
elements could include improvements for pedestrians, bicyclists, buses, private vehicles, prioritized per Sound Transit’s Access 
Policy. Additional program elements could include platform extensions, track and signal upgrades, and other related infrastructure 
to facilitate additional capacity.  

Sounder Expansion to DuPont Commuter Rail  This project would extend Sounder commuter rail service from Lakewood to Tillicum and DuPont with two new stations. 

North Sounder Parking Commuter Rail  This project would provide an early deliverable within the ST3 System Plan by providing additional parking at Mukilteo and 
Edmonds Sounder Stations.  

HCT STUDIES, POLICIES & PROGRAMS 
 

Future System Planning (ST4) Policies and 
Programs 

This project would include funds for planning efforts supporting a potential future Sound Transit 4 ballot measure that continues 
progress toward implementing Sound Transit’s Long-Range Plan. 

HCT Study: Light Rail Extending 
from West Seattle to Burien and 
extending to the Light Rail Spine 

Light Rail This study would examine a light rail extension from West Seattle to Burien, including the connection from Burien to the light rail 
spine. The study would be completed in coordination with local transit partners to examine a variety of options for service provision 
and to maximize opportunities for regional integration. 

HCT Study: Northern Lake 
Washington   

Light Rail This study would examine options for expanding light rail transit connections across northern Lake Washington that may be needed 
when ridership demand exceeds available capacity. This study would examine alternatives including and parallel to SR 522 and SR 
520, as well as connections from Ballard to Kirkland, Sand Point to Kirkland, and Redmond and/or Bellevue. This study would also 
examine connections to the University of Washington. This study can consider potential upgrades in existing service and/or 
improved connections. It should be completed in coordination with local transit partners to examine a variety of options for service 
provision and to maximize opportunities for regional integration. 

HCT Study: Commuter Rail to 
Orting  

Commuter Rail This study would examine a future extension of a commuter rail connection from Orting to the existing South Sounder System.  

HCT Study: Connections from 
Everett to North Everett 

Light Rail  This study would examine a future extension of light rail from Everett to North Everett.  

HCT  Environmental Study: Bothell 
to Bellevue via Kirkland 

HCT This study would complete an environmental study to examine HCT options from Bothell to Bellevue via Kirkland.  

Improved Passenger Amenities at 
Stations and Stops 

HCT  This program would provide improved passenger amenities at stations and stops, including access improvements for 
bikes/pedestrian improvements, real time information expansion at stations/stops; Expand use of ORCA and/or Mobile Pay options; 
Access for drop-off and pick-up capacity at stations, transit services, car share services, and private vehicles. 

System Access Program 
(Pedestrian and bicycle access, 
bicycle parking, transit) 

Policies and 
Programs 

This program would fund access improvements for Sound Transit stations and facilities including non-motorized access, bicycle 
parking and facilities, bus transit access and expanded drop-off/pick-up as needed. This program includes a mode of access data 
collection program and station area access studies. Funds would be prioritized per Sound Transit’s System Access Policy.  This 
program would provide funding in addition to the non-motorized access funds included for individual projects. 

Innovation and Technology 
Program 

Policies and 
Programs 

This program would fund research, analysis, and implementation of innovative best practices, partnerships, and technologies to 
increase ridership, improve service, and enhance efficiency of regional mobility outside of new investments in large capital projects.  

Transit-Oriented Development 
Planning Program 

Policies and 
Programs 

This program would fund TOD analysis and support beyond the planning phase of transit capital project development in 
anticipation of sale, lease, or transfer of surplus properties or air rights to third parties. All analysis and property disposition would 
be conducted in accordance in with applicable board policy including TOD Policy (Resolution No. R2012-24). This program would 
provide funding in addition in the ST3 funds assumed for Regional Equitable TOD fund. 
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2023 ST2 System
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Projects Scheduled
Completion

University Link Extension 2016

Angle Lake Link Extension 2016

Northgate Link Extension 2021

Tacoma Link Extension
(partnership project to be baselined in Q2 
2017)*

2022*

East Link Extension 2023

Lynnwood Link Extension 2023

Extension to Kent/Des Moines 2023



DRAFT ST3 System Plan: 
Early Deliverables
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Projects Draft Schedule

Early Deliverables to improve bus speed and 
reliability: 
• Bus on Shoulder Opportunities: I-5, I-405, SR 518, SR 167
• Capital improvements for RapidRide C and D Routes
• Bus capital Improvements for Pacific Ave. (Tacoma)
• Bus capital improvements in East Pierce County

Early Deliverables to improve system access: 
• Parking on SR 522 in Kenmore, Forest Park, and Bothell
• I-405: Parking at Kingsgate and new transit center in South 

Renton with parking
• Parking for North and South Sounder
• Passenger amenities, including pedestrian and bicycle 

improvements

2019-2024



DRAFT ST3 System Plan:
Light Rail
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Projects Draft 
Schedule

Redmond Technology Center to Downtown LRT 2028

Kent/Des Moines to Federal Way LRT 2028

Federal Way to Tacoma Dome LRT 2033

West Seattle to Downtown Seattle LRT 2033

Lynnwood to 128th St. SW (Mariner) LRT 2036

Infill Light Rail Station: Graham Street 2036

Infill Light Rail Station: Boeing Access Road. 2036

Ballard to Downtown Seattle LRT (with new downtown rail tunnel) 2038

Tacoma Link Extension to Tacoma Community College 2041

128th St. SW (Mariner) to Everett LRT via Southwest Everett 
Industrial Center and Evergreen Way

2041

Bellevue to Issaquah LRT 2041



DRAFT ST3 System Plan:
BRT and ST Express
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Projects Draft 
Schedule

ST Express: 
• Approximately 600K annual hours to 

continue providing interim express bus 
service in future HCT corridors

On-going

I-405 BRT: Lynnwood to Burien 2024

SR 522 & 145th St. BRT: 
• UW Bothell to 145th Light Rail Station
• Includes service from Woodinville

2024



DRAFT ST3 System Plan : 
Sounder
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Projects Draft 
Schedule

Lakewood to DuPont Sounder 2036

South Sounder Capital Improvements 
Program: 
• Program to fund capital items as such as 

track improvements, platform extensions, 
and access projects to meet growing 
demand

2024-2036



DRAFT ST3 System Plan : 
Environmental and Future 

Investment Studies

9

Studies
HCT Environmental Study: Bothell to Bellevue via Kirkland 

HCT Study: Northern Lake Washington

HCT Study: Light Rail extending from West Seattle to Burien, and 
connecting to Light Rail Spine 

HCT Study: Connections from Everett to North Everett 

HCT Study: Commuter Rail to Orting 



Draft ST3 System Plan: Policies and Programs 

TOD 
• Project allowances for TOD Planning and due 

diligence
• Regional Equitable TOD Fund: $20 Million
• TOD Program: $20 Million

• Supports analysis in anticipation of sale, lease, 
or transfer of surplus property

Integration
• Projects for transit partners included (ex. 

Pacific Ave.)
• Project allowances for funding bus/rail 

transfer facilities
• Coordination with transit partners in 

development of concurrent long-range 
planning

Access
• System access program: $100 million
• Innovation and Research program: $75 million
• Project allowances: Non-motorized access
• Parking 

Operation and maintenance facilities:
• 2 additional LRT facilities
• 1 additional bus facility

Future Investments
• ST4 Planning
• HCT Studies

10



Project Updates (Since 12/04/15)

Scope Refinements
• Early deliverables

• Lynnwood to Everett LRT: Stations and parking

• Ballard to Downtown Seattle: Stations and 
profile

• Tacoma Link: Vehicle fleet and right-of-way

• Rail on Eastside: Stations and profile

• I-405 BRT 
• Combination of elements

• South Renton Transit Center

• South Lake Union Station (SR 99/Harrison St. 
Vicinity):

• Off-street bus facilities removed

• Bus Capital Enhancements for Pacific Ave.: 
• Scaled funding

• South Sounder Capital Improvements Program

• HCT studies 

• Adjustments to the regional program funds

Completed Risk Assessment 
• Reviewed all major projects

Completed Cost Validation:  
• Adjusted costs for Ballard to Downtown Seattle

& West Seattle to Downtown Seattle

Ridership updates 
• Updating tolling assumptions: ERP and PSRC  

• Latest population and employment forecasts 
from PSRC (Land Use Vision)

11
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Draft ST3 System Plan: Public Involvement 
• Public c Comment Periodod:

• March 29- April 29

• Onlinene:e: www.soundtransit3.orgrggggg; 
• March 29

• Updated project information

• Online survey

• Public c meetings

13



• Revenue
• 0.5% new sales tax

• 0.8% MVET

• $0.25 Property Tax

• Remaining available Sound Move and ST2 taxes

• Federal funds

• Fares

• Bonding

• Expenditures
• Capital Costs

• Operations and Maintenance

• Other: debt service, reserves

• Draft ST3 Plan affordable within existing financial policies
• Exceeds board minimum of 1.5x net coverage

• Exceeds 2.0x gross coverage

• Fully funded reserves

• Adequately funds capital replacement/state of good repair

• Subarea Equity

Draft ST3 Financial Plan 

14



Funding Levels

At full tax authority $200 per adult annually, $17 per month 15

ST3 Investment Levels

Dollars In Billions, YOE 15 Year Plan 25 Year Draft ST3 Plan
Sales Tax 9 17
MVET 4 7
Property Tax 2 3
Total Taxes* 15 27

Other Revenue 11 23

Total Est. Sources of Funds 26 50

*Based on current forecast for ST3 taxes: 0.5% Sales &Use Tax, 0.8% MVEt and $0.25 PropertyTax. 
Figures will be updated throughout the ST3 planning process.



Next Steps
• April:ppppp

• Public outreach

• Expert Review Panel

• Board Committee meetings:
• Discuss elements of Draft ST3 System Plan 

• Mayayyy-yyy-June
• Public outreach results

• Expert Review Panel

• Sustainability assessment

• Refinements to Draft ST3 System Plan

• Financial plan, risk assessment

• Projects, scopes, and phasing
16



Next Steps
June:
• Board allocation of costs of regional assets and services

• Board review of final draft financial and system plan

• Potential Board adoption of ST3 System Plan

17
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Overview  
 
The Draft Sound Transit 3 package that 
Chair Constantine is proposing would 
be funded through new regional taxes 
that the Washington State Legislature 
and Governor authorized Sound Transit 
to propose to regional voters. The new 
funding sources for ST3 include 
increased sales, car tab and property 
taxes. Other funding will come from 
federal grants, bonds, existing taxes, 
fares and other sources.  
 
Approximately 80 percent of the $50.1 
billion, 25-year package would fund 
capital investments across the region, 
while 13 percent would fund operating 
and maintaining the expanded system 
and 7 percent would primarily fund 
paying off bonds. 
 
 
Questions and Answers 
 
Q: Last year I heard a potential ST3 cost figure of $15 billion. How can the region 
consider a ballot measure larger than that? 
A: People frequently talked about “$15 billion” during the 2015 legislative session since this is 
the amount of new revenue the tax authority the region was granted could generate within the 
first 15 years. However, a 15-year package was an arbitrary assumption, and the Sound Transit 
Board has responded to overwhelming need and strong public support for broader mass transit 
investments by proposing a 25-year plan. Another significant factor is that other funding sources 
in addition to new taxes will fund ST3, including bonds, federal grants, existing taxes, fares and 
other sources.  
 
Q: What’s the additional ST3 tax burden that could be seen by the average resident?  
A: Under collection of the full authorized revenues the estimated cost to a typical adult living in 
the Sound Transit District would be approximately $200 more annually, or about $17 more per 
month. For a typical household, the annual amount is $390, or $33 per month. The 25-year 
period for delivering investments increases the amount of revenues collected over time but not 
the annual or monthly per-person costs. 
 
Q: What equity provisions are part of the ST3 funding structure? 
A: The Sound Transit 3 Draft Plan will continue the agency’s subarea equity framework. Under 
that framework, the revenues raised in each of the five geographic subareas focus on projects 

Proposed funding 
 

Dollars In Billions YOE 2017 - 2041 
  

Sales Tax 16.8 
MVET 6.9 
Property Tax 3.9 
Total Taxes 27.6 
  

Other Sources* 22.5 
  
Total Est. Sources of 
Funds** 50.1 

 
* Grants, bonds, fares, existing taxes & misc. revenue. 
** Figures assume full use of legislatively authorized funding 
authority and are based on current forecasts. Figures will be 
updated through the process of developing the final ST3 plan. 
 

ST3 FUNDING BACKGROUND 
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and services deemed by the Board to represent that area’s highest priorities and an equitable 
regional allocation of costs and benefits. By June 2016 the Sound Transit Board will publish a 
financial plan that documents allocation of system plan costs and key financial assumptions. 
 
Q: What are the proposed new tax sources? 
A: With existing regional taxes committed to completing and operating regional transit projects 
that voters approved in 1996 and 2008, the majority of ST3 tax revenues would come from new 
taxes: 
 

 Sales tax of 0.5 percent ($.50 on a $100 purchase) in addition to the 0.9 percent 
currently collected. 

 Motor vehicle excise tax (MVET) of 0.8 percent of vehicle value ($80 annually on a 
$10,000 vehicle) in addition to the 0.3 percent MVET Sound Transit is collecting through 
2028. 

 Property tax of 25 cents for each $1,000 of assessed valuation ($75 annually for a 
$300,000 house). A property tax was identified as a new way to establish a more 
progressive revenue source for regional transit investments that reduces reliance on the 
sales tax. 

 
Q: What other sources would fund ST3? 
A: In addition to new revenues, the other primary funding sources supporting ST3 would 
include: 
 

 Federal funds: Initial ST3 planning estimates currently assume various federal sources 
including competitive grants that would fund about 11 percent of capital investments. 

 Bonds: Similar to financing for the majority of infrastructure around the country, Sound 
Transit would sell bonds, generating funds to complete projects much sooner. Bonding 
will cover between 20 percent and 50 percent of the plan’s investments. This roughly 1-
to-2 ratio compares to buying a house with at least a 50 percent down payment and 
funding the rest through borrowing. 

 Existing taxes: Current voter-approved taxes are allocated to completing current 
projects over in the coming years, paying off bonds and operating the current and 
expanded system. As projects are completed revenue from existing sales and MVET 
taxes will become available for future voter-approved expansions. 

 Fares: Funds raised from pass and ticket sales will cover up to an estimated 40 percent 
of light rail operations costs and 20 percent of bus operations costs. 

 
Q: How long would the taxes extend?  
A: As with virtually all major infrastructure projects, construction would be paid for in part using 
long-term bonds issued over the course of the project delivery period. Approximately 25 or 35 
years after completion of the package, the retirement of those bonds would enable the agency 
to begin scaling back tax collections to the level needed to support ongoing operations and 
maintenance of the expanded system.  
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Projects Scheduled 
Completion 

Current/Funded Projects 
University Link Extension 2016 
Angle Lake Link Extension 2016 
Northgate Link Extension 2021 
East Link Extension 2023 
Lynnwood Link Extension 2023 
LRT extension to Kent/Des Moines 2023 
Tacoma Link Extension 
* Partnership project to be baselined in Q2 2017 

2022* 

ST3 Draft Plan: Early ST3 Deliverables 
Early Deliverables to improve bus speed and reliability:  

• Bus on Shoulder Opportunities: I-5, I-405, SR 518, SR 167 
• Capital improvements for RapidRide C and D Routes 
• Bus capital Improvements for Pacific Ave. (Tacoma) 
• Bus capital improvements in East Pierce County 

Early Deliverables to improve system access:  
• Parking on SR 522 in Kenmore, Forest Park, and Bothell 
• I-405: Parking at Kingsgate and new transit center in South Renton with parking 
• Parking for North and South Sounder 
• Passenger amenities, including pedestrian and bicycle improvements 

2019-2024 

ST3 Draft Plan: ST Express 
Approximately 600K annual ST Express hours to continue providing interim express bus service in future 
HCT corridors 

Ongoing  

ST3 Draft Plan: Bus Rapid Transit 
I-405 BRT: Lynnwood to Burien 2024 
SR 522 & 145th St. BRT:  
UW Bothell to 145th Light Rail Station 
Includes service from Woodinville 

2024 

ST3 Draft Plan: Link Light Rail 
Redmond Technology Center to Downtown LRT 2028 
Kent/Des Moines to Federal Way LRT 2028 
Federal Way to Tacoma Dome LRT 2033 
West Seattle to Downtown Seattle LRT 2033 
Lynnwood to 128th St. SW (Mariner) LRT 2036 
Infill Light Rail Station: Graham Street 2036 
Infill Light Rail Station: Boeing Access Road. 2036 
Ballard to Downtown Seattle LRT (with new downtown rail tunnel) 2038 
Tacoma Link Extension to Tacoma Community College 2041 
128th St. SW (Mariner) to Everett LRT via Southwest Everett Industrial Center and Evergreen Way 2041 
Bellevue to Issaquah LRT 2041 

ST3 Draft Plan: Sounder Commuter Rail 
Lakewood to DuPont Sounder  2036 
South Sounder Capital Improvements Program:  
Program to fund capital items as such as track improvements, platform extensions, and access projects to 
meet growing demand 
 

2024-2036 

ST3 DRAFT PLAN PROJECT PHASING 
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ST3 Draft Plan: Environmental/Future Investment Studies 
High-Capacity Transit Environmental Study: Bothell to Bellevue via Kirkland  
High-Capacity Transit Study: Northern Lake Washington 
High-Capacity Transit Study: Light Rail extending from West Seattle to Burien, and connecting to Light Rail Spine  
High-Capacity Transit Study: Connections from Everett to North Everett  
High-Capacity Transit Study: Commuter Rail to Orting  

 



 
 

 
 

Sound Transit plans, builds and operates regional transit systems and services to improve mobility for Central Puget Sound  
Sound Transit | 401 S. Jackson St. | Seattle, WA 98104-2826 | 1-800-201-4900/TTY Relay: 711 |  main@soundtransit.org 

ST3 COST ESTIMATES 
DECEMBER 2015 

How does Sound Transit develop cost estimates? 
To develop Sound Transit 3 cost estimates, Sound Transit drew on its proven experience planning and 
building major capital projects. ST3 cost estimates were developed with the methods that have kept the 
Sound Transit 2 measure on track. They include ample contingency and reserve funds that take into account 
the very early stage of design they are based on. The cost estimates will be independently reviewed by an 
Expert Review Panel appointed by the state of Washington. 
 
What is Sound Transit’s cost estimating track record from its last ballot measure? 
Sound Transit is approximately halfway through the 15-year period of delivering the major light rail 
expansions that regional voters approved in 2008 as part of Sound Transit 2. The below chart shows the 
cost estimates for the major light rail extensions that were included. It demonstrates that the 2008 
estimates, which relied on approaches now being used for ST3, are proving to have been prudent and 
effective. 
 

Project  
Current project 

phase,  $ year of 
comparison * 

 Current 
estimate  

ST2 high-range 
estimate from 
2008, including 

contingency 
and reserve 

Current 
estimate % 

of ST2 
estimate 

South 200th Link light rail  In construction,  
2011$ $343,770,000 $367,450,000 94% 

Northgate Link light rail 
extension 

In construction,  
2012$ $1,601,214,040 $1,620,290,000 99% 

East Link light rail  In construction, 
2014$ $ 3,079,087,698 $3,185,348,000 97% 

Lynnwood Link light rail  Final design, 2014$ $1,453,980,000 $1,614,198,000 90% 
Link O&M Maintenance 
Satellite Facility Final design, 2015$ $381,130,000 $298,615,000 128% 

Tacoma Link  Final design, 2015$ $153,170,000 $188,300,000 81% 

Link to Kent/Des Moines Preliminary 
engineering, 2014$ $485,960,000 $474,331,000 102% 

* For comparative purposes costs are presented in the listed constant dollar year  Average: 
97% 

 
Representative alignments: the basis for cost estimates 
Developing the base cost estimate for each project involves studying a representative alignment. The term 
“representative” refers to the fact that a final alignment cannot be selected until after the major 
environmental studies and public involvement that follow voter approval. The representative alignment 
allows cost estimates to be developed using initial assumptions for the project’s route, length, mix of at-
grade, elevated and/or underground profiles. Other representative assumptions include the types of 
investments to enable passengers to access the project, such as facilities for parking, bus-rail transfers, 
bicycling and walking. Sound Transit breaks down the project into different elements and applies estimates 



of unit costs for each of its many components. These costs are estimated in today’s dollars and become part 
of a spreadsheet for calculating the project’s base cost. It is important to note that these estimates need to 
be inflated to year of expenditure (YOE) dollars once the period in which a project will be delivered is 
known. In 15 years a project will cost around 60 percent more than today with compounded inflation. 
 
Evaluating risks 
Planners work to identify all major foreseeable risks to a project that could increase its costs. These 
uncertainties range from soil conditions and structural challenges to legal, property acquisition and 
permitting risks. Sound Transit uses risk assessments to support and inform contingency levels for its 
capital projects. Agency procedures stipulate that cost estimates including contingencies be established or 
baselined at 80% confidence level or higher, meaning there is an 80% probability that the project will be 
completed at or lower than the estimated cost. 
 
Building in appropriate contingencies 
Contingencies are budget allowances to address uncertainty and risk associated with the delivery of a given 
scope of work such as unexpected conditions (e.g., ground conditions) and market fluctuation (e.g., unusual 
material price escalation). It provides the mechanism to manage the variance between estimates and actual 
project costs. Successful planning depends on including a level of contingency funding that is appropriate 
for the conceptual and representative nature of project designs, and for a project’s identified risk, providing 
confidence and credibility in the cost estimate. Four different types of contingency are used, consistent with 
best practices identified by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Association for the Advancement of 
Cost Engineering International (AACEI) and American Society of Professional Estimators (ASPE). 
 

1. Design allowance: Construction cost estimates consist of a “base cost estimate” and a 
corresponding “design allowance.”  The sum of the base cost estimate and the design allowance 
represent an estimate of the expected contract award amount. The design allowance addresses 
uncertainty regarding the final configuration of construction scope elements. It accounts for the fact 
that defining and quantifying a project’s scope is an incremental process that grows greater in 
certainty as projects move toward completed designs and construction. Therefore, design allowance 
is reduced in parallel with the advancement of scope definition and design. It moves from around 
30% in the early stages to zero by the time the project is put out to bid. 

 
2. Allocated contingency: An allocated contingency addresses risks and unknowns that could come 

up during the execution of the project. In the earliest stages of project development, the allocated 
contingency is 10% to 20%, depending on the project’s complexity and risks. In most cases, 
allocated contingency for ST3 candidate projects will be 15%. By the time a voter-approved project 
goes out to bid, depending on the project/contract delivery method,  the allocated contingency may 
be reduced to as low as 8%.  

 
3. Unallocated contingency: Cost estimates also include unallocated contingency (UAC) that is 

available to address cost risks and uncertainties that could come into play at different phases of the 
project. During the initial stage of project development, unallocated contingencies are typically set 
between 10% and 15%. The candidate project summaries have established the amount at 10%. By 
the time a project goes to bid it may be dropped to as low as 5% depending on the level of risk. 
 

4. Project reserve: The project reserve is used to address general project-wide cost risks and 
uncertainties. Assignment and allocation of project reserve requires approval by two-thirds 
majority of the Sound Transit Board. Project reserves for ST3 projects have been set at 7%. 
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with cars, and reliable commute times climb.

infrastructure investments take years to deliver. 

other urban centers.

Public involvement  Safety education

Start
of 

Service

y education

S

afetySaPublic involvemennt 

1. Alternatives
Development
(1 - 3 years)

2. Environmental
Review &
Preliminary Design
(4 - 6 years)

3. Final Design

(2 - 3 years)

4. Construction

(5+ years)

5. Testing &
Pre-operations
(Starts 1 year to 6 months 
before service begins)

ST2

Planning

ST3

Design Construction

Why does it take so long to build a light rail system?

Once a project is approved by voters, how long will it take to build?

A. Start planning for ST3 as ST2 projects wrap up

B. Wait until all ST2 projects are complete before
starting planning for ST3

ST2

ST3

Planning Design Construction
ST3 projects 
enter service

ST3 projects 
enter service



1. Alternatives development: 1-3 years

such as bus, elevated rail, subway, etc., are 
evaluated. Community members, stakeholders, 

on the alternatives. Any concerns advanced by the 

2. Environmental review and preliminary 
design: 4-6 years

with further analysis of other alternatives. This work 

environmental decision document, called a Record of 

3. Final design: 2-3 years

the stations will look like as well as the technical 

4. Construction: 5+ years 
Sound Transit and its contractors balance the need 

5. Testing & pre-operations: Starts a year 
to six months before service begins

simulations that assure that communications, 

how to travel safely with trains.

Will Sound Transit construct projects 
faster if conditions allow?



 
 

 
 

PROJECT TIMELINE FAQs 
APRIL 2016 

Sound Transit is currently focusing on opportunities to improve on the draft plan by 
speeding up project timelines where feasible. If jurisdictions and other partners come 
together to work closely with Sound Transit we can deliver projects quicker. 
 
The ST3 Draft Plan delivers a constant succession of major projects across 25 years. The 
timelines in the plan reflect Sound Transit’s real-world experience that planning and 
building major takes 12-17 years, and longer for more complex underground work. A factor 
influencing the timeline of some projects is the fact a 25-year package is necessary for the 
affordability of all the projects, with some projects coming toward the end. 
 
Why do light rail projects take so long to build? 
Sound Transit has heard loud and clear strong interest from around the region for shortening 
project timelines where feasible, and is exploring options for schedule savings. Major 
infrastructure projects require significant time to plan, design and build. Variables can include 
lengthy environmental review and coordination with local jurisdictions. The Puget Sound region’s 
high level of existing development and its challenging geography and geology further adds to 
project complexity and timelines. 
 
Due to these factors, planning and building major light rail projects typically takes 12-17 years, and 
longer for projects that are particularly complex due to design, construction and permitting 
challenges, such as the extensive underground construction through downtown Seattle for 
extending light rail to Ballard.  
 
How can Sound Transit potentially speed up projects?  
There is very strong potential for close collaboration with local jurisdictions to streamline the 
planning, permitting and approval timeline for projects.  Early and ongoing community 
engagement prevents time delays later in the schedule.  Sound Transit is exploring potential time 
savings of combining multiple environmental studies together rather than doing that work 
sequentially, as well as expediting procurement processes to facilitate earlier start times.   
 
Given that cash flow constraints can limit the speed of project delivery, Sound Transit will research 
other financing tools and funding partnerships that might be available to the agency, including 
work with local and state governments as well as with the private sector. Work to speed up 
projects and save money will continue throughout every phase of project delivery. The project 
dates in the final measure should be considered targets that Sound Transit will constantly work to 
beat. 
 
Finally, Sound Transit will pursue alternative delivery mechanisms, such as Public-Private 
Partnership and Design Build to determine what impact these might have on the construction 
timelines. 
 



Why does it take 22 years to get to Ballard? 
Sound Transit recognizes the strong interest in reaching Ballard sooner and is exploring options 
for trimming the timeline. Schedule assumptions are based on the fact the project is by far the 
largest and most complex in the plan. It includes 3.5 miles of tunnel through the Downtown Seattle, 
the West Coast’s most densely developed area north of San Francisco. 
 
There are six subway stations. Four are assumed to use cut-and-cover construction techniques to 
excavate station areas approximately 560 feet long, each almost long enough to lay the Space 
Needle on its side. Two subway stations will require sophisticated underground mining techniques 
because they are too deep to excavate from the top down. There is also a crossing of the ship canal 
required to reach Ballard.  
 
These factors have shaped the currently assumed 22 years of planning, engineering and 
construction time to reach Ballard. While the construction timeframe is less subject to acceleration, 
Sound Transit will put particular focus on working with the City of Seattle to identify options for 
speeding up the environmental review, planning and permitting. However, in addition to the 
technical requirements, Sound Transit would also have to resolve cash flow limitations.  
 
How does cash flow affect project timelines? 
Delivery of the ST3 Draft Package spans a 25-year period in order for all of the projects to be 
affordable. Dollars are generated over the course of the program rather than available all at the 
outset.  Cash flows during the 25 year period and constraints on issuing debt contribute to the 
longer timelines for some projects. 
 
Sound Transit will look for opportunities to increase and move up available funding where 
possible. The agency has benefitted from financial partnerships with the federal government.  
Lynnwood Link, for example, is on track to earn a $1.2 billion grant from the Federal Transit 
Administration. One constraint is that to obtain similar funding for ST3 projects, timelines will be 
influenced by the need to conform to the federal granting process.   
 
Why does it take 25 years to deliver the light rail segment to downtown Everett? 
The draft plan’s timeline for extending light rail from Mariner Station to Everett is delayed until the 
end of ST3 because of the cost associated with diverting the line from I-5 to serve the Southwest 
Everett Industrial and Manufacturing Center, or Paine Field. A route along I-5 with a bus rapid 
transit loop serving Paine Field could be completed within 15 years.  
 
How can downtown Redmond and Federal Way be completed more quickly than the others? 
Sound Transit already has a federal record of decision on the route to Redmond and is currently 
working to obtain one for the preferred alternative alignment that has been identified for Federal 
Way. That work enables these projects to be completed by 2028. 
 
What can be done to increase regional mobility before light rail projects are completed? 
The ST3 Draft Plan recognizes that travelers in our region face increasing challenges daily, and 
mobility improvements need to be made right away. The plan includes an Early Deliverables 
Program that focuses on establishing relief in key corridors while longer-term projects are planned 
and constructed. The program includes but is not limited to bus rapid transit (BRT) on I-405 and 
SR-522) as well as capital investments on Metro’s RapidRide C and D lines to bring earlier 
improvements to Ballard and West Seattle. 



 
  
 

ST3 Candidate Projects: Common Project Elements 
 

  
 
 
 
 

Sound Transit 3 Template                                                                                                                                                                                                      
Release date: December 4, 2015 
Page 1 of 3  

 
Overview 
A number of elements are common to many ST3 Candidate Projects. Below are descriptions of the representative 
nature of projects; funding allowances for STart, Sustainability, System Access, TOD Planning; System Integration 
including funding allowances for Bus/Rail facilities; a summary of elements that are generally not included in projects; 
and ST3 Candidate Projects that will be developed as the system planning process continues.   
 
Representative Projects 
Sound Transit has developed a conceptual scope of work for this candidate project for the purpose of generating a 
representative range of costs, both capital and operating; and benefits, including ridership forecasts, TOD potential, 
multi-modal access and others. This information is being developed to assist the Sound Transit Board as it develops 
an ST3 system plan, including phasing of investments and financial plan, for voter consideration. Final decisions on 
project elements (e.g., alignment, profile, number of stations, station locations, and number of parking stalls) will be 
determined after completion of system planning, project level environmental review, and preliminary engineering 
during which additional opportunities for public participation will be provided. Therefore, this scope definition should 
not be construed as a commitment that all representative features will be included in the final developed project. 
 
STart: 1 Percent for Art per Sound Transit Policy 
The Sound Transit Board policy related to public art (R2010-21) sets aside a portion of ST2 project construction costs 
to art (1 percent of project capital construction costs, excluding tunneling costs). The cost estimates included in the 
project detail summaries assume a continuation of this policy for ST3. STart works with local communities, design 
professionals and transit partners to select artists and artworks appropriate for each project.  
 
Sustainability, System Access, TOD Planning 
The 2014 update to Sound Transit’s Long-Range Plan stated that “Project cost estimates developed during system 
planning should include funding for access, TOD planning, and sustainability-related elements.” Consistent with 
Sound Transit’s Long-Range Plan and other agency policies and guidelines, the cost estimates for most projects 
(e.g., those that include high capacity transit stations) include cost allowances for the application of such policies and 
guidelines as described below.   

 Sustainability: The baseline cost estimates include the sustainable design and infrastructure features that 
are currently required as part of the agency’s design criteria. Additionally, the estimates include green 
building and infrastructure certification standards (examples include Sustainable Site Initiative, LEED, 
ENVISION, etc.), alternative energy generation as appropriate, advanced low impact development 
techniques, the use of green materials, and sustainable construction approaches. The estimates also allow 
for innovative features and approaches that reach beyond current requirements, but that are consistent with 
industry best practices. Therefore the cost estimates adequately ensure that ST3 incorporates appropriate 
sustainable design and infrastructure approaches in order to meet agency sustainability goals and evolving 
national standards over a long-term program. The sustainability allowance is applied to at-grade and aerial 
rail guideways and stations.  

 System Access: Project cost estimates include funding to provide access to stations for pedestrians, 
bicyclists, connecting transit, and private vehicles in accordance with the System Access Policy (Resolution 
No. R2013-03). Augmenting past practices, cost estimates for ST3 candidate projects that include HCT 
stations include an “Access Allowance” for additional pedestrian and bicycle access investments outside the 
footprint of the station with the potential to increase ridership. During future project implementation, costs for 
permit requirements identified by third parties that are not normal and customary would be subtracted from 
this allowance. The table below presents the access allowances for facilities such as sidewalks and bicycle 
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lanes based on the character of representative station areas and the need to remove impediments to 
access. The total cost, including contingencies and professional services that are not included below, can 
be found within the lowermost cost table in project detail sheets. 
 
TYPE NON-MOTORIZED ACCESS ALLOWANCE  
 Light Rail Freeway Bus Rapid 

Transit 
Arterial Bus Rapid 

Transit 
Urban Station 
Urban/CBD Station 
Suburban Station 
Major Bicycle Intercept 
Intermodal Transit 
Center 

$2,000,000* 
$2,500,000 
$4,000,000 
+ $500,000 
+ $500,000 

$200,000 
$250,000 
$400,000 
+ $50,000 
+ $50,000 

$100,000 
$125,000 
$200,000 
+ $50,000 
+ $50,000 

* $500,000 applied to Tacoma Link stations 
 

 TOD Planning and Due Diligence: For projects where there is potential TOD, the project includes cost and 
budget elements to support Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) during early project development, in 
accordance with Sound Transit TOD Policy (Resolution No. R2012-14). As appropriate, applicable activities 
necessary to render a parcel available for development in the real estate marketplace include, but are not 
limited to:   

o Early planning (e.g., during development of a project level EIS; in support of the ST Board’s 
identification of a preferred alternative, including the preferred alignment and station locations) 

o Community and Agency station-area TOD planning 
o Station-area and corridor market studies  
o Pre-development activities to support potential Agency TOD to bring surplus properties to the 

market  
o Determination of the suitability of ST-owned parcels for housing 
o Evaluation of suitability and feasibility of Agency TOD sites for affordable housing as a component 

of a mixed-use TOD project program or consisting entirely of subsidized housing; and 
o Analysis for the potential of TOD in the surplus air rights of ST properties 

 
In addition, funding to support TOD during later stages of project development (exclusive of TOD 
construction) are included in the systemwide TOD program fund, ST3 candidate project number R-07.  
 

 
System Integration  
Sound Transit is actively collaborating with transit partners to develop plans that use the agencies’ collective 
resources efficiently and effectively to operate an integrated system across all modes in order to provide reliable 
connections for our customers. As the list of ST3 Candidate Projects is reviewed, more specificity will be available 
during the development of the Draft System Plan regarding the bus network that could support the rail system and 
connect the region. This includes development of project R-01, Sound Transit Express Bus Service and service 
provided in coordination with Sound Transit’s transit partners.  
 

 Bus/Rail Integration:  While in still an early stage of system planning, many project cost estimates include 
an allowance for bus/rail integration that could provide for improved, off-street bus facilities at key station 
areas. These representative locations are identified within the project detail sheets. Ongoing integration with 
our transit partners and local jurisdictions will help refine these locations and costs as the Sound Transit 
Board assembles a Draft ST3 System Plan.  



 
  
 

ST3 Candidate Projects: Common Project Elements 
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Excluded Project Elements 
Unless specifically identified within a specific project’s detailed information, these types of facilities have not been 
included within the representative project scopes and cost estimates of the ST3 Candidate Projects:  

 Parking  
 Utility undergrounding  
 Modifications to the local street network 
 Non-structural architectural and aesthetic elements in excess of the ST art program 
 Replacement of displaced on-street parking 
 Public restrooms  
 Demolition of closed bus zones and other costs of stop consolidation 
 New traffic signal(s) or modifications  
 With the exception of improvements that could be funded through the non-motorized access or bus/rail 

integration allowances, project scopes do not include: street, sidewalk, grade-separated pedestrian 
crossings, and utility upgrades or betterments that are not directly needed to support LRT facilities and 
operations (in accordance with the Sound Transit Scope Control Policy) 

 

ST3 Candidate Projects Not Included in December 4, 2015 Information 
 
Detailed candidate project information is not currently being provided for some ST3 Candidate Projects.   
 
The Candidate Projects below will be summarized as part of the ST3 financial plan. These projects will encompass 
items needed across all projects in the ST3 System Plan.  Therefore, these will be included in the Draft and Final 
ST3 System Plans:  

 R-02: Vehicle Purchases 
 R-03: Maintenance and Storage Facilities 
 R-04: System Repair and Enhancement 
 R-08: Agency Administration, Insurance, and Reserves 

 
Other Candidate Projects have been included or referenced within other ST3 Candidate Projects, or the project 
definition will be determined based on which ST3 Candidate Projects are selected to advance: 

 C-01h:Ballard Bridge Replacement with Light Rail and bicycle/pedestrian improvements 
 C-04: New Downtown Seattle Light Rail Tunnel Connection 
 C-05: Downtown Seattle Light Rail Surface Connection—At-Grade 
 C-06: Downtown Seattle Transit Tunnel existing station passenger capacity improvements 

 
  





(/survey)

WHAT ARE CANDIDATE PRIORITY PROJECTS?
As part of the planning process to determine how and where our regional mass transit system 

should expand, Sound Transit identified a draft priority projects list shown on the map below. 

After incorporating public feedback, projects on the final list will be studied for possible 

inclusion in an ST3 ballot measure that could go to voters as early as November 2016. Starting in 

fall 2015, further analysis will help narrow the options that could be included in a ballot 

measure.

NORTH CORRIDOR
N-01 Everett Station to North Everett LRT 

N-02 Lynnwood Transit Center to Everett Station 

N-03 Edmonds Permanent Station 

N-04 Infill Light Rail Station: 130th Street (Lynnwood Link) 

N-05 Infill Light Rail Station: 220th Street (Lynnwood Link) 

N-06 Mountlake Terrace Parking Garage 

N-07 New I-5 Crossing at 164th Street SW 

N-08 New I-5 Crossing at 128th Street SW 

N-09 145th St & SR 522 Bus Rapid Transit 

N-10 BRT on SR 522 to the Vicinity of UW Bothell 

CENTRAL CORRIDOR
C-01a-d Ballard to Downtown 

C-01e Additional potential light rail station in the vicinity of SR 99 and Harrison 
Street 

C-01f Additional potential light rail station in Interbay 

C-01g Ballard High 
School/65th Street Vicinity 

C-01h Ballard Bridge replacement with LRT and bicycle/pedestrian 

Page 1 of 4Sound Transit 3

4/27/2016http://soundtransit3.org/candidate-projects



improvements 

C-02 Ballard to University District LRT 

C-03 West Seattle to Downtown Seattle 

C-04 New Downtown Seattle Light Rail Tunnel Connection 

C-05 Downtown Seattle Light Rail Surface Connection - At-Grade 

C-06 Capacity 
Improvements 

C-07 improvements enabling 
increases in system frequency 

C-08 Infill Light Rail Station: Graham Street 

C-09 Infill Light Rail Station: Boeing Access Road 

C-10 Infill Sounder Station: Boeing Access Road 

C-11 Madison Street BRT 

C-12 Additional parking at Tukwila International Boulevard (TIB) Station 

C-13 West Seattle/Junction to Burien Transit Center LRT 

SOUTH CORRIDOR
S-01 Kent/Des Moines to Star Lake (272nd) (Federal Way Link) 

S-02 Star Lake (272nd) to Federal Way (Federal Way Link) 

S-03-04 Federal Way to Tacoma Dome Station 

S-05 Tacoma Dome Station to Tacoma Mall LRT 

S-06 Expand Sounder South Train Platforms to 8 cars 

S-07 -car extension 
included in S-06) 

S-08 Additional Sounder Service 

S-09 Auburn Station Access Improvements 

S-10 Kent Station Access Improvements 

S-11 Tacoma Link Extension to Tacoma Community College 

S-12 Bus Capital Enhancements for Speed, Reliability and Convenience along 
Pacific Avenue (Tacoma) 

S-13 Bus Capital Enhancements for Speed, Reliability and Convenience along 
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Meridian Avenue/SR 161 (Puyallup) 

S-14 Capital Enhancements to Improve Bus Speed and Reliability between East 
Pierce County cities and Sumner Sounder Station 

S-15 South Sounder Access Program 

S-16 Sounder Rail Extension from Puyallup to Orting 

S-17 Sounder Expansion to DuPont 

EAST CORRIDOR
E-01 SE Redmond to Downtown 

Redmond (East Link) 

E-02 I-405 Bus Rapid Transit 

E-03 Kirkland/Totem Lake to Issaquah via Bellevue LRT 

E-05 North Sammamish Park-and-Ride 

E-06 BRT on Eastside Rail Corridor from Kirkland to Bellevue 

REGIONWIDE/MULTI-CORRIDOR
P-01 Future System Planning (ST4)  

P-02 HCT Study: Issaquah Highlands to Overlake via Sammamish, Redmond  

P-03 HCT Study: Access and Connection on NE 145th from State Route 522 to Link 
Light Rail  

P-04 HCT Study: Northern Lake Washington Crossing  

P-05 HCT Study: Light Rail Extending from West Seattle to Burien and SeaTac 
Airport Station  

P-06 HCT Study: Light Rail Directly Linking Burien to Tukwila and Renton  

P-07 HCT Study: Light Rail from Ballard to Crown Hill  

P-08 HCT Study: Light Rail on SR 522  

P-09 HCT Study: Light Rail from Ballard to Bothell via Greenwood, North Seattle, 
and Lake City   

R-01 ST Express Service  

R-02 Vehicle Purchases  

R-03 Maintenance and Storage Facilities  

R-04 System Repair and Enhancement  

CONNECT

(https://www.facebook.com/SoundTransit)(https://twitter.com/soundtransit)(https://instagram.com/soundtransit)

soundtransit3@soundtransit.org (mailto:soundtransit3@soundtransit.org ) |  206-903-7000

(tel:206-903-7000)
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R-05 System Access Program (Pedestrian and bicycle access, bicycle parking, 
transit)  

R-06 Innovation and Technology Fund  

R-07 Transit-Oriented Development Program  

R-08 Agency administration, insurance and reserves  

SIGN UP
(HTTP://WWW.SOUNDTRANSIT.ORG/SUBSCRIBE-TO-

ALERTS)

(http://www.soundtransit.org/Subscribe-

to-

alerts)

LANGUAGES
中文 | Chinese (http://www.soundtransit.org/Chinese) 한국 | Korean

(http://www.soundtransit.org/Korean) Русский | Russian
(http://www.soundtransit.org/Russian)

Español | Spanish (http://www.soundtransit.org/Spanish) Tagalog
(http://www.soundtransit.org/Tagalog) Tiếng việt | Vietnamese

(http://www.soundtransit.org/Vietnamese)

 (http://www.soundtransit.org)

© Sound Transit
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Table of Contents (click an organization to view comment) 
 
Belltown Community Council 
City of Auburn 
City of Bellevue 
City of Bothell (Dec. 2, 2015) 
City of Bothell (Jan. 20, 2016) 
City of Burien 
City of Des Moines 
City of Edmonds 
City of Edmonds – Mayor and City Council 
City of Everett 
City of Federal Way 
City of Fife 
City of Issaquah 
City of Kenmore 
City of Kent 
City of Kirkland 
City of Lake Forest Park 
City of Lake Stevens 
City of Lakewood 
City of Lakewood and Dupont, and town of 

Steilacoom 
City of Lynnwood 
City of Marysville, Office of the Mayor 
City of Marysville Resolution No. 2388 
City of Mountlake Terrace 
City of Mukilteo 
City of Orting 
City of Puyallup 
City of Redmond 
City of Renton 
City of SeaTac 
City of Seattle 
City of Shoreline 
City of Snohomish 
City of Sumner 
City of Tacoma 
City of Tukwila 
City of Woodinville 

Community Transit 
Federal Highway Administration, Washington 

Division  
First Hill Improvement Association 
Five North-Eastside Mayors (Bothell, Kenmore, Lake 

Forest Park, Shoreline and Woodinville) 
Imagine Housing 
Kathy Lambert, King County Council 
King County Department of Transportation, King 

County Department of Natural Resources 
and Parks, and Public Health of Seattle and 
King County 

Mercer Corridor Stakeholder Committee 
Microsoft 
Northwest Seaport Alliance 
Northwest Seattle Coalition 
Pierce Transit 
Port of Everett 
Port of Seattle 
Puyallup Tribe of Indians 
Queen Anne Community 
Save Our Trail 
Seattle Subway 
Sierra Club 
Six Eastside Cities (Bellevue, Bothell, Kirkland, 

Issaquah, Redmond and Renton) 
Snohomish County 
Snohomish County Committee for Improved 

Transportation 
South County Area Transportation Board 
Transit Access Stakeholders (Cascade Bicycle Club, 

Feet First, Forterra, Futurewise, Housing 
Development Consortium, OneAmerica, 
Puget Sound Sage, Seattle Subway, Sierra 
Club and Transportation Choices) 

Travel Tacoma + Pierce County, WA 
West Seattle Transportation Coalition

  
 

















































































City of
Bellevue Post Office Box 90012 Bellevue, Washington  98009 9012 

City of Bellevue Interest Statement
Concerning Sound Transit’s Phase 3 (ST3) System Plan

July 13, 2015

The City of Bellevue has long embraced and advocated for a multimodal approach to addressing 
local and regional transportation challenges. The network of highways, high-occupancy vehicle 
facilities, express and local bus service, regional trails and future light rail serving our region and 
the Eastside must work as a highly integrated system to serve the needs of the growing 
population and to sustain a healthy economy. 

Looking at the expansion of the regional system beyond ST2 is timely now that East Link is 
progressing and will be operational by 2023.  The planning and implementation of the ST3 
System Plan will extend beyond the next 25 years.  ST3 must be integrated with and support 
local and regional plans that have identified areas for significant growth over that time period.  
The City of Bellevue urges the Sound Transit Board to build on the implementation of ST2,
especially East Link light rail, to make the most of those investments in keeping with the 
principles of subarea equity (i.e. Utilizing local tax revenues for transportation programs and 
services that benefit the residents and businesses of a subarea generally in proportion to the level 
of revenues contributed by that subarea).  The following projects, in order of priority, are critical 
to developing a more extensive and efficient transportation system that better serves the current 
and future needs of Bellevue, the Eastside and the region: 

1. Complete ST2 Light Rail to Downtown Redmond.  Bellevue strongly re-affirms its support
for completing East Link light rail to Downtown Redmond as envisioned in ST2.  This should
be the first project designed and constructed in any ST3 funding package.

2. Fully Implement Bus Rapid Transit from SeaTac to Lynnwood Consistent with the I-405
Master Plan.  I-405 bus rapid transit has been partially implemented since the I-405 Master
Plan was adopted in 2002. Fully implementing bus rapid transit along the entire I-405
corridor from SeaTac to Lynnwood, is an essential component for the Eastside and the
region.  High-quality bus rapid transit on I-405 is the north/south spine needed to connect
Eastside cities with frequent, reliable transit and complement the east/west spine provided
by East Link light rail.

3. Strategically Implement System Access Improvements.  In order to maximize the benefits
of the system, it is critical that ST3 projects include an array of access improvements such
as: expanded regional park-and-ride capacity; safe and accessible bike and pedestrian
connections; and opportunities for transit-oriented development, including affordable
housing, within walking distance of high capacity transit stations consistent with local plans.
Sound Transit should coordinate with other transit providers and WSDOT to ensure the
entire high capacity transit system has adequate and strategically placed park and ride lots
at the outer edges of the region to intercept trips “upstream” in highly traveled corridors.
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Sound Transit should evaluate new technologies that emerge over the life of the ST3 System 
Plan and implement those that can improve access and increase use of the system. 

4.  Provide a High Level of Transit Connecting Eastside Cities.  Cross-lake traffic represents 
only one portion of regional travel patterns.  A growing proportion of trips are destined for 
or occurring among Eastside cities due to the growth in population and increased 
employment on the Eastside.  One of the most important corridors to serve current and 
future growth is a high-capacity connection from Kirkland to Issaquah via Bellevue.  Along 
with East Link and I-405 bus rapid transit, connecting the three regional growth centers 
along this corridor would add an important third high capacity transit spine to the Eastside 
network.  Sound Transit should evaluate the cost-effectiveness of light rail, bus rapid transit, 
or a combination of modes that can cost-effectively connect Kirkland, Bellevue and 
Issaquah.  The Eastside Rail Corridor offers an opportunity for serving that portion of the 
connection between Kirkland and Bellevue. The Bellevue College Connector should be a 
component of the Bellevue to Issaquah segment.  Increased regional express bus service is 
integral to the success of ST3.  Regional express service is necessary to supplement the high 
capacity transit component of the system and to provide interconnectivity among Eastside 
cities and the region. 

 
5. Implement a Highly Integrated System.  One of the core priorities of the ST3 System Plan is 

system integration among transit providers. Bellevue's Transit Master Plan, Proposed 
Frequent Transit Network, is a critical component to improving future mobility for the 
Eastside.  ST3 projects must be based on close coordination among local jurisdictions and 
transit providers to ensure a fully integrated, multi-modal approach to optimize the 
effectiveness of the regional network. 

 
6. Consider High Capacity Transit along the Eastside Rail Corridor.  The Eastside Rail Corridor 

is a valuable regional and local asset that provides exciting opportunities for a combination 
of high capacity transit and regional trail facility in the same corridor connecting Kirkland 
and Bellevue, at a minimum, and potentially extending south to Renton and north to 
Woodinville.  Bellevue strongly supports consideration of the corridor for high-capacity 
transit (i.e. light rail as well as bus rapid transit).  It is important that planning for the 
corridor is consistent with Bellevue’s 2013 Eastside Rail Corridor Interest Statement, 
particularly as it relates to long term implementation activities:  “Ensure affected local 
intersections and state highway interchanges along the corridor are carefully analyzed, 
planned and phased, especially where there are overlapping or competing interests for uses 
of the ERC right-of-way in highly constrained locations.” 
 

7. Include the Bellevue College [Regional] Connector in the Next Plan.  Bellevue appreciates 
the Sound Transit Board’s inclusion of the 142nd Place SE transit corridor serving Bellevue 
College’s increasing student population in the Long Range Plan Update.  Eighty percent of 
the trips coming to the college originate outside of Bellevue and improving this corridor will 
provide significant operational reliability and travel time savings for transit.  The City urges 
that this project be a priority in the ST3 System Plan. 
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8. Support Transit-oriented Development (TOD) Consistent with Local Plans.  Sound Transit 
should partner with cities to implement TOD around light rail stations, when consistent with 
local plans, through strategic use of remnant property and capital investments that 
facilitate TOD and ridership.  TOD should include affordable housing consistent with the 
goals of the Growing Transit Communities Partnership. 

 
 
 
 

Adopted July 13, 2015 
Bellevue City Council 



















































January 21, 2016

Sound Transit Board 
Union Station
401 South Jackson, St.
Seattle, WA 98104-2826 

Honorable Sound Transit Board members

The City of Fife remains committed to provide any support we can to help place the ST3 ballot 
measure before the voters in November 2016.  The City Council and our staff are committed to 
work shoulder to shoulder with the Transit Board to support the measure. 

On January 19, 2015 your staff, Chelsea Levy and Eric Chipps, provided an exemplary 
presentation on the status of ST3 and answered many questions on the Federal Way to Tacoma 
Dome spin extension.  The purpose of this correspondence is to provide supportive comments 
and our strong preferences as you deliberate and move forward. In summary, the City of Fife 
requests that the Sound Transit Board: 

 Include project S-04 in the ballot measure: “That would extend light rail from the
Federal Way Transit Center area to Tacoma Dome Station generally following SR 99 in a
primarily elevated profile or with a mix of elevated and at-grade sections.”

 Support the station in Fife: consistent with our Comprehensive Plan and all the best
practices for Transit Oriented Development

 Partner with the Puyallup Tribe of Indians: and all the citizens in Fife to further enhance
the quality of life for all our citizens and business.

 Enhance agency collaboration: immediately to ensure that the WSDOT direction for
“practical design” is initiated into Puyallup River crossings and SR167 Gateway extension
to fully realize to the maximum extent possible:

o Environmental protection;
o Cost efficient savings for engineering and construction; and
o Streamlined public process for planning and permitting.

As we have discussed, this needed light rail project is consistent with our Comprehensive Plan 
calling for a new “Fife City Center” (Regional Center).  The Light Rail is also consistent with each 
of our 2015/16 Council goals to:

 Proactively promote the future of the City through completion of the City Center vision
process and supporting documentation. 



 Design and implement with key stakeholders, a transportation system that brings people 
together, encourages people oriented development while assuring the smooth flow of 
commerce by;  
o Assuring that transportation solutions consider long-term impacts on quality of life in a 

comprehensive manner. 
o Focusing capital expenditures on community connectivity, putting a priority on those 

projects which serve to fill the gaps in the network. 
o Identify and implement a cross railroad right-of-way connector solution. 

 Foster a style of government that proactively engages the public; is transparent and easily 
accessible. 

 Maintain and enhance levels of service through efficiencies and partnerships.

 Promote Intergovernmental Cooperation in Regional Planning and other areas of common
interest.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the work that has been completed. Again, the 
City of Fife remains committed to provide any support we can to help place the ST3 ballot 
measure before the voters in November 2016.

Sincerely,

Winston Marsh  
Mayor  
City of Fife

cc: Bill Sterud, Chairman Puyallup Tribal Council, 3009 E. Portland Ave., Tacoma, WA 98404
Marilyn Strickland, Mayor City of Tacoma, 747 Market St., 12th Floor, Tacoma, WA 98402
Lynn Peterson, Director WSDOT, POB 47370, Olympia, WA 98504-7370
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January 19, 2016 

Marilyn Strickland, Mayor, City of Tacoma 
Dave Enslow, Mayor, City of Sumner 
Pat McCarthy, County Executive, Pierce County 
Mary Moss, Councilmember, City of Lakewood

Dear Sound Transit Board Members of Pierce County: 

The following letter outlines the City of Lakewood’s Sound Transit 3 (ST3) requests and offers 
our recommendations on the future of regional and local transportation in the South Sound.  The 
selection of projects will significantly affect Lakewood’s future and we appreciate this opportunity 
to provide input for this critical decision.   

Lakewood Projects

The Lakewood City Council asks for your support that the following projects are included in the 
ST3 proposal that is expected to be brought forward for voter consideration this November.   

1. Expansion of light rail service in Tacoma to correspond with future light rail planning into 
the City of Lakewood and south Pierce County; 

2. Extension of the Sounder system from Lakewood Station to the City of DuPont to include 
a new Sounder Station located in the Tillicum neighborhood of Lakewood to serve both residents 
and members of Joint Base Lewis-McChord (JBLM) and their families. The station should have 
the capacity to handle both trains and buses; 

3. Extension of the Sounder train hours of operation, add more cars to current trains and 
more Sounder roundtrip trains;  

4. Add Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) from the Tacoma Dome Station, operating along South 
Tacoma Way to Pacific Highway South, and into the Tillicum neighborhood via the new 
connector road; and  

5. Modify the agreement with Sound Transit to transfer maintenance and security 
responsibilities for Lakewood Station back to Sound Transit. 

If the final Sound Transit 3 plan lacks projects connecting Lakewood with the region, we are 
concerned that our community’s support is at serious risk.  The City’s goals for these projects are 
to ensure that our local transportation needs are both recognized and addressed, and that our 
residents receive a fair share of projects funded in ST3, including due consideration for projects 
that advance the logical next steps of the light rail spine.   

Lakewood’s Support for Regional Transportation Projects

As a region, we share mutual interest in public transportation projects that decreases congestion 
and enhances economic development to help revitalize communities that drives responsible growth 
and creates jobs and opportunities.  In recognition of these interests, the City supports expanding 
light rail service to Tacoma.  We also support the extension of light rail to the Tacoma Mall from 



the Tacoma Dome (S-05) since this alignment will allow for the southerly extension of the light rail spine to 
Lakewood and beyond.   

In lieu of extending light rail south from Tacoma into Lakewood as part of ST3 at this time, we support the 
addition of BRT south from the Tacoma Dome to JBLM via Lakewood and the Tillicum neighborhood.  The 
proposal is a cost effective means to expand bus ridership and reach JBLM service members and their families

Given that BRT projects and improved bus service proposals operating in Tacoma via (S-12), Puyallup via (S-
13), and Sumner/East Pierce County cities via (S-14), then Lakewood should have a similar line operating 
along South Tacoma Way and Pacific Highway South.  Moreover, BRT to JBLM and Lakewood via the 
Tacoma Mall, rather than the Tacoma Dome, is a preferred option, especially if the Sound Transit Board opts 
for light rail service terminating at the Tacoma Mall.  

Lakewood is pleased to see several priority projects advance in the ST3 process, with four continuing 
candidate projects (S-06), (S-07), (S-15), and (S-17) that combine to expand Sounder commuter rail service by 
increasing hours of operation, adding more cars to current trains, and additional Sounder round trip trains.  
Each of these projects represents logical next steps in the expansion of the Sounder commuter rail system.   

Projects (S-06) and (S-07) inevitably call for platform extensions at the Lakewood Transit Station.  This 
expansion would result in added costs to the City of Lakewood since the City currently bears the responsibility 
for both maintenance and security of this Sound Transit owned facility.  It is our understanding that the City of 
Lakewood is the only local agency independently responsible for managing a Sound Transit facility.  Now is 
the time to transfer this responsibility and associated costs back to Sound Transit.   

On behalf of the City of Lakewood, we thank each of you for your diligent work on ST3 and we respectfully 
ask you to consider the City of Lakewood’s recommendations as you move forward to determine projects for 
inclusion in the ST3 package.  We feel that Sound Transit has an opportunity to expand its services in Pierce 
County that provides enhanced interregional connectivity and mobility in a carefully planned and fiscally 
responsible manner.  We remain committed to work with you to develop a ST3 proposal for voter 
consideration that meets the needs of the communities we serve and one which the voters will approve.   

Sincerely,

Mayor Don Anderson 

CC:

Deputy Mayor Jason Whalen 
Councilmember Marie Barth
Councilmember Paul Bocchi
Councilmember Mike Brandstetter
Councilmember John Simpson 
City Manager John Caulfield 
Sound Transit CEO Peter Rogoff

Enclosures: 

July 14, 2015 letter to Sound Transit, City of Lakewood 
November 18, 2015 letter to Sound Transit, City of Lakewood, City of DuPont, and Town of Steilacoom 



















































































assist in fixing major traffic challenges for access, especially the Traffic Avenue 
intersections/overpass with SR 410.  Any hint at a second garage would not only increase the 
concern of additional traffic to Sumner’s downtown and residential areas, but it could also derail the 
existing process to build the much needed first garage from ST2.  Project S-16 seems to fulfill the 
promises made to Sumner in ST2, but Project S-15 seems to opt instead to feed the fear that Sound 
Transit will take over and potentially destroy our communities for parking.   
 
Project S-06 should focus on reduced headways.  If I have to choose between lengthening 
platforms and reducing the headways to 1-hour throughout the day for commuter rail I would vote 
for reducing headways. More frequent trains would do far more to increase access to service for 
riders utilizing the Sumner station then lengthening platforms.  
   
Thank you again for our continuing partnership to bring effective transportation solutions to our 
community and to the region.  Please let me know if you have any questions about these items and 
how they would be effective given the existing and future parameters within and around our city.   
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Mayor David Enslow 
 
Cc:  
John Galle, City Administrator 
Bill Pugh, Public Works Director 
Mike Dahlem, City Engineer 
Ryan Windish, Interim CD Director 
 
 
 



           

 

January 21, 2016 
 
Dow Constantine, Chair 
Sound Transit Board of Directors 
401 S. Jackson Street 
Seattle, WA  98104-2828 
 
 
Dear Chair Constantine:  
 
On behalf of the City of Tacoma, I want to thank you for this opportunity to once again engage 
with Sound Transit on the development of the next set of regional high-capacity transit 
investments. The potential ST3 ballot measure comes at a critical time for the City of Tacoma 
and for the region: our continued prosperity relies on this continued investment in our regional 
transit infrastructure, and our shared prosperity relies on ensuring an equitable regional transit 
system that serves the needs of all of our citizens.  
 
Tacoma is poised for a bright future. We are the second largest city in the Puget Sound region 
and the most important business employment center in the South Sound. Over the past two 
decades, Tacoma has seen a significant renaissance, with substantial reinvestment in the 
downtown and increased growth and vitality in the city’s eclectic neighborhoods. Recognizing 
Tacoma’s role in the region, the Puget Sound Regional Council designated Tacoma as a 
Metropolitan City, serving as Pierce County’s civic, cultural and economic hub and a focal point 
for future population and employment growth. Through our Comprehensive Plan update and 
subarea planning, Tacoma is ready to accommodate 127,000 new residents and 97,000 new 
jobs over the next 25 years. This is a role that we Tacomans have embraced. 
 
With this momentum behind us it is important not to stand pat and say “job well done” but to 
recommit to the regional vision we have adopted and the blueprint for achieving it. Tacoma is 
the right place, and this is the right time, for this investment.  
 
Overall I applaud both the timing and the bold scope of the ST3 candidate projects and while I 
acknowledge the many projects that would enhance regional service to Tacoma, I offer the 
following comments on the priority projects in our jurisdiction.  
 
 
 
 



Executive Dow Constantine 
January 21, 2016 
Page 2 of 2 

 
Central Link (S-03 or S-04: Kent-Des Moines to Tacoma Dome Light Rail) 

The Central Link expansion from Sea-Tac to the Tacoma Dome is the City’s priority first 
and foremost.  
Our preference is to complete the Central Link along the I-5 Corridor.  

 
S-08: Additional Sounder Service 

The City supports expanding the frequency and quality of Sounder Service to Tacoma 
and making the service available to a broader population. The City will provide 
additional comments on this project as more details on the scope and costs of this 
project become available.  
 

S-11 Tacoma Link Extension to Tacoma Community College 
There is significant transit-oriented development potential beyond what is outlined in 
the Sound Transit scoring, given the major medical, recreational, and educational 
destinations on this proposed route. This potential should be more fully considered.  
We would ask Sound Transit to re-evaluate the cost assumptions related to this project 
as we feel it could be accomplished in a more cost effective manner.  

 
In terms of the methodology that Sound Transit has used to evaluate the candidate projects, I 
would suggest two refinements overall. First, I believe that there is greater transit-oriented 
development potential in conjunction with the proposed Tacoma project list than is currently 
represented in the scoring. Second, I believe the cost assumptions could be lowered by looking 
at design alternatives for each route. I would ask Sound Transit staff to work closely with City 
Planning and Public Works staff over the next few months to identify strategies to reduce the 
anticipated project costs and to ensure a cost-efficient system investment. 
 
  
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Marilyn Strickland, Mayor 
City of Tacoma 
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First Hill Improvement Association 
1425 Broadway #281 

Seattle, WA 98122 
January 14, 2016 

SoundTransit Board of Directors, Mayor Murray, City Council Members and Director Kubly, 

The First Hill Improvement Association (FHIA) is excited by the prospect of splitting the Central Light Rail 
spine in half, and the addition of a second Downtown Seattle Transit Tunnel as first introduced at the 
December SoundTransit Board Meeting. We ask that the SoundTransit Board, King County Council, and 
The Seattle City Council include a potential alignment under First Hill for this new tunnel as part of the 
overall project study. 

A stop on Madison, east of I-5 would support existing and planned infrastructure improvements as well as 
provide a reliable connection between South King County, South Lake Union and the high density and 
swiftly growing residential and employment center of First Hill. 

This idea is succinctly captured by the Seattle Transit Blog post titled “A Proposal for Madison Station” 
(http://seattletransitblog.com/2015/12/15/a-proposal-for-madison-station/).  This post recommends 
that SoundTransit consider routing the line eastward in order to capture the large walkshed east of I-5 
which includes the region’s major medical services area and the rapidly growing residential population of 
First Hill. 

FHIA recognizes that this will be one of the last major transportation infrastructure projects that 
SoundTransit will undertake for awhile.  It presents a unique opportunity to provide high-quality N-S 
transit service connecting the First Hill neighborhood to the region as a whole. 

At this time we do not propose a stop location, design, or any preferred options. We simply put forward 
the idea of a stop east of I-5 as one supported by the community and worthy of exploration. Our goal is to 
include the feasibility of a First Hill station in the actual planning and scoping for the DSTT2 by 
SoundTransit, rather than limit it to the 5th and Madison stop already mentioned.  

We are fully appreciative of the scope and timeline of ST3 as well as the fact that a station located under 
First Hill will have its own unique civil engineering and geological challenges, however, it behooves us to 
think big for the future benefit of the ever growing First Hill residential and medical communities. 

The FHIA Board, comprised of residents and representatives from First Hill businesses including all three 
of the major medical institutions, believes that this is an opportunity worth pursuing, and encourages your 
planners to retain the option to place a stop east of I-5 on Madison should the DSTT2 line be included in 
the SoundTransit 3 package. 

We look forward to a continued partnership with SoundTransit to bring regional transit systems and 
services and improved mobility to the Central Puget Sound, including First Hill. 

Sincerely, 

 
 
Gordon Werner 
Chair, FHIA Transportation 
Committee 
 
 

 
 
Alex Hudson  
Director, First Hill 
Improvement Association 
 
 

 
 
Mary Ellen Hudgins  
President, FHIA Board 
    

sMary Ellleneee  Hudgins



































































 

 

 
P.O. Box 2985 | Tacoma, WA 98401-2985 | 800-657-9808 

The Northwest Seaport Alliance is a marine-cargo operating partnership of the Port of Seattle and Port of Tacoma. 

Improve regional transportation for personal mobility, while protecting 
maritime/industrial land uses and freight mobility. 
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3701 96th St SW Lakewood WA 98499-4431 PO Box 99070 Lakewood WA 98496-0070   253.581.8000  FAX 253.581.8075  piercetransit.org 

January 19, 2016 
 
Dow Constantine, Chair 
C/o Board Administrator 
Sound Transit Board 
401 S. Jackson Street 
Seattle, WA 98104-2826 
 
Dear Chairman Constantine: 
 
Pierce Transit received your December 7, 2015 letter asking for comment and acknowledgment of 
the Sound Transit, December 4 Board workshop templates.  We appreciate you reaching out to 
Pierce Transit for this opportunity to comment.  Pierce Transit has a long standing relationship with 
Sound Transit and looks forward to continued intergeneration, coordination, and partnerships as we 
move forward with long range transit planning in our region.  
 
Pierce Transit has reviewed Sound Transit’s candidate projects presented at the Sound Transit 
December Board workshop and offer the following comments for your Board’s and Sound Transit’s 
staff consideration.  
 
On July 15, 2015 Pierce Transit offered comments regarding initial ST3 South Corridor candidate 
projects under consideration for further review.  These comments and the supported projects 
promoted the ongoing integration of our local service with your regional service which is essential to 
continued mobility options throughout Pierce County and the South Sound. We were pleased to see 
the projects we supported in our letter (listed below) moved forward for further evaluation: 
 

S-05 – Tacoma Dome Station to Tacoma Mall (Light Rail) the defined Central Link 
terminus. (S-05 is supported by implementation of S-01 through S-04)  
S-06 thru S-08 – Expanded Sounder Platforms, Platform Extensions, and Additional South 
Sounder Service (Commuter Rail) 
S-09 – Auburn (Sounder) Station Access Improvements 
S-11 – Tacoma Link Extension to Tacoma Community College (Light Rail)  

 
However, the top priority for Pierce Transit in 2016 is still Project No. S-12 - Bus Capital 
Enhancements for Speed, Reliability, and Convenience along Pacific Avenue/SR 7 
(Tacoma).  This project was added after drafting of the July 15, 2015 letter in full collaboration with 
Pierce Transit and Sound Transit staff working together on the location, infrastructure requirements, 
and associated cost estimates.  The inclusion of this project in ST3 would be a capital contribution 
which is envisioned as a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) route along the corridor.   We feel strongly that a 
Pierce Transit and Sound Transit partnership would meet the region’s desire for transit agencies 
throughout the Puget Sound Region to integrate and coordinate service delivery, project 
development, and system intergeneration, in order to create a truly connected local-to-regional 
transit system. The inaugural Pierce Transit BRT route would provide service along a 14-mile 
portion of the corridor currently served by Route 1, which accounts for two million annual 



Dow Constantine, Sound Transit 
1/19/16 
Page 2 of 2

boardings or approximately 19 percent of all Pierce Transit fixed route motorbus boardings. The 
new Pacific Avenue/SR 7 corridor would connect people to jobs, educational opportunities, and 
regional destinations from the Tacoma Dome Station to Spanaway; the southern terminus of the 
Pierce Transit service area. 
 
Additionally, in reviewing the template for Project No. S-12, we noticed that Sound Transit staff did 
not include comparative data in the template under “Evaluation Measures” as shown next to S-11 
(Tacoma Link Extension to Tacoma Community College), perhaps because ours is not Sound 
Transit’s priority project.  Therefore, attached to this letter are the “Evaluation Measures” data 
compiled by Pierce Transit staff and offered to Sound Transit for inclusion and consideration 
moving forward, in order to demonstrate how the proposed project performs in direct comparison 
to other South Corridor projects (e.g., S-10, S-11, S-13, and S-14).  
 
Finally, Pierce Transit continues to support the priorities outlined in the July 15, 2015 letter to 
Sound Transit staff and listed in bullets on the first page of this memo.  Pierce Transit has been part 
of the project team for the Tacoma Link expansion and looks forward to the Phase 2 “Medical 
Mile” corridor completion in the near future, while continuing to work with the City of Tacoma and 
Sound Transit on any future expansion projects included in ST3.   While we know full build-out of 
the Central Link Spine to the Tacoma Mall may not be financially feasible under ST3, we hope 
Sound Transit considers a build-out to the Tacoma Dome Station at a minimum, as this is the South 
Sound region’s largest multimodal transit facility.  We also would like to offer our support for 
Project No. P-01: Future System Planning (ST4) as an important priority for future planning and 
system integration.   
 
In closing, we are eager for the opportunity to continue ongoing coordination and planning with 
Sound Transit as these critical South Corridor priority projects are finalized and a ballot initiative to 
fund ST3 is put forth in the November 8, 2016 general election. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Sue Dreier 
Chief Executive Officer  
 
Attachment 
 
cc: Peter Rogoff, Chief Executive Officer, Sound Transit  

Chelsey Levy, Government and Community Relations Officer, South Corridor, Sound 
Transit 
Rebecca Japhet, Public Relations Officer 

 Jay Peterson, Transit Development Manager 
 Peter Stackpole, Service Planning Assistant Manager 

Darin Stavish, Principal Planner 
Max Henkle, Senior Planner 



 

Evaluation Measures: Pierce Transit Ammendments in Red Font
MEASURE                                                                                                          MEASUREMENT/RATING   NOTES
Regional Light Rail Spine                                                                       
Does project help complete regional light rail spine? No
Ridership
2040 daily station boardings 11,000—17,000* Table 10.01 of STOPS model
Capital Cost 2035 Value using ST's 2035 by TAZ forecast data, 

rounded to nearest thousand; then adjusted 
downward via ratio of modeled vs observed local bus 
ridership

Cost in Millions of 2014 $ $270—$289
Annual O&M Cost
Cost in Millions of 2014 $ ~$9 Per Remix 10 minute all-day  weekday headways 

https://platform.getremix.com/map/10ac90d
Travel Time
In-vehicle travel time along the project (segment) 58 Assumes average speed=15 mph
Reliability
Percentage of alignment/route in exclusive right-of-way Medium Would use 51% BAT lanes
System Integration
Qualitative assessment of issues and effects related to connections to existing local bus 
service and potential future integration opportunities

High Would connect to 34  bus lines, 1 streetcar line, 1 
light rail line (Central Link extenstion), 1 commuter 
rail line, 2 intercity rail lines vs. 6 bus lines for S19th 
St TCC Link extension

Ease of Non-motorized Access
Qualitative assessment of issues and effects related to non-motorized modes Medium Determined comparing walkshed against 1/2mile 

circular radius from station; 64% of parcels accebile 
vs 60% for S19th St TCC Link extension

Percent of Non-motorized Access
Percent of daily boardings 72% Table 10.01 of STOPS model
Connections to PSRC-designated Regional Centers
Number of PSRC-designated regional growth and manufacturing/industrial centers served 1 center Regional Growth Center: Tacoma Downtown
Land Use and Development/TOD Potential
Quantitative/qualitative assessment of adopted Plans & Policies and zoning compatible with 
transit-supportive development within 0.5 mile of potential stations

Medium

Qualitative assessment of real estate market support for development within 1 mile of 
potential corridor

Medium 73% of land in SR-7 corridor  built out, 
undevelopable, or vacant but zoned for single unit 
housing vs 70% for S19th St TCC Link extension 
corridor (PC Buildable Lands Report)

Density of activity units (population and employment for 2014 and 2040) within 0.5 mile of 
potential stations

10 AU per Acre (2010) 15 AU per Acre (2040) Source: PSRC 2013 LUB (2010 vs 2040)

Socioeconomic Benefits
Existing minority / low-income populations within 0.5 mile of potential stations 38%/20% Source: 2013 ACS 5yr Tables B03002 and C17002
2014 and 2040 population within 0.5 mile of potential stations 2014 and 2040 employment 
within 0.5 mile of potential stations

50,800/67,500 Pop, 30,200/55,000 Jobs Source: PSRC 2013 LUB (2010 vs 2040)

For additional information on evaluation measures, see http://soundtransit3.org/document-
library
                                                                                                                 17,000 
                                                                                                                 11,000 

* 2035 Value using ST's 2035 by TAZ forecast data, rounded to nearest thousand
Then adjusted downward via ratio of modeled versus observed local bus ridership

ST3 South Corridor Project No. S-12: Bus Capital Improvements for Speed, Reliability, and Convenience along Pacific Avenue (SR 7) in Tacoma



























QUEEN ANNE COMMUNITY COUNCIL
1818 1st Avenue W
Seattle, WA 98119

January 9, 2016 

To:
Ed Murray, Mayor of Seattle
Mike O’Brien, District 6, Chair, Seattle City Council Transportation Committee
Sally Bagshaw, District 7, Seattle City Council
Tim Burgess, Position 8, Seattle City Council
Lorena Gonzalez, Position 9, Seattle City Council 
Scott Kubly, Director, SDOT 
Jeanne Kohl-Wells, District 4, King County Council 
The Sound Transit Board 
Ric Igenfritz, Executive Director of Planning, Sound Transit 
Karen Kitsis, Planning and Project Development Manager, Sound Transit 

Subject:  Sound Transit 3 

The Queen Anne Community Council has reviewed the various routes that Sound Transit 
is considering for the light rail line from downtown to Ballard and northwest Seattle via 
Seattle Center and is pleased to support the route that we believe best serves our 
community. 

The Queen Anne Community Council believes option 3, C-01C, best serves this area.  It 
is the best choice to serve the larger employment centers in our area.  This is the route 
that comes out of the Seattle Center area via Elliott and then crosses the 15th Avenue W 
corridor at West Prospect Street to go north along 20th Avenue West before going into a 
tunnel and crossing under the Ship Canal in the vicinity of 22nd Avenue West.  It offers 
the most benefits with the least adverse impacts of the four routes under review. 

It is important to our community that the chosen route does not reduce vehicular capacity 
on any of the major arterials serving this area.  These would include Elliott, 15th Avenue 
West as well as Westlake.  Also important is that the construction and use of the final 
route have the least negative impacts on our area.  C-01C is the only route meeting these 
criteria.

We note that the Westlake route could negatively affect vehicular capacity on that arterial 
and would not serve some of the larger employers on the west side of Queen Anne like 
Expedia and the Port of Seattle.  The Westlake route is not accessible to much of the 
eastside of Queen Anne because of the steep terrain and lack of east/west crossings at 
Aurora Avenue.  The 15th Avenue West corridor is heavily used so routing the line along 
this right-of-way has even greater impacts on it capacity.  Construction on either of the 



arterials, Westlake or 15th Avenue West, would magnify congestion and create 
bottlenecks throughout the construction period. 

The Queen Anne Community Council believes C-01C best serves Queen Anne residents.  
It connects Seattle Center major employment centers, including the coming Expedia 
headquarters operation, future development of the Port’s property in the Uplands, and the 
jobs and residences at West Dravus, and in the industrial zone with the developing 
regional system.  It is critical that stations be included to support these areas. 

This route, unlike those on 15th Avenue West, has no negative impact on Fisherman’s 
Terminal and the multi-billion dollar fishing industry centered there.  Moreover, a tunnel 
under the Ship canal has much less impact in terms of land required and community 
impact than a bridge, and will offer far greater service reliability to transit riders.

We urge Sound Transit to adopt the C-01C routing through our neighborhoods to achieve 
the greatest benefit with the fewest negative impacts.

Sincerely,

Ellen Monrad 
Chair, Queen Anne Community Council 
206-795-2354 
elmonrad@gmail.com 
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Save our Trail Committee 
5417 103rd Pl. NE 
Kirkland WA, 98003 
 
 
Sound Transit Board 
C/o Board Administrator 
401 S. Jackson Street 
Seattle, WA  98104-2826 
 

Dated:  February 24, 2016 

 

Dear Chairman Dow Constantine and Sound Transit Board Members, 

The Save Our Trail group has concluded that our interests would best be served by working with Sound 
Transit in fully supporting ST3 in the November elections.  

Our support is based on a final ST3 proposal that includes the intensive capital version of E-02 – I405 Bus 
Rapid Transit, which includes: 

E-02b-SegA – Lynnwood Transit Center to Bellevue Transit (Intensive Capital) 
E-02c1 – Kirkland NE 85th St, BRT In-line Station (Intensive Capital) 
E-02c2 – Kirkland NE 85th St, Bus Only Lanes (Intensive Capital) 

We believe this package also fits the model of “Quick Wins” that was discussed at the Capital Committee 
meeting on February 11th.  

However, we will not be able to support a final ST3 project if it contains proposals for transit on the 
Cross Kirkland Corridor, including E-03A or E-O6. We want to make clear that we recognize the need for 
more public transportation as embodied in the draft ST3 proposal, and believe that the intensive capital 
version of E-02 includes all the major stops necessary to serve Kirkland. We also want to make clear that 
we are specifically opposed to the SegA section of E-03, not the entire project. 

We recognize that Sound Transit did reach out for comment on the ST3 proposal from the governments 
of the cities and counties involved.  We wish to point out that the response of the Kirkland City Council, 
while duly elected, does not represent the will of the people in this case. This is not the first time this 
has happened: In the election last November, Proposition 1, aggressively pursued by the City Council, 
was rejected by 65% of our citizens.  

 

SaveOurTrail.orgSav
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Per our previous letter to you and conversations with some Sound Transit Board members, The City 
Council’s support for E-03A and E-06 has generated a significant negative response on the part of our 
citizens. Over 2,100 have now signed the Save Our Trail petition. E-03A would represent the first Rails-
to-Trails proposal that would include motorized transit in the entire State of Washington. There are 17 
other Rails-to-Trails segments in Washington  - all of which are non- motorized transit - where elected 
officials have recognized the importance of protecting our green spaces throughout the state.  

We offer our support for ST3 in November with the understanding that the proposal would not include 
transit on the Cross Kirkland Corridor, such as E-O3A and E-O6. If the proposal does include either or 
both of these, it is our belief that the citizens of Kirkland will oppose ST3; thereby, putting the entire 
ballot proposal at risk. 

We look forward to working with you to achieve a successful result in November. 

 

Sincerely, 

Santos Contreras and David Greschler, 

On behalf of the Save Our Trail Leadership Committee 



: Sound Transit Board 
: Seattle Subway 

: Sound Transit 3 - Draft System Plan 
: January 21, 2016 

Dear Sound Transit Board Members, 

As a signatory to the Transit Access Stakeholders letter to the Sound Transit board, Seattle 
Subway strongly supports the principles endorsed by this broad cross-section of community 
organizations. As the Sound Transit Board develops a system plan over the coming months, we 
want to detail certain actions and choices that will be critical to fulfilling these broadly-supported 
goals. Our further recommendations to the board are as follows: 

1.       :  A new Downtown Seattle 
light rail tunnel with a new operating plan to support regional transit capacity. 
 

2.            
   Unlike E-03, this connection must provide stops in downtown Bellevue 

without requiring downtown users to transfer at Wilburton Station. 
 

3.      Our well-run transit agency can deliver projects 
under budget. We have seen this during the construction of University Link and further 
such opportunities are likely to arise even after we put a robust plan to voters. Good 
project management, along with local, state and federal grant funding over the course of 
the program can be used to build a more comprehensive system. Contingency lines 
could make the following possible if additional funding becomes available: 
 

●  : 
○ Ballard to Lake City as an extended C-01g (with a transfer that improves 

522 BRT) 
○ West Seattle Junction to White Center (C-13) 

●  : 
○ Light rail to/through Burien (C13) to SeaTac and beyond (toward Renton) 

 
●  : 

○ Extension of Central Link past downtown Tacoma 
○ Additional Tacoma Link and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) investments 

 
●  : 

○ Light rail from Eastgate to Issaquah (southeastern segment of E-03
alignment) 

●  : 
○ North line routing through SW Everett Industrial Park (N-02a)  
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4.       As a robust investment is considered, it may be 
possible to fully fund Downtown Seattle to Ballard to UW as a single line. If contingency 
lines become possible, then the question becomes, “what’s the next investment?” 
Density, demand, and social equity point to serving the NE portion of Seattle with light 
rail, connecting to BRT serving 522 from Lake City through Lake Forest Park, Kenmore 
and Bothell to Woodinville. 
 

5.            
          

 
 

6.               
   Ballard to downtown  eventually connect to an East-West line serving 

Ballard to UW (C-02). Therefore, tunneling under the ship canal has the following 
advantages: 
 

 Tunneling saves a rapidly growing city from having its mass transit 
stop for ships and leisure craft. 

 Because the Ballard to UW line must be underground, having an 
above ground Downtown to Ballard line complicates the eventual connection and 
forces an unnecessary transfer. Ballard to UW works far better as an extension of 
Downtown to Ballard. 

  Ballard to UW needs a track connection to the system in 
order to efficiently operate the three mile line without having to construct and 
operate a separate operations and maintenance base. 

7.             This 
would require creating High Capacity Transit (HCT) connections for Belltown and Denny 
Triangle in addition to the baseline provided in the Downtown Seattle light rail tunnel 
plan (C-01c). As the second-densest neighborhood in Seattle, foregoing a well-planned, 
robust transit connection for Belltown would be a short-sighted decision that will require 
expensive corrections in the future. 
 

8.            
       

9.          Our high 
capacity transit in West Seattle must be entirely grade separated and reach White 
Center and Burien (via C-03a and C13). Importantly, the Delridge corridor must also be 
served with two stops on this alignment, at the north end and south end. 
 

10.   All stations and lines should be built with an eye toward future 
expansion. Future completion of the long range plan should not require suspension of 
service on existing lines simply because station expansions or junctions were not 
planned or funded when the original station/lines were built. 
 

11.   Funding of a study for an extension from Belltown through South Lake 
Union to Capitol Hill, First Hill and the Central District must be included in the ST3 plan. 
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This routing is colloquially referred to as the “Metro 8 Subway” by many as it mirrors the 
high-ridership, reliability-challenged Metro bus line 8 in many respects. This line would 
create the density of urban HCT connections the City of Seattle will need in the future. 

These options represent what we believe are best courses of action to serve the entire region 
with the robust transit solution that voters are yearning for and our job growth and transportation 
challenges demand. We request that they be given proper consideration and inclusion in the 
final ST3 system plan and November ballot measure. 

Sincerely, 

 
Keith Kyle 
President, Seattle Subway 
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January 21, 2016 

Sound Transit Board 
c/o Board Administrator 
Sound Transit 
401 S. Jackson Street 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Re: Eastside cities’ joint ST3 candidate projects comment letter

Dear Chair Constantine and Members of the Board, 

The cities of Bellevue, Issaquah, Kirkland, Redmond, Renton and Bothell appreciate the 
opportunity to provide feedback on the candidate projects under consideration for inclusion in 
the Sound Transit 3 (ST3) System Plan. The following shared comments reflect the interests 
stated in the “ST3 System Plan Joint Interest Statement” submitted to the Board on July 14, 
2015, and are in addition to the city-specific comment letters that may be provided to Sound 
Transit by January 21, 2016.  

The Eastside is a vital and growing area, and an integral component of the regional economic 
engine. Eastside cities are projected to reach nearly 700,000 regional residents and more than 
550,000 jobs by 2040. Our cities are interconnected both geographically and economically, and 
have many common interests and goals. We are boldly reshaping our regional growth centers 
and downtowns into dense, mixed-use, urban centers that need frequent and reliable transit 
service to sustain economic growth and viability.  

ST3 has the potential to create transit connections within the Eastside, and provide connections 
between the Eastside and the rest of the region. For ST3 to be successful on the Eastside, the 
Board must invest in projects that effectively meet the travel demands of both our current 
communities and those of the future.  

It is imperative that the ST3 System Plan address the Eastside transit network in a 
comprehensive fashion to serve the substantial expected growth, and to maintain the principles of 
subarea equity as defined in ST2. Should ST3 be approved by the voters, the Eastside will be 
making a significant tax investment into the package, and we look forward to seeing specific 
details about the Eastside projects in step with these funds. We request the Board fully fund the 
following projects, and related project adjustments early in the ST3 System Plan:

E-01: Complete the East Link spine to Downtown Redmond.  
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E-02: Fully implement Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on I-405, from Lynnwood to SeaTac.
Adjust the scope of the proposed low intensive capital project to provide sufficient access for
the line to operate as an efficient BRT facility; the project components necessary to function 
as BRT and maximize service and ridership include:

o Access improvements including, but not limited to, additional inline stations at NE 
85th Street, relocation of the North 8th Street HOV direct access ramp in Renton as 
discussed under project E-04, direct access to the Tukwila Sounder Station, and at 
least one additional location south of I-90; 

o Expanded park-and-ride facilities;
o Dedicated transitway with inline flyer stops; 
o Vehicles with multiple doors for entry/exit, designed to “dock” with stations to 

eliminate a step-up onto the bus; 
o Off-board fare collection; 
o Frequent, all day service, with intuitive maps and simple schedules; 
o Transit signal priority where applicable for faster, more efficient service; and
o Sophisticated communication systems to track vehicle locations and provide arrival 

information directly to passenger cell phones or other kiosk displays. 
E-03: Light rail from Totem Lake to Issaquah via Bellevue to connect these three regional 
growth centers with fast, frequent and reliable transit service. The scope for this project must 
provide flexibility and be scalable to meet ridership demand and the needs of the 
communities served.  
E-04: In lieu of the proposed North 8th Street HOV direct access ramps in Renton, provide a 
new transit center and parking garage at Rainier Avenue South and South Grady Way.  
N-09 and N-10: Build BRT on 145th Street and SR 522 to connect with North Link, in 
accordance with the plans of the local jurisdictions through which it passes, to provide HCT 
between the Eastside, including the University of Washington Bothell/Cascadia College 
Campus, and the greater Seattle area via the north end of Lake Washington.  

In addition to the above projects, we urge Sound Transit to provide detailed information about 
investment plans for enhanced and expanded Regional Express Service (REX) between Eastside 
cities and the region. These investments should include adding service to overcrowded and high 
ridership routes, and implement capital investments that improve the quality of these services
and the rider experience.  

We also look forward to an in depth discussion about ST3 plans for non-motorized station access 
improvements, such as pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and leveraging transit oriented 
development opportunities. 

The regional infrastructure investment represented in a potential ST3 package presents an 
extraordinary opportunity to synchronize plans from multiple agencies to achieve important 
regional growth, transportation and environmental policy goals. It is critical that we work in 
unison to address the important ties between land use and transportation in the early planning 
phases of the ST3 System Plan to realize the maximum potential of this regional investment. An 
effective transit system will also seamlessly integrate REX, BRT, light rail and local bus service. 
We look forward to seeing work products that demonstrate integration between Sound Transit 
and King County Metro planning efforts.  
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Thank you for considering our comments as we plan for our region’s future mobility. The 
projects in the final package presented to voters should be in step with local and regional plans. 
We welcome close coordination with Sound Transit as the ST3 System Plan continues to 
develop.  

Sincerely, 

   
John Stokes    Hank Margeson
Mayor, City of Bellevue  Council President, City of Redmond 

  
Fred Butler    Denis Law
Mayor, City of Issaquah  Mayor, City of Renton 

  
Amy Walen    Andy Rheaume 
Mayor, City of Kirkland  Mayor, City of Bothell 



































 

Re: Support for Sound Transit expansion to Everett via Paine Field 

Reid H. Shockey 
Chair, SCCIT 





South County Area Transportation Board 

February 19, 2016 

Sound Transit 
The Honorable Dow Constantine, Chair, & Board of Directors 
401 South Jackson Street 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Dear Mr. Chairman and Sound Transit Board Members: 

The South County Area Transportation Board (SCATBd) appreciates the opportunity 
to comment on the Sound Transit 3 (ST3) candidate projects. SCATBd’s 15 cities in 
King County collaborate to improve the regional transportation systems that 
support the State’s economy.

Greater connectedness in the South County region benefits all SCATBd jurisdictions 
and the 720,000 people who live here. Our highway systems are overburdened. 
Many of our commuter trains and buses are full. More transit investments will take 
single-occupant vehicles off the road during the most congested hours. 
Furthermore, transit reduces air pollution and promotes more walkable and bike-
friendly communities, thereby providing public health benefits to all ages of the 
population.  

We are confident that the South King County Subarea of the Sound Transit district 
can generate revenue within the district to accomplish the proposed investments 
below needed to improve regional transit connections. South County’s participation 
in the region’s economic recovery has already allowed Sound Transit to restore 
several projects from Sound Transit 2, including the Auburn and Kent Sounder 
Station Access projects. We urge Sound Transit to completely fulfill the promises of 
Sound Transit 2. With ST3 funding, the following projects can be completed closer 
to the time frame that voters intended: 

S-01 Kent/Des Moines to Star Lake Link light rail extension 
S-06 Expand Sounder South Train Platforms to 8 Cars 

To make the most of the Sound Transit 2 investments already completed, the 
following projects should also be included in the ST3 package: 



South County Area Transportation Board 

S-02 Star Lake (272nd) to Federal Way Link light rail extension 
S-03-04 Federal Way to Tacoma Dome Station Link light rail extension 
S-05 Tacoma Dome Station to Tacoma Mall Link light rail extension 
S-07 Additional South Sounder Platform Extensions 
S-08 Additional Sounder Service 
S-15 South Sounder Access Program 
C-09 Infill Light Rail Station: Boeing Access Road 
C-10 Infill Sounder Station: Boeing Access Road 
C-12 Additional parking at Tukwila International Boulevard (TIB) Station 
C-13 West Seattle/Junction to Burien Transit Center Light Rail 
E-02 Option 1 or 3 I-405 Bus Rapid Transit Lower Capital to Burien Transit 
Center 
P-05 HCT Study: Light Rail Extending from West Seattle to Burien and 
SeaTac Airport Station 
P-06 HCT Study: Light Rail Directly Linking Burien to Tukwila and Renton 
R-05 System Access Program (Pedestrian and bicycle access, bicycle parking, 
transit) 

With 329,000 jobs located in the South County area alone, we need reliable and 
convenient transportation to jobs within and outside of South County to ensure 
continued economic growth and quality of life in our communities and the Puget 
Sound Region as a whole. SCATBd looks forward to collaborating further with the 
Sound Transit Executive Board in the planning of Sound Transit 3 to achieve that 
goal. 

Sincerely, 

Dana Ralph      Carol Benson  
Councilmember, City of Kent    Mayor, City of Black Diamond 
SCATBd Chair     SCATBd Vice-Chair 
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To: Sound Transit Board 
From:  Transit Access Stakeholders 
Re:  Sound Transit 3 - Draft System Plan and Policies 
Date: January 21, 2016 
 
 
Dear Sound Transit Board Members, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Sound Transit 3 (ST3) system plan and policies. The Transit 
Access Stakeholder group is a growing coalition of organizations that are interested in connecting the Puget Sound 
region through affordable, reliable, and sustainable transit. Together, we represent environmental, land use, active 
transportation, social justice, affordable housing, and transit stakeholders, with thousands of members in the 
central Puget Sound region. We look forward to mobilizing our memberships in support of a Sound Transit 3 
system plan and supporting policies that are consistent with the following framework:  
 
Go Big! Create an Expansive and Visionary System Plan 
 
We support a bold and visionary ST3 system plan that brings affordable and sustainable transportation options 
to all subareas. The people of Puget Sound are excited for high capacity transit that offers a reliable, cost-effective 
alternative to increasingly congested corridors. We urge the Sound Transit Board not to develop a plan that picks 
between jurisdictions that are eager and prepared for such investments, and instead develop a plan that is able to 
serve more neighborhoods of all incomes and demographics. We believe an ambitious plan can win at the ballot. 
 
Increase Multimodal Access Funding  
 
We support an increase in investments for local transit, walking and biking access to high capacity transit. 
Investments in transit, walking, and biking access are an affordable, effective, and sustainable way to attract riders. 
Research shows that encouraging riders to access transit on foot or by bike can be a lower-cost way to increase 
ridership. In some locations, local bus service has the potential to bring the most riders to stations. 
 
Sound Transit should prioritize funding for local transit, walking and biking access to high capacity transit over 
parking by increasing both the overall allocation to the system access fund and the specific allocation for transit 
integration, access, and information within each project. The system access fund should be large enough to cover 
both additional community-identified improvements for new stations as well as retrofits for all existing stations 
that need transit and non-motorized access improvements. 
 
Sound Transit also should scale the size of the System Access Program to the size and duration of the final ST3 
system plan. The current R-05 is the baseline for access with a 15-year plan. If Sound Transit moves forward with a 
system plan that makes ambitious investments in all sub-areas over a longer time horizon, the funding in R-05 
needs to increase in direct proportion to these investments in order to ensure adequate access to future transit 
facilities.  
 
Make Smart Investments in Parking, and Use Pricing to Manage Demand 
 
We think Sound Transit should plan for and build less parking for each project, increasing parking only when the 
need for parking is demonstrated. This approach allows for changes in density that will occur around station areas 
as land use zoning and development changes over time before light rail arrives and as the network is built out. We 
believe that excessive spending on parking disproportionately benefits white people and higher-income 
populations: people with low-incomes and people of color in Washington are still much less likely to own a car.  
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We urge Sound Transit to price and manage parking at all current and future park-and-ride lots. Parking 
management can help spread passenger demand across the day, thus lowering operating costs by requiring fewer 
vehicles and drivers during peak periods. Pricing and managing parking can also help achieve social equity goals by 
providing predictable access to a spot and defraying the costs of building and operating park-and-rides. Without 
fees, these costs are fully borne by all users, including people arriving by foot, bike, or bus. Additionally, in order to 
ensure equitable access, ORCA LIFT riders should pay a lower parking rate. Unpriced parking will attract too much 
vehicle traffic and reduce the attractiveness and likelihood of transit-oriented development. 
 
We also urge Sound Transit to find ways to use existing parking capacity before building new capacity. For 
example, in the South corridor, approximately 9,000 new stalls are included in the draft project list, yet the 
average utilization for Park & Rides in the South district currently is often under 70 percent. Sound Transit should 
look at opportunities to lease parking from partner agencies, jurisdictions, or nearby businesses, rather than 
building new structures, wherever possible. This approach is typically cheaper than construction, and makes it 
easier to reduce parking when supply exceeds demand or station areas transform with dense, walkable residential 
and commercial development. 
 
Prioritize Affordable Housing in Development Decisions 
 
Sound Transit should prioritize affordable housing in the use and disposal of its land. By supporting and 
prioritizing affordable housing, Sound Transit can play a critical role in promoting equitable development in high 
opportunity transit-connected areas, stimulating redevelopment, increasing ridership, and building much needed 
affordable homes. Aligning land disposition/acquisition policies and affordable housing goals provides local 
flexibility, creates government efficiencies, and puts public property to its highest and best use. The State 
Legislature has already required, in RCW 81.112.350, that Sound Transit sell 80% of its surplus land for affordable 
housing use. Additionally, Sound Transit is required to put $20 million in a revolving acquisition loan fund to 
acquire additional sites for affordable housing near transit.  
 
Sound Transit should develop a clear and predictable process for implementing RCW 81.112.350 and maximizing 
affordable housing outcomes by: 

Removing fair market value requirements on surplus property and better utilizing federally authorized 
tools such as joint developments, land leasing, and liquidating federal interests. 
Providing favorable sale & development terms for affordable housing developers and organizations 
acquiring land for affordable housing. 
Planning for and acquiring sites that can be used effectively to promote future TOD, and align land 
purchasing decisions with affordable housing and land banking actors when possible. 
Updating disposition policies and increasing staff development expertise to better enable nonprofit 
housing providers and land banking organizations to purchase developable land in and around stations 
prior to cost increases. 
Maximizing affordable housing potential by ensuring disposition sites are large and regularly shaped. 
Eliminating any assumptions of surplus land sale profits in financial planning.  
Developing minimum standards for sites acquired with loan fund dollars. 
Creating job quality standards for developments at surplussed TOD sites and sites acquired through 
revolving loan fund to promote healthy, accessible, living wage jobs near transit. 
Ensuring that organizations and developers with strong ties to community (alongside development 
expertise) be competitive in the bidding process. Community partners are better able to understand the 
holistic needs of a low-income community, immigrants, refugees and people of color and are the most 
knowledgeable about what makes equitable TOD successful. 
 

 
 



 

3 
 

Maximize Ridership and Potential for Equitable Transit-Oriented Development and Density 
 
We strongly believe that the System Plan should include robust policies, projects, investments, and alignments 
that maximize potential for equitable transit-oriented development (TOD) and increased density. Recent studies 
show that people are more likely to take transit to work if their job and housing is located near transit. Studies 
show also that people of middle to lower income are more likely to take transit than those with higher incomes. 
Promoting a mix of jobs, services, and affordable housing around transit stations and hubs is, therefore, critical to 
increasing ridership as well as to ensuring everyone access to opportunity. Prioritizing equitable TOD also 
decreases reliance on travel by car, reducing single occupancy vehicles and greenhouse gas emissions (GHG). 
Moreover, recent studies have found, that availability of affordable housing near transit more effectively increases 
ridership than market-rate housing. 
 
Sound Transit should maximize potential for equitable TOD means by: 

Selecting alignments and investing in station locations that can support mixed development. 
Building in sufficient funds for multimodal access and TOD development to each station. 
Connecting areas with an existing mix of development. 
Prioritizing contracting with developers that will build affordable housing.  
Actively working to prevent residential and commercial displacement, especially in lower-income, 
communities of color, immigrants and refugees. 
Supporting equitable TOD through land purchases that are the right size for future development and 
disposition policies that ensure land can be developed when stations are built or soon after completion.  
Considering access costs when evaluating alignments. Freeway alignments and other access challenged 
alignments should require analysis and inclusion of multimodal access costs as a mitigation need. 

 
Sound Transit should also develop internal prioritization frameworks that incentivize such policies at the local 
level and reward jurisdictions that have planned for equitable transit communities. Specifically, we recommend 
that Sound Transit compare the potential number of jobs and housing units within one quarter mile of stations, 
when selecting alignments and station locations. 
 
Sound Transit can best provide reliable transit service that connects the most users with the most destinations if 
it focuses on reaching and connecting dense urban areas across the region. Sound Transit should focus on serving 
transit centers, as well as schools, hospitals, and large employment centers with high ridership potential. For 
example, we strongly support option 1 or 2 for Ballard to Downtown Seattle light rail, which are grade-separated 
and serve South Lake Union, because this route is projected to attract more than 100,000 riders in the corridor. 
 
Use a Race and Social Justice Lens in Decision Making 
 
Sound Transit should make an extra effort to bring reliable, high-frequency, and accessible service to low-
income households and communities of color, both of which are disproportionately transit-dependent, 
underserved, and negatively impacted by transit investments. This may mean providing light rail service in these 
areas, or it may mean ensuring smooth system integration with local bus service. Improving access to and from 
these communities can increase opportunities for employment and affordable housing, and can improve health, 
economic, and social outcomes for the communities historically left behind. Because access to reliable 
transportation is the single most important factor in escaping poverty, Sound Transit has the opportunity to 
significantly improve quality of life for communities throughout the Puget Sound. Like with other stations that 
have these characteristics, we strongly support funding the Graham Street infill station. The Graham Street station 
area is a busy commercial junction with a middle school, important cultural anchors, locally-serving businesses, 
affordable housing and community centers in an area that is 81% people of color. Community leaders view the 
station as critical to fulfilling neighborhood plans, adding substantial ridership for Sound Transit, and serving as a 
model for community-driven TOD. 
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Maximize Reliability 
 
Sound Transit should choose projects and alignments with exclusive right-of-way, and grade separated where 
possible. This ensures that light rail will remain a competitive mode of transportation even as the region grows and 
congestion increases. For example, we strongly support the construction of a new transit tunnel in Downtown 
Seattle, which will provide the opportunity for increased train frequency and capacity for higher ridership while 
avoiding congested downtown roads. When at grade, Sound Transit should invest in safety measures that adhere 
to universal design standards in order to maximize safe access to transit. 
 
Adopt a Community Engagement and Outcomes Policy 
 
Sound Transit should develop and adopt an explicit community engagement and outcomes policy that lays out 
best practices for expanding engagement with low-income communities, people of color, immigrants and 
refugees earlier in and throughout the planning process. Achieving equity outcomes – and optimizing ridership – 
will succeed only by providing diverse communities with equal opportunities to participate in and influence the 
planning process. Laying out steps to create and sustain meaningful relationships with community leaders and 
social services organizations, which will help Sound Transit staff understand language and cultural differences that 
may shape the way that the agency engages with communities and conducts planning outreach is key to this 
process. 
 
Plan for the Future 
 
Sound Transit should develop the system plan in a way that will best serve our growing region in the future by:  

Designing alignments and stations that make it easy to expand lines and create new junctions; 
Making cost-effective investments that will allow ST to do more with the money they have, 
accommodating more growth in the region over time; 
Increasing funding for and ensuring policies support early recruitment for apprenticeship programs so 
that we have a local workforce in place that is ready to tackle ST3 construction Sound Transit should look 
into new grant opportunities for workforce development in the FAST Act; 
Locating in dense areas with the best potential for TOD in order to connect the most people with the most 
jobs, reducing GHGs and helping meet long-term climate and growth management goals; and 
Planning for contingent funding to build out the system further if projects come in under budget or 
additional federal, state or local matching funding is found. This should also include identifying potential 
projects in all subareas, and doing early planning that can inform decision making for ST3. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to share these comments. This is a very important planning process, and we look 
forward to working with you to ensure the success of Sound Transit 3. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Keith Kyle, Board President 
Seattle Subway 

Shefali Ranganathan, Executive Director 
Transportation Choices 

Rebecca Saldaña, Executive Director 
Puget Sound Sage 

Lisa Quinn, Executive Director 
Feet First 

Hilary Franz, Executive Director 
Futurewise 

Rich Stolz, Executive Director 
OneAmerica 

Marty Kooistra, Executive Director 
Housing Development Consortium 

Tim Gould, Volunteer Chair 
Transportation &  
Land Use Committee 
Sierra Club 

Gene Duvernoy, President and CEO 
Forterra 

Elizabeth Kiker, Executive Director 
Cascade Bicycle Club 







 

 

Move the People. 

January 12, 2016 
 
Sound Transit Board 
401 S Jackson St.  
Seattle, WA 98104 
 
 Re:    Proposed Plans for Sound Transit 3 (ST3) 
 
The West Seattle Transportation Coalition (WSTC) is a peninsula-wide organization representing Seattle’s 
largest constituency of more than 100,000 people living and working in the 10 square mile area between the 
Duwamish River and Puget Sound.  These community leaders, advocates, business owners, and residents are 
working to address the peninsula’s transportation, mobility and commuting challenges.  
 
The WSTC membership has some concerns about the “3+1” West Seattle ST3 options that have been 
presented to the Sound Transit Board (STB) for consideration.  The proposed ST3 projects with at-grade or 
elevated tracks will directly conflict with the Move Seattle funded Fauntleroy Boulevard and Delridge Way 
SW Visioning / Complete Street projects. In addition, the decision by Sound Transit not to include 
comprehensive planning to West Seattle in ST2 funding puts us at a distinct disadvantage.  
 
Therefore, we request that before the March draft of the ST3 plan is unveiled, a significant effort is made by 
Sound Transit, with the assistance of the City of Seattle and WSTC, to get constituent input on potential light 
rail routing.  We propose meetings be held in each of the West Seattle Urban Villages (Alaska, Admiral, 
Morgan, Westwood/Highland Park and North Delridge) as well as in the City of Burien. 
 
WSTC strongly believes that our region requires a fully connected light rail system. The system should 
accommodate our fast growing population and economy, and the reality in which we must live and commute 
from more affordable housing in our suburbs and outlying areas.  We endorse all the projects presented to 
the STB on December 4, 2015, to form the Complete Regional System.  Our hope is that the STB chooses to 
ask for the taxing authority in order to successfully implement the complete, regional light rail system.   
 
We look forward to working with Sound Transit in order to Move the People. 
 
In Community, 
            
West Seattle Transportation Coalition 
Move the People. 
info@westseattletc.org 
westseattletc.org 
 
cc: 
 
Seattle Mayor Ed Murray 
Seattle City Council 
Burien Mayor Lucy Krakowiak 
Burien City Council 
King County Executive Dow Constantine  
King County Council 
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Substance abuse and mental health problems affect all communities nationwide. According to the 2013 National Survey on Drug Use and Health, an estimated 
24.6 million Americans are current illicit drug users. Nearly one in four young people aged 12 to 20 report drinking alcohol in the past month, and one in four 
Americans aged 12 or older smokes cigarettes. 
 

With commitment and support, these and other behavioral health issues can be prevented. The focus of  National Prevention Week this May is 
to increase public awareness of, and action around, substance abuse and mental health issues. This year’s National Prevention Week theme, 
“The Voice of One, the Power of All,” recognizes the power each person has to influence the health and well-being of others—whether by supporting someone 
who’s going through a difficult time, participating in activities that strengthen the community, or instilling healthy habits in children from an early age. Taking 
part in prevention-related activities and conversations helps raise awareness of behavioral health issues and changes lives. 
 

That’s a message we need to spread far and wide. An estimated 22 million people in America are classified with substance dependence or abuse, and more 
than twice as many adults have a mental illness.3,4   The impact of substance abuse and mental illness is apparent in our local community: an estimated 60,000 
people in Sammamish, Washington are effected by those conditions. We have the power to change these numbers, and more importantly, change lives. 
 

Through National Prevention Week, people become more aware and able to recognize the signs of mental health problems and substance abuse. 
Equally important, community members of all walks of life learn what they can do to help prevent these problems before they start. Whether by being a shoul-
der for someone to lean on, leading someone to help for a behavioral health issue before it worsens, or setting an example by staying substance free, we all 
have a role to play in keeping the people around us—and ourselves—healthy and safe. 
 

We, and other across the United States, need to recognize the seriousness of behavioral health issues in our communities, the power of prevention, and the tire-
less efforts of those working to make a difference. For the above reasons, I am asking the citizens of Sammamish to join me in observing    National Preven-
tion Week 2016 this May. 

 
Now and therefore, I Donald Gerend, on behalf of the Sammamish City Council, do hereby proclaim the week of  May 15- 21, 2016  as  

National Prevention Week in Sammamish. 

 
 

       
   Mayor, Donald J. Gerend 

Proclamation national prevention week 

MAY 15—21, 2016 
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___________________   

Date    

________________________________ 

  Mayor, Donald J. Gerend 

WHEREAS, all people should have access to safe, healthy, and affordable homes within communi es of opportunity; and 
 
WHEREAS, studies have found that each $100 increase in median rent results in a 15% increase in homelessness in metro areas and a 39%  
increase in homelessness in nearby suburbs and rural areas; and 
 
WHEREAS, the 2016 One Night Count found 245 people in the Eastside community sleeping outdoors without shelter in January of this year; 
AND 
 
WHEREAS, there were 7,260  students iden fied as homeless during the 2014 – 2015 school year in King County; AND 
 
WHEREAS, the combined cost burden of housing plus transporta on can be substan ally reduced by loca ng affordable housing opportuni es 
in proximity to transit; and 
 
WHEREAS, the All Home community aims to make homelessness rare, brief, and one‐ me; and 
 
WHEREAS, everyone benefits from affordable housing, including the people who reside in these proper es, their neighbors, businesses, em‐
ployers, and the community as a whole; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Associa on of Washington Ci es determined that Human Services, Homelessness, and Affordable Housing was a cri cal priority 
for the 2016 Legisla ve Session; and 
 
WHEREAS, united in an effort to raise public awareness, communi es throughout King County are par cipa ng in local Affordable Housing 
Week efforts to inform the public of the cri cal need to preserve and/or increase affordable housing in our communi es; AND 
 
Whereas, the City of  Sammamish endorses the goals, objec ves, and purposes of Affordable Housing Week, and in doing so, recommits itself 
to ensuring that our community thrives with opportunity, and that all people in it live with dignity in safe, healthy, and affordable homes; NOW 
 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the City of Sammamish does hereby proclaim the week of May 16‐22, 2016, as    

       Affordable Housing Week 

Sammamish, Washington 
Proclamation 

Affordable Housing Week  
May 16 - 22, 2016 
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Meeting Date:  May 3, 2016  Date Submitted:  April 26, 2016 

 
Originating Department:  Public Works 

 
Clearances: 

☐  Attorney  ☐  Community Development  ☐  Parks & Recreation 

☐  Admin Services  ☐  Eastside Fire and Rescue  ☐  Police 

  City Manager  ☐  Finance & IT    Public Works 

 
Subject:   Approval of 2016 Pavement Management Program, Overlays Project‐ Construction 

Management Services Contract 
 
Action Required:     Authorize the City Manager to award and execute a contract with KBA Consulting Inc. 

for the construction management services for the 2016 Pavement Overlay Program, 
Overlays Project, in an amount of $150,500.00 and to administer a management 
reserve in the amount of $15,000.00 

 
Exhibits:     Exhibit 1. Project Vicinity Map 

Exhibit 2. Agreement for Services Contract and Contract Scope of Work 
 

 
Budget:     2016 Street Fund Adopted Budget Line Item 101‐000‐542‐30‐48‐51: 

$3,750,000.00 
 

 
Summary Statement: 
The Public Works Department recommends that the City Council authorize the City Manager to award 
and execute a professional services contract with KBA Consultants Inc. to provide construction inspection 
and management services for the 2016 Pavement Overlay Program, Overlays Project.   
 
Background: 
The Public Works Department would like to work with KBA Consultants Inc. for the construction inspection 
and management  services of  the 2016 Pavement Overlay Program, Overlays Project. KBA will provide 
overall  day‐to‐day  management  of  the  contractor,  subcontractors  and  their  team,  including  but  not 
limited to, documenting daily construction activities, managing field and paving quantities, ensuring ADA 
compliance, observing and monitoring traffic flows, and tracking and immediately dealing with conflicts 
in the field as they arise. 
 
Using KBA Consultants Inc. will allow the Public Works staff to work on other capital improvement projects 
under current design and prepare those items for bidding and construction. The requested contract will 

City Council Agenda Bill 
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be paid on the actual hours worked by KBA Staff.  The management reserve is requested to be available 
for overtime and possible night time work. 
 
Financial Impact: 
The amount of this construction management services contract is $ 150,500.00. The allocated amount 
for this contract is 4% of the total Pavement Overlays Project budget. A summary of the current budget 
status is given below: 
 

2016 Pavement Management Program Total Budget 
 (101‐000‐542‐30‐48‐51) 

     $ 3,750,000.00 

2016 Construction Management Amount  $ 150,500.00 

2016 Management Reserve Amount   $ 15,000.00 

The Remaining Budget for 2016 Pavement 
Management Program Items 1 

$ 3,584,500.00 

 

1Remaining budget is allocated to construction management, pavement patching, crack sealing, material 
testing, design assistance for localized pavement repairs and a City wide pavement condition survey. 
 
Recommended Motion:  
Move to authorize the City Manager to execute a professional services contract with KBA Consultants Inc. 
in an amount not to exceed $150,500.00 for the construction management services of 2016 Pavement 
Overlay Program, Overlays Project and to administer a management reserve in the amount of $15,000.00. 
 

Bill #4
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Exhibit 1: 2016 Pavement Overlay Project
Vicinity Map
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COUNCIL MINUTES 
City Council Joint Meeting with the Parks and Recreation 

Commission/Regular Meeting 
April 5, 2016 

 
 
Open Joint Meeting                  5:30 pm 
 
Public Comment 
 
Mary Welborn, 2450 204th Avenue SE, encouraged the Council to keep trails and connectivity in mind 
when making their long‐rang plans. She submitted information regarding some property that she 
encouraged the Council to consider as passive park area.  
 
Mary Hall, 1443 247th Avenue SE,  encouraged equestrian trail connectivity.  
 
Jan Bird, 3310 221st Avenue SE, Representing the Sammamish Community Wildlife Group, encouraged 
Council to set aside money to make land purchases for the Emerald Necklace (submitted written comments 
that are available upon request of the City Clerk).  
 
Pauline Cantor, Janet Wilson and Sean Smith, Representing Sammamish Friends, gave a PowerPoint 
presentation (available upon request of the City Clerk). 
 
Jim Barry, 1810 203rd Avenue SE, spoke in favor of preserving as much open space as possible. 
 
Kerry Young, Sammamish Rotary, thanked the Council and the Parks Department for their partnership 
on the Nightmare at Beaver Lake. She stressed that, without Beaver Lake Park, the Rotary could not 
produce the Nightmare.  
 
Sharon Steinbis, 24933 SE 14th Street, would like to see a trail connecting Hazel Wolf Wetlands to the 
Emerald Necklace.  
 
Jeanette Weaver, 25208 SE 14th, encouraged Council to continue to purchase property for both parks 
and trails.  
 
Mary Wictor, 408 208th Avenue NE, spoke regarding trail connections and wildlife corridors.  
 
 
Topics  5:30 pm – 6:30 pm 
 
 Parks Capital Projects Visioning – Parks & Recreation Director Jessi Bon and Parks Commission 

Chair Hank Klein updated the Council on the Commission’s process to update the Parks Capital 
Facility Plan. 
 

 Facility Rental Fees – Ms. Bon and Joanna Martin, Recreation Supervisor, gave the staff report 
and showed a PowerPoint presentation (available on the City’s website at www.sammamish.us). 

 
Close Joint Meeting 
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Mayor Don Gerend called the special meeting of the Sammamish City Council to order at 7:30 pm. 
 
Councilmembers present:  
Councilmember Don Gerend 
Councilmember Tom Hornish 
Councilmember Kathy Huckabay 
Councilmember Bob Keller 
Councilmember Christie Malchow 
Councilmember Tom Odell 
Councilmember Ramiro Valderrama 
 
Staff present:   
Lyman Howard, City Manager 
Jessi Bon, Parks & Recreation Director 
Kyle Endelman, Deputy Parks & Recreation Director 
Susan Cezar, Special Projects Manager 
Joanna Martin, Recreation Supervisor 
Jeff Thomas, Community Development Director 
Evan Maxim, Senior Planner 
Mike Kenyon, City Attorney  
Melonie Anderson, City Clerk  
 
Roll Call/Pledge of Allegiance 
 
Roll was called. Councilmember Malchow led the pledge. 
 
Approval of Agenda 
 
Councilmember Odell requested removal of Item #3 ‐ Resolution: Granting Final Plat Approval To The Lake 
Vista Estates Plat Alteration from the Consent Agenda. 
 
MOTION: Deputy Mayor Valderrama moved to approve the agenda including the Consent Agenda as 
amended. Councilmember Malchow seconded. Motion carried unanimously 7‐0. 
 
Student Liaison Report 
 
Eastlake High School Student Liaison, Colin James, reported that Eastlake is on Spring Break this week. 
Tolo will be on April 16. Eastlake Live was last week. It is a fundraiser for the school. Fourth quarter has 
just begun. Wolf Strong Week will be next week. It consists of personal development through service to 
others. 
 
Presentations/Proclamations 
 

 Arts Commission Update – Arts Commission Chair Anne Schafer gave the presentation (available 
on the City’s website at www.sammamish.us).  
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Public Comment 
 
Mary Wictor408 208th Avenue NE, spoke regarding rain data and sources for funding of rain gauges in 
the City. 
 
Erin Vosti‐Lal, 20223 SE 26th Street, spoke regarding the way City staff enforce regulations. She feels the 
staff is coaching developers to side‐step development regulations. She is also unhappy with the appeal 
process. 
 
Gail Paul, 2718 204th Avenue SE, spoke regarding a short plat going in near her home. She also feels the 
City building department is helping the developers. 
 
(Council requested a report on this and other developments in the sensitive areas. What is the policy 
regarding how the staff is processing permits? Councilmember Keller suggested a special study session 
to update the Council on the permitting process) 
 
Ted Buck, 1015 Lancaster Way SE, spoke regarding Big Rock Vista. He feels the development represents 
the problems that the City is facing with developments in sensitive areas. 
 
Melanie Ball, 832 Lancaster Way SE, spoke regarding the Big Rock Vista Development.   
 
Katherine Booher, 808 212th Avenue SE, spoke regarding the critical areas and wetlands that are near Big 
Rock Vista. She feels the property should be park property. 
 
Cindy Taylor 21407 SE 20th Street, spoke regarding the dimensional standards ordinance being 
considered tonight.  She was planning on subdividing for her retirement and the proposed regulations 
may prevent that. 
 
David Jones, feels he will be negatively impacted by the amendments to the dimensional standards. 
 
Jason McKenzie, 1130 Lancaster Way SE, said the City imposed many requirements when he was 
building his sports court but they let the developers sidestep regulations.   
 
David Hoffman, Master Builders Association, spoke regarding the amendments to the dimensional 
standards being considered tonight (submitted written comments which are available upon request of the City 
Clerk) 

 
Consent Agenda 
Payroll for period ending March 15, 2016 for pay date March 18, 2016 in the amount of $342,570.95 
 
Approval: Claims For Period Ending April 5, 2016 In The Amount Of $1,181,268.91 For Check No. 43910 
Through 44057 
 
Resolution: Accepting The City Of Sammamish 2014‐Audio/Video Replacement Project As Complete 
 
Contract: City‐Wide Asset Inventory Project/KBA 
 
Contract: Plan Review Services/Eagle Eye Consulting Engineers 
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Contract: Inspection Services/BHC Consultants 
 
Approval: Notes for February 24, 2016 City Council Joint Meeting with the Lake Washington School 
District 
 
Approval: Minutes for March 1, 2016 Special Meeting 
 
Approval: Minutes for March 15, 2016 Regular Meeting 
 
Resolution: Relating To An Update of ICMA Retirement Plan 
 
Public Hearing 
 
Resolution: Submitting The Question Renewing The Lake Management District To The Owners Of Land 
Within The Proposed Beaver Lake Management District No. 1 By The City Of Sammamish, Washington, 
In The Beaver Lake Watershed. 
 
Community Development Director Jeff Thomas and Senior Planner Evan Maxim gave the staff report and 
showed a PowerPoint presentation (presentation available on the City’s website at www.sammamish.us).  

 
Public Hearing 
 
Public Hearing opened 8:39 pm. 
 
Jim Cooper 2201 E. Beaver Lake Dr. SE, questioned why the contiguous  lot exemption is fair. His  lot  is 
only 50 feet wide but he pays the same amount as someone with five lots. He doesn’t feel the program 
has any ability to enforce regulations to keep the lake clean. 
 
Dave Ege, 2151 E Beaver Lake Dr. SE, is concerned that people might be confused if the vote is phrased 
as creating the district rather than renewing the district. 
 
Public Hearing closed at 8:52 pm. 
 
MOTION:  Councilmember  Hornish  moved  to  amend  the  title  of  the  resolution  to  read:  of 
submitting  the question of  renewing and continuing  the Beaver  Lake Management District #1 
and adopting  the  resolution. Councilmember Huckabay  seconded. Motion  carried 7‐0  (R2016‐
680). 
 
Unfinished Business 
 
Resolution: Granting Final Plat Approval To The Lake Vista Estates Plat Alteration 
 
MOTION: Deputy Mayor Valderrama moved to approve the resolution granting final plat approval to the 
Lake Vista Estates Plat Alteration. Councilmember Hornish seconded. Motion carried 6‐1 with 
Councilmember Odell dissenting. 
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Councilmember Odell dissented as a matter of protest against this plat. He does not think that the 
developer should have been allowed to build the large brick retaining wall on the parkway. 
 
Council recessed for five minutes 
 
Third Reading, Adopting Provisions Related To Dimensional Standards In The R‐4 And R‐6 Residential 
Zoning Designations And Resulting In Changes To Chapters 15 And 25 Of Title 21A Of The Sammamish 
Municipal Code 
 
Mr. Thomas and Mr. Maxim gave the staff report and explained the recommended changes to the 
ordinance since the last reading. 
 
MOTION: Councilmember Valderrama moved to approve Amendment #1 (See attached PC 
Recommended Draft Code Attachment A): to increase R‐4 Lot Coverage to 40% and R‐6 Lot Coverage to 
50% with 5% incentive for covered outdoor living space or an accessory dwelling unit on site. 
Councilmember Malchow seconded. Motion carried 4‐3 with Councilmembers Odell, Huckabay and 
Keller dissenting. 
 
Councilmember Keller feels the ADU incentive should be increased.  
 
Council was in agreement with Amendment #2, as proposed by the Master Builders (see Attachment A) 
as follows: “(16) Except for panhandle lots, cul‐de‐sac lots, flag lots, homes on joint use driveways, and 
alley loads, or other such lots where it is infeasible, thirty percent of the area contained within the street 
setback shall be landscaped and part of the area used to comply with the minimum pervious surface 
percentage.” 
 
Staff explained that Amendment #3 (see Attachment A) was just a correction to the math and Council 
was in agreement with this change. 
 
MOTION: Councilmember Malchow moved to extend the meeting to 11:00 pm. Councilmember Hornish 
seconded. Motion carried unanimously 7‐0. 
 
No action was taken on Amendment #4 (see Attachment A). 
 
MOTION: Councilmember Hornish moved to adopt Amendment #5 with the inclusion of “artificial turf” 
(see Attachment A. Note: Councilmember Hornish pointed out that Attachment A has an incorrect 
reference to 21A.25.070(A)). Councilmember Huckabay seconded. Motion carried 7‐0. 
 
No action was taken on Amendment #6. 
 
Council agreed to Amendment #7 with the addition of the words “and overhangs.” 
 
MOTION: Councilmember Valderrama moved to adopt an ordinance related to dimensional standards in 
the R‐4 and R‐6 Residential Zoning Designations and resulting in changes to Chapters 15 and 25 of Title 
21 A of the Sammamish Municipal Code as amended. Councilmember Keller seconded. Motion carried 
unanimously 7‐0 (O2016‐407). 
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Ordinance: Second Reading, Adopting Provisions Related To Land Use Compatibility In The Residential 
Zones And Resulting In Changes To Chapters 5 And 15 Of Title 20 And Chapters Of 30 And 40 Of Title 21A 
Of The Sammamish Municipal Code  
 
Mr. Thomas and Mr. Maxim gave the staff report and explained the changes from the last reading of the 
ordinance.  
 
Council was in agreement with all staff recommended changes as shown in Exhibit 2 (see Attachment B) 

with exception of Amendment #15 where Council agreed to delete SMC 21A30.230(3)(a)(ii) Security or 

flood lighting light shall not be visible from adjacent properties. Council felt this would be an impossible 

standard to uphold.  

Councilmember Hornish expressed concern that someone could circumvent the security lighting 

regulations by saying the lighting is just for aesthetics. Council was in agreement with adding to the 

definitions the following: Security and flood lighting fixtures are generally intended to provide lighting…..  

MOTION: Councilmember Odell moved to adopt an ordinance  related to Land Use Compatibility  in  the 
Residential Zones and resulting  in changes  to Chapters 5 and 15 of Title 20 and Chapters 30 and 40 of 
Title  21A  of  the  Sammamish  Municipal  Code  as  previously  amended.  Deputy  Mayor  Valderrama 
seconded. Motion carried unanimously 7‐0 (O2016‐408) 
 
New Business ‐ None 
 
Council and Committee Reports 
 
Councilmember Keller attend the Sammamish Drug Free Coalition Meeting. They will be submitting a 
grant application to promote drug use prevention. He also attended the Sound Cities Association Public 
Involvement Committee meeting and it will be looking for input on Sound Transit 3.  
 
Deputy Mayor Valderrama reported on the Public Safety meeting. They discussed court services and 
hiring an Emergency Management person. Council might consider passing a Good Samaritan Law so there 
is awareness in the community. He attended the Regional Law, Justice and Public Safety Committee.  
 
Councilmember Odell reported that the Transportation Committee will meet on Thursday. Eastside 
Transportation Partnership will meet Friday.  
 
Councilmember Hornish reported on the Human Service Committee meeting that happened today. 
 
MOTION: Councilmember Hornish moved to change the Health and Human Services Committee from ad‐
hoc to permanent and appoint Councilmembers Hornish, Malchow and Huckabay as members. Motion 
carried unanimously 7‐0. 
 
Councilmember Huckabay attended the Go Green Conference. Along with City Manager Howard and 
Councilmember Odell, she met with Metro representatives as they drove around Sammamish pointing 
out our specific issues. She reported that the Sustainability Ambassadors will make a presentation to 
Council regarding the “Ride Your Bike to School” contest. She suggested that the City give a prize, or 
prizes that could be awarded at their summit in May. 
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Mr. Howard said that staff would look into providing guidelines for when the City will provide prizes, etc. 
 
Councilmember Malchow reported on the Best Start for Kids meeting she attended. She reported on the 
Communications Committee meeting.  
 
Mayor Gerend reported on the North End Mayors Meeting, which the City hosted today.   
 
MOTION: Councilmember Malchow moved to extend the meeting to 11:30. Councilmember Malchow 
seconded. Motion carried unanimously 7‐0. 
 
Executive Session – Potential Litigation pursuant to RCW 42.30.110(1)(i) and Property Sale or Lease 
pursuant to RCW 42.30.110(1)(c) 
 
Council retired to Executive Session 11:00 pm and returned at 11:30 pm 
 
City Manager Report  
 
Mr. Howard gave Council a brief update on the Mars Hill Church. He reported that Central Washington 
University is in their due diligence period. He will have a longer report at the next regular meeting. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 11:30 pm 
 
 
__________________________________  _______________________________ 
    Melonie Anderson, City Clerk          Donald J. Gerend, Mayor 
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nd
sc

ap
ed

 a
nd

 c
on

ta
in

 u
nc

ov
er

ed
 d

ec
ks

 o
f l

es
s t

ha
n 
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# 
Co

m
m

en
te

r 
Co

de
 S

ec
tio

n 
PC

 R
ec

om
m

en
de

d 
Dr

af
t L

an
gu

ag
e 

Pr
op

os
ed

 A
m

en
dm

en
t 

in
cl

ud
e 

ar
ea

s c
ov

er
ed

 b
y 

pe
rv

io
us

 
co

nc
re

te
 o

r o
th

er
 si

m
ila

r m
at

er
ia

ls.
 

in
ch

es
 a

bo
ve

 g
ra

de
, b

ut
 d

o 
no

t i
nc

lu
de

 a
re

as
 c

ov
er

ed
 b

y 
pe

rv
io

us
 c

on
cr

et
e 

or
 o

th
er

 si
m

ila
r m

at
er

ia
ls.

” 
 St

af
f c

om
m

en
t: 

 T
he

 p
ro

po
se

d 
am

en
dm

en
t r

em
ov

es
 

la
ng

ua
ge

 th
at

 is
 n

or
m

al
ly

 ti
ed

 to
 d

ra
in

ag
e 

re
vi

ew
, a

nd
 

do
es

 n
ot

 a
dd

re
ss

 b
ul

k,
 d

im
en

sio
n,

 o
r a

es
th

et
ic

s.
  

U
nc

ov
er

ed
 d

ec
ks

 th
at

 a
re

 le
ss

 th
an

 1
8 

in
ch

es
 a

bo
ve

 g
ra

de
 

ar
e 

no
t n

or
m

al
ly

 c
on

sid
er

ed
 st

ru
ct

ur
es

. 
6 

Co
un

ci
l 

21
A.

25
.0

70
(4

) 
(4

) T
he

 a
llo

w
ed

 lo
t c

ov
er

ag
e 

sh
al

l b
e 

co
m

pu
te

d 
by

 d
iv

id
in

g 
th

e 
to

ta
l b

ui
ld

in
g 

fo
ot

pr
in

t a
re

a 
by

 th
e 

to
ta

l l
ot

 a
re

a.
  T

he
 

to
ta

l b
ui

ld
in

g 
fo

ot
pr

in
t a

re
a 

is 
co

m
pu

te
d 

by
 a

dd
in

g 
th

e 
ho

riz
on

ta
l l

an
d 

ar
ea

 
co

ve
re

d 
by

 a
 b

ui
ld

in
g 

or
 c

om
bi

na
tio

n 
of

 
bu

ild
in

gs
 o

n 
th

e 
su

bj
ec

t l
ot

.  
Th

e 
to

ta
l 

bu
ild

in
g 

fo
ot

pr
in

t d
oe

s n
ot

 in
cl

ud
e 

bu
ild

in
g 

ea
ve

s o
f u

p 
to

 e
ig

ht
ee

n 
in

ch
es

; 
ea

ve
s o

f m
or

e 
th

an
 e

ig
ht

ee
n 

in
ch

es
 a

re
 

in
cl

ud
ed

 w
ith

in
 th

e 
bu

ild
in

g 
fo

ot
pr

in
t 

ar
ea

. 

Pr
op

os
ed

 a
m

en
dm

en
t: 

“(
4)

 T
he

 a
llo

w
ed

 lo
t c

ov
er

ag
e 

sh
al

l b
e 

co
m

pu
te

d 
by

 d
iv

id
in

g 
th

e 
to

ta
l b

ui
ld

in
g 

fo
ot

pr
in

t 
ar

ea
 b

y 
th

e 
to

ta
l l

ot
 a

re
a.

  T
he

 to
ta

l b
ui

ld
in

g 
fo

ot
pr

in
t 

ar
ea

 is
 c

om
pu

te
d 

by
 a

dd
in

g 
th

e 
ho

riz
on

ta
l l

an
d 

ar
ea

 
co

ve
re

d 
by

 a
 b

ui
ld

in
g 

or
 c

om
bi

na
tio

n 
of

 b
ui

ld
in

gs
 o

n 
th

e 
su

bj
ec

t l
ot

.  
Th

e 
to

ta
l b

ui
ld

in
g 

fo
ot

pr
in

t d
oe

s n
ot

 in
cl

ud
e 

bu
ild

in
g 

ea
ve

s o
r o

ve
rh

an
gs

 o
f u

p 
to

 e
ig

ht
ee

n 
in

ch
es

; 
ea

ve
s o

r o
ve

rh
an

gs
 o

f m
or

e 
th

an
 e

ig
ht

ee
n 

in
ch

es
 a

re
 

in
cl

ud
ed

 w
ith

in
 th

e 
bu

ild
in

g 
fo

ot
pr

in
t a

re
a.

” 

7 
M

as
te

r B
ui

ld
er

s 
As

so
ci

at
io

n 
21

A.
25

.0
70

(4
) 

(4
) T

he
 a

llo
w

ed
 lo

t c
ov

er
ag

e 
sh

al
l b

e 
co

m
pu

te
d 

by
 d

iv
id

in
g 

th
e 

to
ta

l b
ui

ld
in

g 
fo

ot
pr

in
t a

re
a 

by
 th

e 
to

ta
l l

ot
 a

re
a.

  T
he

 
to

ta
l b

ui
ld

in
g 

fo
ot

pr
in

t a
re

a 
is 

co
m

pu
te

d 
by

 a
dd

in
g 

th
e 

ho
riz

on
ta

l l
an

d 
ar

ea
 

co
ve

re
d 

by
 a

 b
ui

ld
in

g 
or

 c
om

bi
na

tio
n 

of
 

bu
ild

in
gs

 o
n 

th
e 

su
bj

ec
t l

ot
.  

Th
e 

to
ta

l 
bu

ild
in

g 
fo

ot
pr

in
t d

oe
s n

ot
 in

cl
ud

e 
bu

ild
in

g 
ea

ve
s o

f u
p 

to
 e

ig
ht

ee
n 

in
ch

es
; 

ea
ve

s o
f m

or
e 

th
an

 e
ig

ht
ee

n 
in

ch
es

 a
re

 
in

cl
ud

ed
 w

ith
in

 th
e 

bu
ild

in
g 

fo
ot

pr
in

t 
ar

ea
. 

Pr
op

os
ed

 a
m

en
dm

en
t: 

“(
4)

 T
he

 a
llo

w
ed

 lo
t c

ov
er

ag
e 

sh
al

l b
e 

co
m

pu
te

d 
by

 d
iv

id
in

g 
th

e 
to

ta
l b

ui
ld

in
g 

fo
ot

pr
in

t 
ar

ea
 b

y 
th

e 
to

ta
l l

ot
 a

re
a.

  T
he

 to
ta

l b
ui

ld
in

g 
fo

ot
pr

in
t 

ar
ea

 is
 c

om
pu

te
d 

by
 a

dd
in

g 
th

e 
ho

riz
on

ta
l l

an
d 

ar
ea

 
co

ve
re

d 
by

 a
 b

ui
ld

in
g 

or
 c

om
bi

na
tio

n 
of

 b
ui

ld
in

gs
 o

n 
th

e 
su

bj
ec

t l
ot

.  
Th

e 
to

ta
l b

ui
ld

in
g 

fo
ot

pr
in

t d
oe

s n
ot

 in
cl

ud
e 

bu
ild

in
g 

ea
ve

s o
f u

p 
to

 e
ig

ht
ee

n 
in

ch
es

; e
av

es
 o

f m
or

e 
th

an
 e

ig
ht

ee
n 

in
ch

es
 a

re
 in

cl
ud

ed
 w

ith
in

 th
e 

bu
ild

in
g 

fo
ot

pr
in

t a
re

a 
fo

r e
av

es
 g

re
at

er
 th

an
 1

8 
in

ch
es

, t
ha

t 
po

rt
io

n 
of

 th
e 

ea
ve

s w
hi

ch
 e

xt
en

ds
 b

ey
on

d 
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 a
m

en
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en
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ro

po
se

d 
th

ro
ug

h 
M

ar
ch

 4
, 2

01
6 

 
“N

or
m

al
 T

ex
t”

 is
 e

xi
st

in
g 

co
de

 la
ng

ua
ge

 
“S

tr
ik

et
hr

ou
gh

 T
ex

t”
 is

 e
xi

st
in

g 
la

ng
ua

ge
 th

at
 w

ill
 b

e 
de

le
te

d 
“U

nd
er

lin
e 

Te
st

” 
is 

co
de

 la
ng

ua
ge

 th
at

 w
ill

 b
e 

ad
de

d 
“…

” 
in

di
ca

te
s t

ha
t t

he
re

 is
 a

dd
iti

on
al

 c
od

e 
la

ng
ua

ge
 th

at
 h

as
 b

ee
n 

om
itt

ed
 

 # 
Co

m
m

en
te

r 
Co

de
 S

ec
tio

n 
PC

 R
ec

om
m

en
de

d 
Dr

af
t L

an
gu

ag
e 

Pr
op

os
ed

 A
m

en
dm

en
t 

1 
St

af
f 

20
.0

5.
08

5 
(3

) 
Re

as
on

ab
le

 
Ac

co
m

m
od

at
io

n 

“P
ro

ce
du

re
. I

f m
od

ifi
ca

tio
n 

of
 a

 st
an

da
rd

 
in

 th
e 

Sa
m

m
am

ish
 M

un
ic

ip
al

 C
od

e 
is 

so
ug

ht
:…

” 

“P
ro

ce
du

re
. I

f m
od

ifi
ca

tio
n 

of
 a

 st
an

da
rd

 o
r r

eg
ul

at
io

n 
in

 
th

e 
Sa

m
m

am
ish

 M
un

ic
ip

al
 C

od
e 

is 
so

ug
ht

:…
” 

2 
St

af
f 

20
.0

5.
08

5 
(3

) 
Re

as
on

ab
le

 
Ac

co
m

m
od

at
io

n 

“P
ro

ce
du

re
. I

f m
od

ifi
ca

tio
n 

of
 a

 st
an

da
rd

 
in

 th
e 

Sa
m

m
am

ish
 M

un
ic

ip
al

 C
od

e 
is 

so
ug

ht
:…

” 

“P
ro

ce
du

re
. I

f m
od

ifi
ca

tio
n 

of
 a

 st
an

da
rd

 in
 th

e 
Sa

m
m

am
ish

 M
un

ic
ip

al
 C

od
e 

is 
so

ug
ht

, t
he

 D
ire

ct
or

 sh
al

l 
m

ak
e 

a 
w

rit
te

n 
de

te
rm

in
at

io
n 

w
ith

in
 4

5 
da

ys
 a

nd
 e

ith
er

 
gr

an
t, 

gr
an

t w
ith

 m
od

ifi
ca

tio
ns

, o
r d

en
y 

a 
re

qu
es

t f
or

 
re

as
on

ab
le

 a
cc

om
m

od
at

io
n 

in
 a

cc
or

da
nc

e 
w

ith
 th

e 
fo

llo
w

in
g:

 
3 

St
af

f 
20

.0
5.

08
5 

(3
) 

Re
as

on
ab

le
 

Ac
co

m
m

od
at

io
n 

“a
.  

Th
e 

ap
pl

ic
an

t f
or

 re
as

on
ab

le
 

ac
co

m
m

od
at

io
n 

m
us

t p
ro

vi
de

 v
er

ifi
ab

le
 

do
cu

m
en

ta
tio

n 
of

 a
n 

ap
pl

ic
ab

le
 

di
sa

bi
lit

y 
an

d 
de

sc
rib

e 
th

e 
pr

op
os

ed
 

ac
co

m
m

od
at

io
n”

 

Sp
ec

ify
 a

pp
lic

at
io

n 
m

at
er

ia
ls 

no
te

d 
in

 (3
)(a

): 
 

 “a
. T

he
 a

pp
lic

an
t f

or
 re

as
on

ab
le

 a
cc

om
m

od
at

io
n 

m
us

t 
pr

ov
id

e 
ve

rif
ia

bl
e 

do
cu

m
en

ta
tio

n 
of

 a
n 

ap
pl

ic
ab

le
 

di
sa

bi
lit

y 
an

d 
de

sc
rib

e 
th

e 
pr

op
os

ed
 a

cc
om

m
od

at
io

n 
Ap

pl
ic

at
io

n.
 R

eq
ue

st
s f

or
 re

as
on

ab
le

 a
cc

om
m

od
at

io
n 

by
 a

ny
 e

lig
ib

le
 p

er
so

n 
or

 e
nt

ity
 d

es
cr

ib
ed

 in
 S

ec
tio

n 
20

.0
5.

08
5(

1)
 sh

al
l b

e 
su

bm
itt

ed
 o

n 
an

 a
pp

lic
at

io
n 

fo
rm

 
pr

ov
id

ed
 b

y 
th

e 
Co

m
m

un
ity

 D
ev

el
op

m
en

t D
ep

ar
tm

en
t, 

or
 in

 th
e 

fo
rm

 o
f a

 le
tt

er
, t

o 
th

e 
Di

re
ct

or
 o

f C
om

m
un

ity
 

De
ve

lo
pm

en
t a

nd
 sh

al
l c

on
ta

in
 th

e 
fo

llo
w

in
g 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n:

 
1.

 T
he

 a
pp

lic
an

t's
 n

am
e,

 a
dd

re
ss

, e
m

ai
l, 

an
d 

te
le

ph
on

e 
nu

m
be

r. 
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# 
Co

m
m

en
te

r 
Co

de
 S

ec
tio

n 
PC

 R
ec

om
m

en
de

d 
Dr

af
t L

an
gu

ag
e 

Pr
op

os
ed

 A
m

en
dm

en
t 

2.
 A

dd
re

ss
 o

f t
he

 p
ro

pe
rt

y 
fo

r w
hi

ch
 th

e 
re

qu
es

t i
s 

be
in

g 
m

ad
e.

 
3.

 T
he

 p
ro

pe
rt

y 
ow

ne
r’s

 n
am

e,
 a

dd
re

ss
 a

nd
 

te
le

ph
on

e 
nu

m
be

r a
nd

 th
e 

ow
ne

r’s
 w

rit
te

n 
co

ns
en

t. 
4.

 T
he

 c
ur

re
nt

 a
ct

ua
l u

se
 o

f t
he

 p
ro

pe
rt

y.
 

5.
 T

he
 b

as
is 

fo
r t

he
 c

la
im

 th
at

 th
e 

in
di

vi
du

al
 th

at
 

re
sid

es
 o

r w
ill

 re
sid

e 
at

 th
e 

pr
op

er
ty

 is
 c

on
sid

er
ed

 
di

sa
bl

ed
 u

nd
er

 th
e 

Ac
ts

. 
6.

 T
he

 zo
ni

ng
 c

od
e 

pr
ov

isi
on

, r
eg

ul
at

io
n 

or
 p

ol
ic

y 
fr

om
 w

hi
ch

 re
as

on
ab

le
 a

cc
om

m
od

at
io

n 
is 

be
in

g 
re

qu
es

te
d.

 
7.

 W
hy

 th
e 

re
as

on
ab

le
 a

cc
om

m
od

at
io

n 
is 

ne
ce

ss
ar

y 
to

 m
ak

e 
th

e 
sp

ec
ifi

c 
pr

op
er

ty
 a

cc
es

sib
le

 to
 th

e 
in

di
vi

du
al

. 
8.

 C
op

ie
s o

f e
m

ai
ls,

 c
or

re
sp

on
de

nc
e,

 p
ic

tu
re

s,
 p

la
ns

 
or

 b
ac

kg
ro

un
d 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

re
as

on
ab

ly
 n

ec
es

sa
ry

 to
 

re
ac

h 
a 

de
ci

sio
n 

re
ga

rd
in

g 
th

e 
ne

ed
 fo

r t
he

 
ac

co
m

m
od

at
io

n.
” 

4 
St

af
f 

20
.0

5.
08

5 
(3

) 
Re

as
on

ab
le

 
Ac

co
m

m
od

at
io

n 

“(
d)

 A
 g

ra
nt

 o
f r

ea
so

na
bl

e 
ac

co
m

m
od

at
io

n 
pe

rm
its

 a
 d

w
el

lin
g 

to
 b

e 
in

ha
bi

te
d 

on
ly

 a
cc

or
di

ng
 to

 th
e 

te
rm

s 
an

d 
co

nd
iti

on
s o

f t
he

 a
pp

lic
an

t’s
 

pr
op

os
al

 a
nd

 th
e 

Pl
an

ni
ng

 
Di

re
ct

or
/M

an
ag

er
’s

 d
ec

isi
on

. [
…

] t
he

 
Pl

an
ni

ng
 D

ire
ct

or
/M

an
ag

er
 sh

al
l 

re
sc

in
d[

…
]”

 

“(
d)

 A
 g

ra
nt

 o
f r

ea
so

na
bl

e 
ac

co
m

m
od

at
io

n 
pe

rm
its

 a
 

dw
el

lin
g 

to
 b

e 
in

ha
bi

te
d 

on
ly

 a
cc

or
di

ng
 to

 th
e 

te
rm

s a
nd

 
co

nd
iti

on
s o

f t
he

 a
pp

lic
an

t’s
 p

ro
po

sa
l a

nd
 th

e 
Pl

an
ni

ng
 

Di
re

ct
or

/M
an

ag
er

’s
 D

ire
ct

or
’s

 d
ec

isi
on

. [
…

] t
he

 P
la

nn
in

g 
Di

re
ct

or
/M

an
ag

er
’s

 D
ire

ct
or

’s
 sh

al
l r

es
ci

nd
[…

]”
 

5 
M

ay
or

 G
er

en
d 

21
A.

30
.0

10
(5

) 
“(

5)
 E

nh
an

ce
 a

es
th

et
ic

s a
n 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l p
ro

te
ct

io
n 

th
ro

ug
h 

sit
e 

de
sig

n;
 a

nd
” 

“(
5)

 E
nh

an
ce

 a
es

th
et

ic
s a

nd
 e

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l p

ro
te

ct
io

n 
th

ro
ug

h 
sit

e 
de

sig
n;

 a
nd

” 

6 
M

ay
or

 G
er

en
d 

21
A.

30
.2

30
(3

)(a
)(i

i)(
A)

 
“O

ne
 p

ar
tia

lly
 sh

ie
ld

ed
 li

gh
t f

ix
tu

re
…

 le
ss

 
th

an
 6

30
 lu

m
en

s.”
 

Co
m

m
en

t: 
 A

 la
rg

e 
ho

us
e 

m
ig

ht
 h

av
e 

fr
on

t e
nt

ra
nc

e,
 

ba
ck

 e
nt

ra
nc

e 
an

d 
ga

ra
ge

 w
ith

 d
es

ire
 fo

r p
ar

tia
lly

 
sh

ie
ld

ed
 li

gh
t f

ix
tu

re
s,

 n
ot

 ju
st

 o
ne

.  
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ag
e 

Pr
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 St
af

f s
ug

ge
st

: “
O

ne
 p

ar
tia

lly
 sh

ie
ld

ed
 li

gh
t f

ix
tu

re
 o

r 
sc

on
ce

 p
er

 b
ui

ld
in

g 
en

tr
an

ce
 is

 a
llo

w
ed

 if
 it
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STUDY SESSION NOTES 

Study Session 
April 12, 2016 

 
Mayor opened the study session of the Sammamish City Council at 6:30 p.m. 
 
Public Comment 
This  is an opportunity  for  the public  to address the Council. Three‐minutes  limit per person or 5 minutes  if 
representing the official position of a recognized community organization. 
 

Todd Southwick, 413 209th Ave NE, Spoke regarding the Tamarack Drainage Improvement project. 
 
Mary Wictor, 408 208th Ave NE, Spoke regarding the Tamarack Drainage Improvement project. 
 
Jeff Peterson, Tollbrothers, 9720 NE 120th Place, Kirkland, WA, Spoke regarding the proposed Carrier 
subdivision. 
 
Nancy Whitten, P.0. Box 1294, Issaquah, WA, Spoke about the Draft Public Works Standards. 
 
Brad Berg, 23306 SE 16th Place, Spoke about the Draft Public Works Standards. 

 
Topics 
 
 Tamarack Drainage Project Update 

 
 Public Works Standards Discussion 

 
 Pedestrian Safety – Preliminary Discussion 

 

 
 
Adjournment                  10:25 pm 
 

Bill #6
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Meeting Date:  May 3, 2016  Date Submitted:  April 27, 2016 

 
Originating Department:  Community Development 

 
Clearances: 

  Attorney    Community Development  ☐  Parks & Recreation 

☐  Admin Services  ☐  Eastside Fire and Rescue  ☐  Police 

  City Manager  ☐  Finance & IT  ☐  Public Works 

 
Subject:     An ordinance amending the Sammamish Municipal Code and the Shoreline Master 

Program 
 
Action Required:     First Reading and Public Hearing 

 
Exhibits:     1. Ordinance with Attachment A 

2. Washington Department of Ecology Conditional Approval Letter dated 
March 9, 2016 with Attachments A through D 

3. Table of Amendments 
Budget:   N/A   

 

 
Summary Statement:   
On March 17, 2016, the City of Sammamish received a letter from the Washington State Department of 
Ecology (dated March 9, 2016), granting conditional approval to the Sammamish Shoreline Master 
Program amendments related to the Environmentally Critical Areas regulations.  Three amendments are 
required by the Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology), contained in attachment B to the 
approval letter, to complete the update to the Shoreline Master Program.  However, the City staff and 
Ecology have identified several additional amendments that warrant consideration as part of the City’s 
final action on the Shoreline Master Program.  All proposed amendments are summarized in Exhibit 3 to 
this agenda bill.  
 
Background:   
On July 9, 2013, after five study sessions and six public meetings, the City Council adopted amendments 
to the City of Sammamish Environmentally Critical Areas (ECA) regulations.  The Council’s review 
followed a lengthy and thorough review of the proposed amendments by the City of Sammamish 
Planning Commission, which included over 20 public meetings and more than a hundred comments 
from the public, agencies, and Native American tribes. 
 
In adopting the revised ECA regulations, the Sammamish City Council confirmed that the proposed 
amendments should also be effective city‐wide, including with the Sammamish Shoreline jurisdiction.  
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Consequently, on November 12, 2013, the City of Sammamish submitted proposed amendments to the 
Sammamish Shoreline Master Program to Ecology for their review and approval.   
 
On March 17, 2016, Ecology formally approved the proposed amendments with conditions, which is 
attached as Exhibit 2.  Attachment A to the Ecology letter contains Findings of Fact and Conclusions 
related to the approval.  Attachment B to the Ecology letter describes the three “required” amendments 
that will need to be incorporated into the Shoreline Master Program.  Attachment C to the Ecology 
letter describes several “recommended” amendments to the Shoreline Master Program.  Attachments B 
and C are summarized in Exhibit 3, along with several staff recommended amendments. Finally, 
Attachment D to the Ecology letter provides a response from Ecology to public comment received during 
their review of the Shoreline Master Program amendments. 
 
Financial Impact:   
There is no financial impact directly associated with adoption of this ordinance. 
 
Recommended Motion:  
Open the Public Hearing and continue to May 17, 2016.   
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CITY OF SAMMAMISH 

WASHINGTON 
 ORDINANCE NO.  O2016 -  

 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH, WASHINGTON, PERTAINING 
TO THE PROTECTION AND REGULATION OF ENVIRONMENTALLY CRITICAL 
AREAS IN THE SAMMAMISH SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM AND IN THE 
ENVIRONMENTALLY CRTICIAL AREAS REGULATIONS, AMENDING CHAPTERS 
25.01, 25.02, AND 25.08 AND 21A.15 AND 21A.50 OF THE SAMMAMISH MUNICIPAL 
CODE. 

 
 WHEREAS, the adopted City of Sammamish Comprehensive Plan supports the 
protection of environmentally critical areas through the adoption of development regulations; 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, the State Growth Management Act (GMA) includes adopted goals and 
requirements to guide the development and adoption of comprehensive plans and development 
regulations including requirements to designate and protect environmentally critical areas; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council adopted Ordinance O2013-350, which contained 
development regulation amendments pertaining to the protection and regulation of 
Environmentally Critical Areas in Sammamish on July 9, 2013; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council desires the proposed amendments to be effective 
throughout the City including within shoreline jurisdiction; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Washington State Department of Ecology Conditionally Approved the 
proposed development regulation amendments pertaining to the protection and regulation of 
Environmentally Critical Areas in the Sammamish Shoreline areas in the Sammamish Shoreline 
Master Program on March 9, 2016; and 
  
 WHEREAS, the City, in preparation of the Environmentally Critical Areas regulatory 
amendments for Ordinance O2013-350, considered those adopted goals, policies and 
requirements in development of the proposed Sammamish Municipal Code Amendments related 
to critical areas, and, has considered other state requirements, laws, rules, guidelines, and agency 
comments; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City, in preparation of the Environmentally Critical Areas regulatory 
amendments for Ordinance O2013-350, researched and assessed the experience of other 
jurisdictions in regard to standards and requirements for regulating critical areas, undertook an 
extensive Best Available Science (BAS) review and public process in accordance with the 
requirements of the GMA, developed Sammamish Municipal Code amendment drafts, prepared 
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environmental documents in accordance with the requirements of the State Environmental Policy 
Act (SEPA), and held meetings and hearings throughout the code development process; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City, in preparation of the Environmentally Critical Areas regulatory 
amendments for Ordinance O2013-350, has received feedback on draft work products and 
guidance from members of the public, City staff, the Washington State Department of Fish and 
Wildlife, the Washington State Department of Ecology, other stakeholders and experts, the 
Sammamish Planning Commission, and elected and appointed officials during the development 
of the recommended code amendments; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in preparation of the Environmentally Critical Areas regulatory amendments 
for Ordinance O2013-350, the City has followed the GMA’s requirements, including to provide 
“early and continuous public involvement” through a variety of mechanisms described in the 
public record; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City, in preparation of the Environmentally Critical Areas regulatory 
amendments for Ordinance O2013-350, has followed the State guidelines for the BAS process 
required by RCW 36.70A.172 and WAC 365-195-900 through 925, employing a variety of 
mechanisms described in the public record; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in preparation of the Environmentally Critical Areas regulatory amendments 
for Ordinance O2013-350, a notice of intent to adopt the proposed code amendments was sent to 
the State of Washington Department of Commerce and to other State agencies on March 14, 
2013 for a 60-day review and comment period in accordance with State law; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in preparation of the Environmentally Critical Areas regulatory amendments 
for Ordinance O2013-350, an environmental review has been conducted in accordance with the 
requirements of State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), and a SEPA threshold determination 
was issued, and published on May 20, 2013, in the Seattle Times; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in preparation of the Environmentally Critical Areas regulatory amendments 
for Ordinance O2013-350, the Planning Commission held a total of 22 public meetings to 
consider the proposed amendments, which included three open house public meetings, two joint 
meetings with the City Council on December 1, 2011 and May 8, 2012, and a public hearing 
beginning on November 8, 2012 and continuing through November 15, 2012, and deliberations 
on December 6, December 13, 2012, January 17, and January 24, 2013; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission provided a recommendation to the City Council 
supporting the Environmentally Critical Areas regulatory amendments adopted into Ordinance 
O2013-350; and 
 
 WHEREAS, prior to the adoption of the Environmentally Critical Areas regulatory 
amendments for Ordinance O2013-350, the City Council held five study sessions on the 
proposed amendments on March 5, March 12, March 18, April 2, and April 15, 2013, public 
hearings on May 7, May 20, and June 4, 2013, and deliberated on June 4, June 11, July 2, and  
July 15, 2013; and 
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 WHEREAS, the City Council has considered the recommendation of the City Planning 
Commission and the public comments received; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed and considered a variety of information 
sources including Best Available Science materials, informational documents in the public 
record, and public testimony submitted verbally and in writing to the Planning Commission and 
to the City Council; and 
 

WHEREAS, based upon the foregoing process, the City Council has made the following 
Findings of Facts and Conclusions: 
 

1.  The Growth Management Act requires critical areas to be designated and protected and 
for cities to include and be informed by BAS when developing critical areas regulations. 
RCW 36.70A. 

 
2.  Critical areas include wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas, geologically 

hazardous areas, critical aquifer recharge areas, and frequently flooded areas. 
 
3.  The City of Sammamish has within its borders a variety of environmentally sensitive 

areas that require protection of important functions and values. 
 

4.  The proposed regulations for critical areas are sufficient and appropriate to protect the 
functions and values of those areas consistent with the Sammamish Comprehensive Plan 
and Growth Management Act. 

 
5.  The amendments hereafter set forth address requirements related to development in and 

near environmentally critical areas including environmentally critical areas buffers, 
performance standards, mitigation requirements, exemptions and exceptions. 

 
6.  The amendments serve to further implement the Comprehensive Plan, and provide 

protection for critical areas that is consistent with BAS and with providing options and 
development flexibility, and are in the public interest. 

 
7.  The critical areas regulations continue to allow for reasonable use of property to ensure 

that such regulations do not infringe on constitutional private property rights. 
 
8.  The public record demonstrates that the amendments were developed through a review of 

the BAS literature available to the City for review and consideration. 
 
9.  The City has followed the GMA’s requirements for public involvement and for including 

and considering BAS in modification of the regulations for critical areas. 
 
10. The public testimony provided to the City included both support for the proposed 

amendments and suggestions for modifications. 
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11. Based on the review of the testimony and public record, the amendments attached to this 
ordinance reflect the City’s requirement to protect critical areas and to consider the 
planning goals of the GMA, while recognizing public and private interests. 

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

Section 1. Adoption of amendments to Sammamish Municipal Code 21A.50 -
Environmentally Critical Area Regulations, 21A.15 - Technical Terms and Land Use 
Definitions, 25.01 – Introduction, 25.02 – Definitions, 25.08 – Permit Criteria and 
Administrative Standards.  The amendments to the Sammamish Municipal Code as set forth in 
Attachment “A” to this ordinance are hereby adopted. 
 
 Section 2.  Codification of the regulations.  The City Council authorizes the Community 
Development Director and City Clerk to correct errors in Attachment A, codify the regulatory 
provisions of the amendment to into Title 21A and Title 25 of the Sammamish Municipal Code, and 
publish the amended code. 
 

Section 3.  Interpretation.  The City Council authorizes the Community Development 
Director to adopt administrative rules, adopt interpretations and administer the amended code as 
necessary to implement the legislative intent of the City Council. 
 
 Section 4.  Severability.  Should any section, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase of this 
Ordinance, or its application to any person or circumstance, be declared unconstitutional or 
otherwise invalid for any reason, or should any portion of this Ordinance be pre-empted by state or 
federal law or regulation, such decision or pre-emption shall not affect the validity of the remaining 
portions of this Ordinance or its application to other persons or circumstances. 
 
 Section 5.  Effective Date.  This ordinance shall be published in the official newspaper of 
the City, and shall take effect and be in full force five days after the date of publication. 
 
 ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AT A REGULAR MEETING THEREOF 
ON THE _____DAY OF __________, 2016 

 
CITY OF SAMMAMISH 

 
 

______________________  
Mayor Donald J. Gerend 

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED: 
 
 
 
 
____________________________ 
Melonie Anderson, City Clerk 
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Approved as to form: 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Michael R. Kenyon, City Attorney 
 
 
Filed with the City Clerk: April 27, 2016 
Public Hearing:  May 3, 2016 
First Reading:   May 3, 2016 
Public Hearing:   
Second Reading:   
Passed by the City Council: 
Ordinance No. 
Date of Publication: 
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Department of Ecology – Compiled Summary of Sammamish  1 

Sammamish City Council  2 

Amendments to the Shoreline Master Program 3 

 4 

“Plain Text” is existing code language 5 

“Strikethrough Text” is existing language that the City Council has deleted 6 

“Underline Text” is code language that that the City Council has added 7 

   8 
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Sections: 1 

21A.50.010 Purpose. 2 

21A.50.020 Applicability. 3 

21A.50.030 Appeals. 4 

21A.50.040 Critical areas rules. 5 

21A.50.045 Fees. 6 

21A.50.050 [Section not part of approved SMP] 7 

21A.50.060 [Section not part of approved SMP]  8 

21A.50.070 [Section not part of approved SMP]  9 

21A.50.080 Repealed. 10 

21A.50.090 Critical area maps and inventories. 11 

21A.50.100 Disclosure by applicant. 12 

21A.50.110 Critical area review. 13 

21A.50.120 Critical areas study requirement. 14 

21A.50.130 Contents of critical areas study. 15 

21A.50.135 Avoiding impacts to critical areas. 16 

21A.50.140 Mitigation, maintenance, monitoring and contingency. 17 

21A.50.145 Mitigation plan requirements. 18 

21A.50.150 Financial guarantees. 19 

21A.50.160 Vegetation management plan. 20 

21A.50.170 Critical area markers, signs and fencing. 21 

21A.50.180 Notice on title. 22 

21A.50.190 Critical area tracts and designations on site plans. 23 

21A.50.200 Recodified. 24 

21A.50.210 Building setbacks. 25 

21A.50.220 Erosion hazard areas – Development standards and permitted alterations. 26 

21A.50.225 Erosion hazards near sensitive water bodies – Special district overlay. 27 

21A.50.230 Frequently flooded areas. 28 

21A.50.240 Repealed. 29 

21A.50.250 Repealed. 30 

21A.50.260 Landslide hazard areas – Development standards and permitted alterations. 31 

21A.50.270 Seismic hazard areas – Development standards and permitted alterations. 32 

21A.50.280 Critical aquifer recharge areas – Development standards. 33 

21A.50.290 Wetlands – Development standards. 34 

21A.50.300 Wetlands – Permitted alterations. 35 

21A.50.310 Wetlands – Mitigation requirements. 36 

21A.50.315 Wetlands – Mitigation banking. 37 

21A.50.320 Wetlands – Limited exemption. 38 

21A.50.322 Wetland management area – Special district overlay. 39 

21A.50.325 Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas – Development standards. 40 

21A.50.327 Wildlife habitat corridors. 41 

21A.50.330 Streams – Development standards. 42 

21A.50.340 Streams – Permitted alterations. 43 
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21A.50.350 Streams – Mitigation requirements. 1 

21A.50.351 Ponds – Development standards. 2 

21A.50.352 Repealed. 3 

21A.50.355 Lake management areas – Special district overlay. 4 

21A.50.360 Critical areas mitigation fee – Creation of fund. 5 

21A.50.370 Critical areas mitigation fee – Source of funds. 6 

21A.50.380 Critical areas mitigation fee – Use of funds. 7 

21A.50.390 Critical areas mitigation fee – Investment of funds. 8 

21A.50.400 [Section not part of approved SMP] 9 

21A.50.010 Purpose. 10 

The purpose of this chapter is to implement the goals and policies of the Washington State Growth 11 

Management Act, Chapter 36.70A and 36.70B RCW, the State Environmental Policy Act, Chapter 43.21C 12 

RCW, and the City of Sammamish comprehensive plan as amended, that call for protection of the functions 13 

and values of the natural environment and the public health and safety by: 14 

(1) Establishing development standards to protect defined critical areas; 15 

(2) Protecting members of the public and public resources and facilities from injury, loss of life, property 16 

damage or financial loss due to flooding, erosion, landslides, seismic events, soil subsidence or steep slope 17 

failures; 18 

(3) Protecting unique, fragile, and valuable elements of the environment including, but not limited to, wildlife 19 

and its habitat; 20 

(4) Requiring mitigation of unavoidable impacts on environmentally critical areas by regulating alterations in 21 

or near critical areas; 22 

(5) Preventing cumulative adverse environmental impacts on water availability, water quality, groundwater, 23 

wetlands, and streams; 24 

(6) Measuring the quantity and quality of wetland and stream resources and preventing overall net loss of 25 

wetland and stream functions and values; 26 

(7) Protecting the public trust as to navigable waters and aquatic resources; 27 

(8) Meeting the requirements of the National Flood Insurance Program and maintaining the City as an eligible 28 

community for federal flood insurance benefits; 29 

(9) Alerting members of the public including, but not limited to, appraisers, owners, potential buyers or 30 

lessees to the development limitations of critical areas; 31 

(10) Establishing special district overlays with alternative development standards for increasing minimum 32 

requirements to address unique site characteristics in areas of increased sensitivity; 33 

(11) Providing City officials with sufficient information to protect critical areas; and 34 
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(12) Providing the public with a clear review and approval process for the development of sites constrained 1 

by critical areas. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O2005‐172 § 4; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 2 

21A.50.020 Applicability. 3 

(1) The provisions of this chapter shall apply to all land uses in the City of Sammamish, and all persons within 4 

the City shall comply with the requirements of this chapter. 5 

(2) The City shall not approve any permit development proposal or otherwise issue any authorization to alter 6 

the condition of any land, water or vegetation or to construct or alter any structure or improvement without 7 

first assuring compliance with the requirements of this chapter. 8 

(3) Approval of a development proposal pursuant to the provisions of this chapter does not discharge the 9 

obligation of the applicant to comply with the provisions of this chapter. 10 

(4) When any provision of any other chapter of the Sammamish Municipal Code conflicts with this chapter or 11 

when the provisions of this chapter are in conflict, that provision that provides more protection to 12 

environmentally critical areas shall apply unless specifically provided otherwise in this chapter or unless such 13 

provision conflicts with federal or state laws or regulations. 14 

(5) The provisions of this chapter shall apply to all forest practices over which the City has jurisdiction 15 

pursuant to Chapter 76.09 RCW and WAC Title 222. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 16 

21A.50.030 Appeals.  17 

Any decision to approve, condition or deny a development proposal based on the requirements of this 18 

chapter may be appealed according to and as part of the appeal procedure for the permit or approval 19 

involved. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 20 

21A.50.040 Critical areas rules. 21 

Applicable departments within the City are authorized to adopt, pursuant to Chapter 2.55 SMC, such 22 

administrative rules and regulations as are necessary and appropriate to implement this chapter and to 23 

prepare and require the use of such forms as are necessary to its administration. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. 24 

O99‐29 § 1) 25 

21A.50.045 Fees. 26 

(1) Consistent with the City’s adopted fee schedule, the City shall establish fees for the application filing, 27 

review and other services provided by the City for critical areas review. Basis for these fees shall include, but 28 

not be limited to, the cost of engineering and planning review time, cost of inspection time, costs for 29 

administration, costs for third‐party peer review, and any other special costs attributable to the critical areas 30 

review process. 31 

(2) Unless otherwise indicated in this title, the applicant shall be responsible for the initiation, preparation, 32 

submission, and expense of all required reports, assessments, studies, plans, reconnaissances, or other work 33 

prepared in support of or necessary to review the application. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1) 34 
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[Note: Environmental Critical Area provisions 21A.50.050 (Complete exemptions) are not included, as these 1 

provisions are not part of the approved SMP, pursuant to section 25.01.070] No amendment is currently 2 

proposed to section 25.01.070. 3 

[Note: Environmental Critical Area provisions 21A.50.060 (Partial exceptions – Critical areas) are not 4 

included, as these provisions are not part of the approved SMP, pursuant to section 25.01.070]. Please 5 

reference amendments to section 25.08.100. 6 

[Note: Environmental Critical Area provisions 21A.50.070 (Exceptions) are not included, as these provisions 7 

are not part of the approved SMP, pursuant to section 25.01.070]. No amendment is currently proposed to 8 

section 25.01.070. 9 

21A.50.080 Modification or waiver of sensitive area requirements – Urban lots. 10 

Repealed by Ord. O2005‐193. (Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 11 

21A.50.090 Critical area maps and inventories. 12 

Not  all of the critical areas in the City of Sammamish are fully mapped. Field verification and, if appropriate, 13 

evaluation and mapping by a qualified professional of the location of critical areas will be required. The 14 

distribution of many environmentally critical areas in the City of Sammamish is displayed in the City’s critical 15 

areas map folio, as amended. Additionally, the following maps are referenced and/or maintained by the City: 16 

(a) Additionally, mMany of the wetlands located within the City’s boundaries are inventoried in the 17 

King County wetlands inventory notebooks.  18 

 19 

(b) Many fFlood hazard areas are mapped by the Federal Insurance Administration in a scientific and 20 

engineering report entitled “The Flood Insurance Study for King County.” 21 

  22 

(c) The wetland management, erosion hazard near sensitive water bodies, critical aquifer recharge 23 

area, and lake management special overlay districts are designated on maps maintained by the 24 

City of Sammamish Ddepartment of Ccommunity Ddevelopment.  25 

All maps are deemed advisory with the exception of the Critical Aquifer Recharge Area, Flood Insurance 26 

Study for King County, Wetland Management Area and Erosion Hazard Near Sensitive Water Bodies overlay 27 

maps. If there is a conflict among the advisory maps, inventory and/or site‐specific features, the 28 

Ddepartment of Ccommunity Ddevelopment shall verify the actual presence or absence of the features 29 

defined in this title as environmentally critical areas. The determination may be challenged by the property 30 

owner pursuant to SMC 21A.05. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 31 

21A.50.100 Disclosure by applicant. 32 

(1) The applicant shall disclose to the City the presence of critical areas on the development proposal site and 33 

any mapped or identifiable critical areas within the distance equal to the largest potential required buffer 34 

applicable to the development proposal area on the applicant’s property. 35 

(2) If the development proposal site contains or is within a critical area or buffer, the applicant shall submit 36 

an affidavit that declares whether the applicant has knowledge of any illegal alteration to any or all critical 37 
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areas or their buffers on the development proposal site and whether the applicant previously has been found 1 

in violation of this chapter, pursuant to SMC Title 23. If the applicant previously has been found in violation, 2 

the applicant shall declare whether such violation has been corrected to the satisfaction of the City. (Ord. 3 

O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 4 

21A.50.110 Critical area review. 5 

(1) The City shall perform a critical area review prior to issuing any approval for a development proposal 6 

permit application or other request for permission to proceed with an alteration on a site that includes a 7 

critical area or is within an identified critical area buffer or building setback area. 8 

(2) As part of the critical area review, the City shall: 9 

(a) Confirm whether critical areas or buffers have been mapped or identified within the distance 10 

equal to the largest potential required buffer applicable to the development proposal area; 11 

(b) Confirm the nature and type of the critical area; 12 

(c) Determine whether a critical areas study is required; 13 

(d) Evaluate the critical areas study and  require third party review, if necessary; and; 14 

(e) Determine whether the development proposal is consistent with this chapter; 15 

(f) Determine whether any proposed alteration to the critical area is necessary; and 16 

(g) Determine if the mitigation and monitoring plans and bonding measures proposed by the 17 

applicant are sufficient to protect the public health, safety, and welfare, consistent with the goals, 18 

purposes, objectives, and requirements of this chapter. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 19 

21A.50.120 Critical areas study requirement. 20 

(1) An applicant for a development proposal where impacts to, or alteration of an environmentally critical 21 

area landslide hazard area, wetland, stream, or fish and wildlife habitat conservation area or modification or 22 

reduction of a buffer associated with an environmentally critical area is proposed or may occur as a 23 

consequence of proposed actions, shall submit a critical areas study at a level determined by the director to 24 

adequately evaluate the proposal and probable impacts. A critical areas study shall also be required for a 25 

development proposal located in erosion and seismic hazard areas, critical aquifer recharge areas, and 26 

frequently flooded areas, consistent with the requirements of this chapter, as determined by the director. 27 

(2) The director may waive or modify the requirement for a critical areas study if the applicant shows, to the 28 

director’s satisfaction, that: 29 

(a) There will be no alteration of the critical area or buffer; 30 

(b) The development proposal will not have an impact on the critical area in a manner contrary to 31 

the goals, purposes, objectives, and requirements of this chapter; and 32 
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(c) The minimum standards required by this chapter are met; or 1 

(d) Critical areas are located off‐site and access to applicable off‐site property is restricted. 2 

(3) If the development proposal will affect only a part of the development proposal site, the department may 3 

limit the scope of the required critical areas study to include only that area that is affected by the 4 

development proposal. 5 

(4) If necessary to ensure compliance with this chapter, the director may require additional information from 6 

the applicant, separate from the critical areas study. 7 

(5) A development proposal may be allowed to utilize past studies from neighboring properties, if confirmed 8 

that the study findings remain accurate and applicable to proposed development. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. 9 

O99‐29 § 1) 10 

21A.50.130 Contents of critical areas study. 11 

(1) The critical areas study shall be in the form of a written report prepared by a qualified professional using 12 

guidance based on best available science per RCW 36.70A  and shall contain the following, as determined to 13 

be applicable by the director: 14 

(a) The applicant shall disclose to the City the presence of critical areas on the development 15 

proposal site and any mapped or identifiable critical areas within the distance equal to the largest 16 

potential required buffer applicable to the development proposal area on the applicant’s 17 

propertyIdentification and characterization of all critical areas and buffers within the distance equal 18 

to the largest potential required buffer that can be reasonably ascertained from the subject 19 

property; 20 

(b) Assessment of the impacts or risks of any alteration proposed forto an environmentally critical 21 

area or buffer;,  22 

(i) Related to the development proposal and associated alterations to the subject property; 23 

assessment of the impacts of any alteration on the development proposal,;  and 24 

(ii) Affecting other properties and any environmentally critical areas or buffers located on 25 

themother properties and the environment,. and/or assessment of the impacts to the development 26 

proposal resulting from development near the critical area or buffer; 27 

(c) A description of efforts made to apply mitigation sequencing pursuant to SMC 21A.50.135 to 28 

avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts to environmentally critical areas; 29 

(d) Studies that propose adequate mitigation, maintenance, monitoring, and contingency plans and 30 

bonding measures as necessary to offset impacts to the critical area from the development 31 

proposal; 32 

(e) A scale map of the development proposal site; 33 
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(f) Photographic records of the site before the proposed alteration occurs;   1 

(fg) Detailed studies, as required by this chapter, for individual critical areas or as otherwise deemed 2 

necessary for critical areas protection by the director; 3 

(gh) Assessment of potential impacts that may occur downstream or downhill from the 4 

development site, such as sedimentation or erosion, where applicable; 5 

(hi) Assessment of potential impacts to wetland management areas, lake management areas, and 6 

other areas designated for special protection, where applicable; and 7 

(ij) Consideration of the protection recommendations of the East Lake Sammamish Basin and 8 

Nonpoint Action Plan (1994), the Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish Watershed Chinook Salmon 9 

Conservation Plan – WRIA 8 Steering Committee, and adopted sub‐basin plans. 10 

(2) A critical areas study may be combined with any studies required by other laws and regulations. 11 

(3) If the development proposal will affect only a part of the development proposal site, the director may 12 

limit the scope of the required critical areas study to include only that part of the site that may be affected by 13 

the development. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 14 

21A.50.135 Avoiding impacts to critical areas. 15 

(1) Except as otherwise provided in SMC 21A.50.060, Aan applicant for a development proposal, activity, or 16 

alteration shall document the consideration of and subsequently shall implement the following sequential 17 

measures, which appear in order of preference, to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to environmentally 18 

critical areas and associated buffers: 19 

(a) Avoiding the impact or hazard by not taking a certain action, or redesigning the proposal to 20 

eliminate the impact. The applicant shall consider reasonable, affirmative steps and make best 21 

efforts to avoid critical area impacts. However, avoidance shall not be construed to mean 22 

mandatory withdrawal or denial of the development proposal or activity if the proposal or activity is 23 

an allowed, permitted, conditional, or special use in the SMC. In determining the extent to which the 24 

proposal should be redesigned to avoid the impact, the department may consider the purpose, 25 

effectiveness, engineering feasibility, commercial availability of technology, best management 26 

practices, safety and cost of the proposal and identified modifications to the proposal. 27 

The department may also consider the extent to which the avoidance of one type or location of an 28 

environmentally critical area could require or lead to impacts to other types or locations of nearby 29 

or adjacent environmentally critical areas. The department should seek to avoid, minimize and 30 

mitigate overall impacts based on the functions and values of all of the relevant environmentally 31 

critical areas and based on the recommendations of a critical areas study. If impacts cannot be 32 

avoided through redesign, or because of site conditions or project requirements, the applicant shall 33 

then proceed with the sequence of steps in subsection (1)(b) through (g) of this section. 34 
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(b) Minimizing the impact or hazard by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action or impact with 1 

appropriate technology or by changing the timing of the action. 2 

(c) Restoring the impacted critical areas by repairing, rehabilitating or restoring the affected critical 3 

area or its buffer. 4 

(d) Minimizing or eliminating the hazard by restoring or stabilizing the hazard area through 5 

plantings, engineering or other methods. 6 

(e) Reducing or eliminating the impact or hazard over time by preservation or maintenance 7 

operations during the life of the development proposal, activity or alteration. 8 

(f) Compensating for the adverse impact by enhancing critical areas and their buffers or creating 9 

substitute critical areas and their buffers as required in the SMC. 10 

(g) Monitoring the impact, hazard or success of required mitigation and taking remedial action 11 

based upon findings over time. 12 

(2) In addition to the above steps, the specific development standards, permitted alteration requirements, 13 

and mitigation requirements of this chapter and elsewhere in the SMC apply. 14 

(3) The department shall document the decision‐making process used under this section as a part of the 15 

critical areas review conducted pursuant to SMC 21A.50.110. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1) 16 

21A.50.140 Mitigation, maintenance, monitoring and contingency. 17 

(1) When mitigation is required by this chapter to compensate for adverse impacts, unless otherwise 18 

provided, mitigation, maintenance, monitoring measures and contingency plans shall be in place to protect 19 

critical areas and buffers from alterations occurring on the development proposal site. 20 

(2) Where monitoring reveals a significant deviation from predicted impacts or a failure of mitigation or 21 

maintenance measures, the applicant shall be responsible for appropriate corrective action which, when 22 

approved, shall be subject to further monitoring. 23 

(3) Mitigation shall be in‐kind and on‐site where on‐site mitigation is feasible, sufficient to maintain critical 24 

area and buffer functions, and where applicable to prevent risk from a hazard posed by a critical area. 25 

(4) The city may approve off‐site mitigation if an applicant demonstrates that: 26 
 27 

(a) It is not feasible to mitigate on the development proposal site; and 28 

(b) The off‐site mitigation will achieve equivalent or greater hydrological, water quality and wetland 29 

or aquatic area habitat functions.  30 

(5) When off‐site mitigation is authorized, the city shall give priority to locations in the following order of 31 

preference:  32 

(a) Within the same drainage subbasin;   33 

Exhibit 1



Attachment A 

 
10 | P a g e  

 

(b) Within the city limits;  1 

(c) Within the Sammamish service area boundaries of an approved fee‐in‐lieu mitigation program; 2 

(d) Within the Sammamish service area boundaries of an approved mitigation bank program.   3 

(64) Mitigation shall not be implemented until after the City of Sammamish approves the applicable critical 4 

areas study, mitigation plan and any required permits. Following City approval, mitigation shall be 5 

implemented in accordance with the provisions of the approved critical areas study and mitigation plan. 6 

(Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 7 

21A.50.145 Mitigation plan requirements. 8 

When mitigation is required, the applicant shall submit, for approval by the City of Sammamish, a mitigation 9 

plan as part of, or in addition to, the critical areas study. The mitigation plan shall include, or be accompanied 10 

by a report with, the following information, as determined to be applicable by the director: 11 

(1) Existing Conditions and Proposed Impacts. A description of existing critical area(s) and/or buffer(s) 12 

conditions, functions, and values and a description of the anticipated impacts; 13 

(2) Proposed Mitigation. A description of proposed mitigating actions and mitigation site selection criteria; 14 

(3) Environmental Goals and Objectives. A description of the goals and objectives of proposed mitigation. The 15 

goals and objectives shall be related to the functions and values of the impacted critical area(s) and/or 16 

buffer(s); 17 

(4) Best Available Science. A review of the best available science supporting proposed mitigation, a 18 

description of the plan/report author’s experience to date in restoring or creating the type of critical area 19 

proposed, and an analysis of the likelihood of success of the mitigation project;  20 

(5) Performance Standards. A description of specific measurable criteria for evaluating whether or not the 21 

goals and objectives of the mitigation plan have been successfully attained and whether or not the 22 

requirements of this chapter have been met; 23 

 (6) Detailed Construction Plans. Detailed site diagrams, cross‐sectional drawings, topographic elevations at 24 

one‐ or two‐foot contours, slope percentage, final grade elevations, and any other drawings appropriate to 25 

show construction techniques or anticipated final outcome. In addition, plans should include specifications 26 

and descriptions of: 27 

(a) Proposed construction sequence, timing, and duration; 28 

(b) Grading and excavation details; 29 

(c) Erosion and sediment control features;  30 

(d) A planting plan specifying plant species, quantities, locations, size, spacing, and density; and 31 
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(e) Measures to protect and maintain plants until established; 1 

(7) Monitoring Program. Mitigation plans shall include a program for monitoring construction of the 2 

compensation project, and for assessing a completed project. A protocol shall be included that outlines the 3 

schedule for site monitoring and how the monitoring data will be evaluated to determine if the performance 4 

standards are being met. A monitoring report shall be submitted as needed to document milestones, 5 

successes, problems, and contingency actions of the compensation project. The compensation project shall 6 

be monitored for a period necessary to establish that performance standards have been met. The monitoring 7 

period shall be five years; provided, that the director may approve a greater period when needed to ensure 8 

mitigation success or a lesser period for minor mitigation; and 9 

(8) Contingency Plan. The mitigation plan shall include identification of potential courses of action, and any 10 

corrective measures to be taken if monitoring or evaluation indicates project performance standards are not 11 

being met. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O2005‐172 § 4); and 12 

(9) Fee in lieu program. If fee‐in lieu mitigation is proposed, a critical areas study shall be supplied that 13 

demonstrates how proposed impacts and mitigation meet the requirements of SMC 21A.50.140 and 14 

21A.50.310 or 21A.50.350, whichever is applicable, and also the specific requirements of the fee‐in‐lieu 15 

mitigation program to be utilized.  16 

21A.50.150 Financial guarantees. 17 

Financial guarantees shall be required consistent with the provisions of SMC Title 27A. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; 18 

Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 19 

21A.50.160 Vegetation management plan. 20 

(1) For all development proposals where preservation of existing vegetation is required by this chapter, a 21 

vegetation management plan shall be submitted and approved prior to issuance of the permit or other 22 

request for permission to proceed with an alteration. 23 

(2) The vegetation management plan shall identify the proposed clearing limits for the project and any areas 24 

where vegetation in a critical area or its buffer is proposed to be disturbed. 25 

(3) Where clearing includes cutting any merchantable stand of timber, as defined in WAC 222‐16‐010(28), the 26 

vegetation management plan shall include a description of proposed logging practices that demonstrates 27 

how all critical areas will be protected in accordance with the provisions of this chapter. 28 

(4) Clearing limits as shown on the plan shall be marked in the field in a prominent and durable manner. 29 

Proposed methods of field marking shall be reviewed and approved by the City prior to any site alteration. 30 

Field marking shall remain in place until the certificate of occupancy or final project approval is granted. 31 

(5) The vegetation management plan may be incorporated into a temporary erosion and sediment control 32 

plan or landscaping plan where either of these plans is required by other laws or regulations. 33 

(6) Submittal requirements for vegetation management plans shall be set forth by the department. (Ord. 34 

O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 35 
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21A.50.170 Critical area markers, signs and fencing. 1 

(1) Markers. Permanent survey stakes delineating the boundary between adjoining property and critical area 2 

tracts shall be set, using markers capable of being magnetically located and as established by current survey 3 

standards. 4 

(2) Signs. Development proposals approved by the city shall require that Tthe boundary between a critical 5 

area buffer tract and contiguous land shall be identified with permanent signs. Permanent signs shall be a 6 

City‐approved type designed for high durability. Signs must be posted at an interval of one per lot or every 50 7 

feet, whichever is less, and must be maintained by the property owner or homeowners’ association in 8 

perpetuity. The wording, number and placement of the signs shall may be as at specified by  modified by the 9 

director based on specific site conditions. 10 

(3) Fencing. The director may require fencing to protect the functions of a critical area. If found to be 11 

necessary, permanent Permanent fencing shall be required at the outer edge of the critical area or buffer 12 

under the following circumstances: 13 

  (a) As part of any development proposals for: 14 

    (i) Plats; 15 

    (ii) Short plats; 16 

    (iii) Parks; 17 

  (iv) Other development proposals, including but not limited to multifamily, mixed use, and 18 

commercial development where the Director determines that such fencing is necessary to 19 

protect the functions of the critical area. 20 

  (b) When buffer reductions are employed as part of a development proposal; 21 

  (c) When buffer averaging is employed as part of a development proposal; and 22 

  (d) At the director’s discretion to protect the values and functions of a critical area. 23 

. Fencing installed in accordance with this section shall be designed to not interfere with fish and wildlife 24 

migration and shall be constructed in a manner that minimizes critical areas impacts. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; 25 

Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 26 

21A.50.180 Notice on title. 27 

(1) The owner of any property containing critical areas or buffers on which a development proposal is 28 

submitted or any property on which mitigation is established as a result of development, except a public 29 

right‐of‐way or the site of a permanent public facility, shall file a notice approved by the City with the records 30 

and elections division of King County. The required contents and form of the notice shall be determined by 31 

the director. The notice shall inform the public of the presence of critical areas, buffers or mitigation sites on 32 

the property, of the application of this chapter to the property and that limitations on actions in or affecting 33 

such critical areas or buffers may exist. The notice shall run with the land. 34 
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(2) The applicant shall submit proof that the notice has been filed for public record before the City shall 1 

approve any development proposal for the property or, in the case of subdivisions, short subdivisions and 2 

binding site plans, at or before recording. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 3 

21A.50.190 Critical area tracts and designations on site plans. 4 

(1) Critical area tracts shall be used to delineate and protect those critical areas and buffers listed below in 5 

development proposals for subdivisions, short subdivisions, or binding site plans and shall be recorded on all 6 

documents of title of record for all affected lots: 7 

(a) All landslide hazard areas and buffers that are one acre or greater in size; 8 

(b) All wetlands and buffers;  9 

(c) All streams and buffers; and 10 

(d) All fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas and buffers. 11 

(2) Any required critical area tract shall be held in an undivided interest by each owner of a building lot within 12 

the development with this ownership interest passing with the ownership of the lot or shall be held by an 13 

incorporated homeowners’ association or other legal entity which assures the ownership, maintenance, and 14 

protection of the tract, or dedicated to the City of Sammamish, at the City’s discretion. 15 

(3) Site plans submitted as part of development proposals for building permits, master plan developments, 16 

and clearing and grading permits shall include and delineate all flood hazard areas (if they have been mapped 17 

by FEMA or King County or if a critical areas study is required), landslide hazard areas, streams and wetlands, 18 

buffers, and building setbacks. If only a part of the development site has been mapped pursuant to SMC 19 

21A.50.130(3), the part of the site that has not been mapped shall be clearly identified and labeled on the 20 

site plans. The site plans shall be attached to the notice on title required by SMC 21A.50.180. (Ord. O2005‐21 

193 § 1; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 22 

21A.50.200 Alteration. 23 

Recodified to SMC 21A.15.056 by Ord. O2005‐172. (Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 24 

21A.50.210 Building setbacks. 25 

Unless otherwise provided, buildings and other structures shall be set back a distance of 15 feet from the 26 

edges of a critical area buffer. The following may be allowed in the building setback area: 27 

(1) Landscaping; 28 

(2) Uncovered decks, less than 18 inches above grade; 29 

(3) Building overhangs if such overhangs do not extend more than 18 inches into the setback area; 30 

(4) Impervious ground surfaces, such as driveways and patios; provided, that such improvements may be 31 

subject to special drainage provisions adopted for the various critical areas; and 32 
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(5) Trails. (Ord. O2009‐264 § 1 (Att. A); Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O2005‐172 § 4; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 1 

21A.50.220 Erosion hazard areas – Development standards and permitted alterations.  2 

(1) Land clearing, grading, filling, and foundation work in an erosion hazard area is allowed only from May 1st 3 

to September 30th, except that: 4 

(a) Construction outside of this seasonal development limitation may be authorized if the director 5 

determines that the hazard area will not be adversely impacted by the proposed construction work 6 

or the applicant demonstrates that erosion hazards will be fully mitigated through a temporary 7 

erosion and sediment control management plan that includes: 8 

(i) The minimum requirements from the adopted Surface Water Design Manual and Title 13 9 

Surface Water Management: 10 

(A)  Provisions to store site construction runoff and treat runoff sufficiently to 11 

meet water quality standards prior to discharge; 12 

(B)  Daily and post‐storm inspections of temporary erosion and sediment control 13 

best management practices; 14 

(C)  Establishment of a manager, who is a Certified Erosion and Sediment  15 

Control Lead (CESCL) in the State of Washington, and will be available on‐call 16 

to respond to temporary erosion and sediment control non‐compliance; 17 

(D)  A water‐quality monitoring plan for site discharges, where the applicant is 18 

responsible for measuring turbidity of stormwater released from the. site 19 

and maintaining records of monitoring data that shall be available upon 20 

request by the City or Ecology. Monitoring protocols shall conform to the 21 

monitoring requirements of the construction stormwater general permit; 22 

(E)  A Contingency Plan incorporated into the temporary erosion and sediment 23 

control plan that identifies corrective actions and BMPs that will be 24 

implemented if monitoring shows discharge water quality exceeds water 25 

quality standards, and that specifies materials to be stockpiled on site for use 26 

in an erosion and sediment control response; 27 

(F)  A Seasonal Suspension Plan for suspending work until the end of the rainy 28 

season if temporary erosion and sediment control measures are found to be 29 

inadequate; 30 

(ii) Pre‐design site inspection by a licensed engineer or geologist to identify erosion 31 

hazard areas, no‐disturbance areas, other environmentally critical areas, and resources 32 

downstream of the site that are to be protected; 33 

(iii) Construction stormwater systems and temporary erosion and sediment control 34 

best management practices are to be sized for a minimum of a 10‐year storm interval;. 35 

(iv) The owner must provide a financial guarantee in accordance with SMC 27A.15, 36 

specifically and in an amount sufficient to cover all costs of implementing the approved 37 

temporary erosion and sediment control plan, monitoring site discharges, permanently 38 
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stabilizing the site, and restoring any off‐site impacts, including materials, labor, and 1 

City costs, and include a mechanism allowing the City to be used the financial 2 

guarantee if the development is stalled or not completed; 3 

(v) Preparation and implementation of site grading, stabilization, and restoration plans 4 

by a licensed engineer, with certification by a geotechnical engineer that these plans 5 

are sufficient to prevent erosion and sedimentation of susceptible soils; and 6 

(vi) Preparation of a vegetation mManagement Pplan by a qualified professional for 7 

establishment of permanent vegetation on the site following completion of clearing and 8 

grading work. 9 

(b) In addition to the requirements of 21A.50.220(1)(a), Tthe director may require a critical 10 

areasadditional studiesy of the site hydrology, soils and stormwater retention, and may also require, 11 

grading, structural improvements, hydrology, soils and storm water retention studies, erosion 12 

control measures, restoration plans, and/or an indemnification/release agreement. 13 

(c) Timber harvest may be allowed pursuant to an approved forest practice Type II and III permit 14 

issued by the Washington Department of Natural Resources. 15 

(d) Construction activity associated with subdivisions, short subdivisions, and similar projects that 16 

drain to Lake Sammamish during the wet season shall provide water quality monitoring reports to 17 

the city consistent with SMC 21A.50.225(5)(g), and shall include monitoring of water temperature. 18 

(ed) The director may halt wet season construction as necessary to protect the hazard area and/or 19 

to prevent downstream impacts. 20 

(2) All development proposals on sites containing erosion hazard areas shall include a temporary erosion and 21 

sediment control plan as specified in subsection (1)(a) above consistent with this section and other laws and 22 

regulations prior to receiving approval. Specific requirements for such plans shall be set forth in the adopted 23 

surface water design manual and Title 13 Surface Water Management, or as otherwise specified by the 24 

department. 25 

(3) All subdivisions, short subdivisions, or binding site plans on sites with erosion hazard areas shall comply 26 

with the following additional requirements: 27 

(a) Except as provided in this section, existing vegetation shall be retained on all lots until building 28 

permits are approved for development on individual lots; 29 

(b) If any vegetation on the lots is damaged or removed during construction of the subdivision 30 

infrastructure, the applicant shall be required to submit a restoration plan to the department for 31 

review and approval. Following approval, the applicant shall be required to implement the plan; 32 

(c) Clearing of vegetation on lots will not be allowed unless the City determines that: 33 

(i) Such clearing is a necessary part of a large‐scale grading plan; 34 
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(ii) It is not a reasonable alternative to perform such grading on an individual lot basis; and 1 

(iii) Drainage from the graded area will meet water quality standards to be established by the 2 

adopted surface water design manual and Title 13 Surface Water Management. 3 

(4) Where the City determines that erosion from a development site poses a significant risk of damage to 4 

downstream receiving waters, based either on the size of the project, the proximity to the receiving water or 5 

the sensitivity of the receiving water, the applicant shall be required to provide regular monitoring of surface 6 

water discharge from the site as required by the adopted Surface Water Design Manual and City of 7 

Sammamish Addendum (2009). If the project does not meet the applicable provisions of the adopted water 8 

quality standards as established by law, the City may suspend further development work on the site until 9 

such standards are met. 10 

(5) The use of hazardous substances, pesticides, and fertilizers in erosion hazard areas may be prohibited by 11 

the City. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 12 

21A.50.225 Erosion hazards near sensitive water bodies – Special district overlay. 13 

(1) The purpose of the erosion hazards near sensitive water bodies special overlay district is to provide a 14 

means to designate sloped areas posing erosion hazards that drain directly to lakes or streams of high 15 

resource value that are particularly sensitive to the impacts of increased erosion and the resulting sediment 16 

loads from development. 17 

(2) General development standards.  The following development standards shall be applied to all properties 18 

within the erosion hazard near sensitive water body overlay: 19 

(a)  The one (1) acre exemption in the Storm Water Design Manual Addendum shall not apply 20 

within the erosion hazards near sensitive water body overlay. 21 

(b)  If the application of this section would deny all reasonable use of property, the applicant may 22 

apply for a reasonable use exception pursuant to SMC 21A.50.070(2). 23 

(c)  The director may modify the property‐specific development standards required by this 24 

section when a critical areas study is conducted by the applicant and approved by the director which 25 

demonstrates that the proposed development substantially improves water quality by showing all of 26 

the following: 27 

(i) Water quality on site is improved through site enhancements and/or other innovative 28 

management techniques; 29 

(ii) The development project will not subject downstream channels to increased risk of 30 

landslide or erosion; and 31 

(iii) The development project will not subject the nearest sensitive water body to additional 32 

hazards resulting from erosion hazards. 33 
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The department of community development shall maintain a map of the boundaries of the erosion hazard 1 

near sensitive water bodies overlay district. 2 

(3) No‐disturbance area development standards.  The following development standards shall be applied, in 3 

addition to all applicable requirements of this chapter, to development proposals located within the no‐4 

disturbance area erosion hazards near a sensitive water bodies special district overlay: 5 

(a) A no‐disturbance area shall be established on the sloped portion of the special district overlay to 6 

prevent damage from erosion. The upslope boundary of the no‐disturbance area lies at the first 7 

obvious break in slope from the upland plateau over onto the steep valley walls. The downslope 8 

boundary of the no‐disturbance area is the extent of those areas designated as erosion or landslide 9 

hazard areas. The department shall maintain maps of the approximate location of the no‐10 

disturbance areas, which shall be subject to field verification for new development proposals.  11 

(ab) Land clearing or dDevelopment shall not occur in the no‐disturbance area, except for the 12 

clearing development activities listed in subsection (3)(ba)(i) of this section. Clearing Development 13 

activities listed in subsection (3)(ba)(i) of this section shall only be permitted if they meet the 14 

requirements of subsection (3)(ab)(ii) of this section. 15 

(i) Clearing Development activities may be permitted as follows: 16 

(A) For single‐family residences, associated landscaping and any appurtenances on pre‐17 

existing separate lots; 18 

(B) For utility corridors to service existing development along existing rights‐of‐way 19 

including any vacated portions of otherwise contiguous rights‐of‐way, or for the 20 

construction of utility corridors identified within an adopted water, storm water, or sewer 21 

comprehensive plan; 22 

(C) For streets providing sole access to buildable property and associated utility facilities 23 

within those streets; or 24 

(D) For public park facilities including parking lots, restrooms or recreational structures 25 

and pedestrian trail/sidewalks;. or, 26 

(E) Work authorized pursuant to the pilot program. 27 

(ii) The clearing development activities listed in subsection (3)(ba)(i) of this section may be 28 

permitted only if the following requirements are met: 29 

(A) A Where applicable under SMC 21A.50.120, a report that meets the requirements of 30 

SMC 21A.50.130 shall show that the clearing development activities will not subject the 31 

area to risk of landslide or erosion and that the purpose of the no‐disturbance area is not 32 

compromised in any way; 33 
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(B) The clearing development activities shall be mitigated, monitored and bonded 1 

consistent with the mitigation requirements applicable to environmentally critical areas; 2 

(C) The clearing development activities are limited to the minimal area and duration 3 

necessary for construction; and 4 

(D) The clearing development activities are consistent with this chapter. 5 

(b) New single‐family home construction or modifications or additions to existing single‐family homes 6 

on existing legal lots that will result in a total site impervious surface of more than 2,000 square feet 7 

shall provide a drainage design, using the following sequential measures, which appear in order of 8 

preference: 9 

(i) Infiltration of all site runoff shall be required to the maximum extent technically feasible in 10 

existing soil conditions, consistent with the infiltration system design requirements of the 11 

KCSWDM; 12 

(ii) Development proposals that meets the goals of Low Impact Development, as follows:  13 

(A) Sixty‐five (65) percent of the site shall remain as open space.     14 

(B) No more than ten (10) percent of the gross site area may be covered with impervious 15 

surface. 16 

(C) The development proposal’s stormwater system shall limit stormwater discharge 17 

volumes to match the average annual volume discharged from the pre‐developed 18 

forested site conditions as determined using a calibrated continuous simulation 19 

hydrologic model based on the EPA’s HSPF program or an approved equivalent model.  20 

The city may modify these requirements based upon site specific analysis of the 21 

feasibility of required improvements, standards and specifications. Such analysis shall 22 

include evaluation of site and vicinity soils, hydrology, and other factors, as determined 23 

by the City, affecting the successful design of the stormwater or low impact 24 

development improvements.  The city shall consider purpose, effectiveness, 25 

engineering feasibility, commercial availability of technology, best management 26 

practices, safety and cost of the proposal when evaluating a waiver or modification 27 

request. The applicant shall bear the burden of proof that a waiver or modification is 28 

warranted. 29 

(iii) For development proposals that cannot infiltrate all site runoff, the applicant shall design a 30 

drainage system that provides a drainage outlet designed using the best available science 31 

techniques in addition to the applicable flow control and water quality treatment standards of 32 

the adopted surface water design manual to minimize the risk of landslide or erosion to within 33 

the no‐disturbance area and minimize the risk of water quality impacts to any sensitive water 34 

body located downstream of the no disturbance area; and 35 

(iv) Structural modification of, addition to or replacement of legally created single detached 36 

residences and improvements in existence before January 1, 2006, that do not increase the 37 
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existing total footprint of the residence and associated impervious surface by more than 400 1 

square feet over that existing before January 1, 2006, shall be exempt from the provisions of 2 

this subsection. 3 

(4) Development standards for properties draining to the no‐disturbance area. The following development 4 

standards shall be applied, in addition to all applicable requirements of this chapter, to development 5 

proposals located within the erosion hazards near sensitive water body overlay that drain to a no‐6 

disturbance area: 7 

(ac) New proposed subdivisions, short subdivisions, public institutions, commercial site 8 

development permits, and binding site plans for sites that drained predeveloped runoff to the no‐9 

disturbance zone shall evaluate the suitability of on‐site soils for infiltration. All runoff from newly 10 

constructed impervious surfaces shall be retained on site unless this requirement precludes a 11 

proposed subdivision or short subdivision from achieving 75 percent of the maximum net density as 12 

identified in Chapter 21A.25 SMC. When 75 percent of the maximum net density cannot be met, the 13 

applicant shall retain runoff on site and a perforated tightline (Figure C.2.I, Appendix C, of the 1998 14 

KCSWDM, as amendedper the adopted surface water design manual and Title 13 Surface Water 15 

Management,) shall be used to connect each lot to the central drainage system. The following 16 

drainage systems shall be evaluated, using the following sequential measures, which appear in order 17 

of preference: 18 

(i) Infiltration of all site runoff shall be required in granular soils as defined in the adopted 19 

surface water design manual and Title 13 Surface Water Management,King County Surface 20 

Water Design Manual (KCSWDM); 21 

(ii) Infiltration of downspouts shall be required in granular soils and in soil conditions defined 22 

as allowable in the KCSWDM when feasible to fit the required trench lengths on site. All flows 23 

not going to an individual infiltration system shall be detained on site using the most restrictive 24 

flow control standard; and 25 

(iii) When infiltration of downspouts is not feasible, the applicant shall design a drainage 26 

system that will detain flows on site using the applicable flow control standard and shall install 27 

an outlet from the drainage system designed using the best available science techniques to 28 

limit the risk of landslide or erosion to the no‐disturbance area; provided, that in no case shall 29 

development proposals generating more than 2,000 square feet of impervious surface create 30 

point discharges in or upstream of the no‐disturbance or landslide hazard areas. 31 

(d) New single‐family home construction or modifications or additions to existing single‐family 32 

homes on existing legal lots that will result in a total site impervious surface of more than 2,000 33 

square feet shall provide a drainage design, using the following sequential measures, which appear 34 

in order of preference: 35 

(i) Infiltration of all site runoff shall be required to the maximum extent technically feasible in 36 

soil conditions, consistent with the infiltration system design requirements of the KCSWDM; 37 
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(ii) For development proposals that cannot infiltrate all site runoff, impervious surfaces shall be 1 

infiltrated to the maximum extent technically feasible in soil conditions, consistent with the 2 

infiltration system design requirements of the KCSWDM;  3 

(iii) For development proposals that cannot infiltrate all site runoff, the applicant shall design a 4 

drainage system that provides a drainage outlet designed using the best available science 5 

techniques to limit the risk of landslide or erosion to the no‐disturbance area; and 6 

(iv) Structural modification of, addition to or replacement of legally created single detached 7 

residences and improvements in existence before January 1, 2006, that do not increase the 8 

existing total footprint of the residence and associated impervious surface by more than 200 9 

square feet over that existing before January 1, 2006, shall be exempt from the provisions of 10 

this section. 11 

(eb) For the portions of proposed subdivisions, short subdivisions and binding site plans that cannot 12 

infiltrate runoff up to the 100‐year peak flow, at least 25 percent of the portion of the site that 13 

cannot infiltrate shall remain undisturbed and set aside in an open space tract consistent with SMC 14 

21A.50.160 through 21A.50.190. The open space tract shall be located adjacent to any required 15 

critical area tracts and shall be designed to maximize the amount of separation between the critical 16 

area and the proposed development. If no critical areas tracts are required, the open space tract 17 

shall be located to provide additional protection to the no‐disturbance area. 18 

(fc) For the portions of all subdivisions and short subdivisions that cannot infiltrate runoff up to the 19 

100‐year peak flow, no more than 35 percent of the gross site area shall be covered by impervious 20 

surfaces. For new subdivisions and short subdivisions, maximum lot coverage should be specified for 21 

subsequent residential building permits on individual lots. 22 

(5) Pilot Program. 23 

(a)  Establishment of Pilot Program. A Pilot Program is hereby established to allow pilot project 24 

subdivision, including clearing and development projects within the no‐disturbance area as set forth 25 

herein, on land that has slopes of less than 40 percent grade and that is located outside of 26 

environmentally critical area buffers.  The provisions of this pilot program shall not apply, and pilot 27 

projects shall not be authorized, within the mapped Ebright Creek, Pine Lake Creek, Zaccuse Creek, 28 

and “mid‐Monohon” sub‐basins. 29 

(b)    Effective Date.  The terms of this pilot program related to pilot projects authorized under 30 

subsection (d)(i) below, and to properties within the shoreline jurisdiction, shall take effect 31 

following the adoption of the pilot program into a Department of Ecology approved Sammamish 32 

Shoreline Master Program. 33 

(c)  Purpose.  The purpose of this Pilot Program is to allow for limited development within the no 34 

disturbance area under strict limitations in order to evaluate the ability to allow increased 35 

development within the no‐disturbance area without adversely affecting the water quality of Lake 36 
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Sammamish. Projects qualifying for this Pilot Program, are subject to the requirements below, and 1 

are not subject to the preceding subsections of 21A.50.225.   2 

(d)  Eligibility.  A maximum of four (4) subdivision projects are authorized by this pilot program.   3 

A maximum of two (2) projects shall be authorized under subsection (d)(i) and a maximum of two 4 

(2) projects shall be authorized under subsection (d)(ii).  Projects eligible for inclusion in this Pilot 5 

Program shall meet the provisions of subsection (d)(i) or (d)(ii) below: 6 

(i) Tightline Drainage Design.  Where direct access to Lake Sammamish is available, the 7 

applicant shall install permanent water quality treatment per the adopted surface water 8 

design manual and a tightline storm drain system discharging directly into Lake Sammamish 9 

designed by a professional engineer using the adopted surface water design manual and 10 

technologies.  The applicant shall also install temporary erosion sediment control 11 

improvements, including active water quality treatment.  The tightline system shall extend 12 

through the property and be available by extension or easement upstream to properties that 13 

naturally drain to the subject property; or, 14 

(ii) Low Impact Design.  Where direct access to Lake Sammamish is not available, the 15 

applicant shall design a project consistent with the development standards of Low Impact 16 

Development, specifically: 17 

(A)  Sixty‐five (65) percent of the site shall remain as forested open space.  Re‐18 

vegetation shall be required to convert non‐forested open space to forested as 19 

part of the project approval. 20 

(B)  No more than ten (10) percent of the gross site area may be covered with 21 

impervious surface.  22 

(C)  The project’s stormwater system shall limit stormwater discharge volumes to 23 

match the average annual volume discharged from the pre‐developed forested 24 

site conditions as determined using a calibrated continuous simulation 25 

hydrologic model based on the EPA’s HSPF program or an approved equivalent 26 

model.  The city may modify these requirements based upon site specific analysis 27 

of the feasibility of required improvements, standards and specifications.  Such 28 

analysis shall include evaluation of site and vicinity soils, hydrology, and other 29 

factors, as determined by the City, affecting the successful design of the 30 

stormwater or low impact development improvements.  The city shall consider 31 

purpose, effectiveness, engineering feasibility, commercial availability of 32 

technology, best management practices, safety and cost of the proposal when 33 

evaluating a waiver or modification request. The applicant shall bear the burden 34 

of proof that a waiver or modification is warranted. 35 

(e)  Pilot Program Administration.  36 
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(i)  Application.  Applications for eligible projects meeting the provisions of 5(d) above 1 

shall be administered as follows:  2 

(A)  Within two (2) years of the effective date of this subsection, a maximum of one 3 

(1) project eligible for the pilot program under subsection (d)(i) and a maximum 4 

of one (1) project eligible for the pilot program under subsection (d)(ii) may be 5 

accepted subject to the provisions of subsection (5).  Following completion and 6 

acceptance of all required infrastructure necessary to support the proposed 7 

project, and barring any failure of the required infrastructure that causes an 8 

environmental failure, an additional one (1) project eligible for the pilot program 9 

under subsection (d)(i) and an additional one (1) project eligible for the pilot 10 

program under subsection (d)(ii) may be accepted subject to the provisions of 11 

subsection (5).  For the purposes of this subsection, infrastructure necessary to 12 

support the proposed project shall include, at a minimum, all public or private 13 

stormwater improvements, and all public or private roads improvements 14 

associated with the project. 15 

(B)  Application for eligible projects shall be accepted in the order received.  To 16 

qualify for application, an applicant must have a complete application as 17 

described in the city’s application material and SMC 20.05, and an applicant must 18 

have completed any necessary preliminary steps prior to application as set forth 19 

in SMC 20.05.   20 

 (C) In the event that an application for a project accepted into the Pilot Program is 21 

withdrawn by the applicant or cancelled by the City prior to the expiration of the 22 

Pilot Program, the next submitted application for the same development type 23 

shall be accepted into the Pilot Program. 24 

(D)  The city shall use its authority under SMC 20.05.100 to ensure expeditious 25 

processing of subdivision applications.  In particular, the director shall set a 26 

reasonable deadline for the submittal of corrections, studies, or other 27 

information when requested; an extension may be provided based upon a 28 

reasonable request.  Failure by the applicant to meet a deadline shall be cause 29 

for the department to cancel/deny the application. 30 

(E)  Site development construction shall begin no later than 18 months from the date 31 

of preliminary plat approval.  The director may authorize a one year extension 32 

based upon extenuating circumstances. 33 

(ii)  Pilot Program Expiration.  The Pilot Program shall expire and no further applications 34 

shall be accepted after the period established in subsection “(e)(i)” above.  Projects for which 35 

applications are accepted into the Pilot Program may be reviewed, approved and 36 

constructed, under the terms of the Pilot Program, even if such review, approval, or 37 

construction occurs after the Pilot Program has expired.     38 
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(f)  Development Requirements.  Projects accepted under this Pilot Program may conduct 1 

clearing and development in the no‐disturbance area, and shall not be subject to subsection 2 

21A.50.225(2), so long as projects accepted under this pilot program and associated clearing and 3 

development meet the following requirements: 4 

(i) The development shall comply with the adopted surface water design manual and Title 13 5 

Surface Water Management; 6 

(ii)  The total project area shall be limited to 30 acres per project.  For the purposes of this 7 

subsection, pilot projects on adjoining lots shall be considered one project; 8 

(iii) Pilot projects proposed pursuant to subsection (d)(ii) ‐ Low Impact Design shall 9 

incorporate Level 3 flow control, or equivalent, as approved by the director, in addition to 10 

the volume control standard specified in subsection (d)(ii); 11 

(iv) Pilot projects proposed pursuant to subsection (d)(i) – Tightline Drainage Design shall 12 

incorporate an energy dissipater in the tightline system, or equivalent, as approved by the 13 

director; 14 

(v) Clearing of the site shall be limited based on the treatment capacity designed into the 15 

permanent and temporary water quality treatment systems installed; 16 

(vi)  Post Development Phosphorous Control.  The proposed storm water facilities shall be 17 

designed to remove 80 percent of all new total phosphorus loading on an annual basis due to 18 

new development (and associated storm water discharges) where feasible or utilize AKART if 19 

infeasible.  At a minimum, post development water quality treatment shall be designed to 20 

achieve a goal of 60 percent total phosphorus (TP) removal for the water quality design flow 21 

or volume (defined in Section 6.2.1, p. 6‐17 of the adopted 2009 KCSWDM); 22 

(vii) Drainage systems shall be designed to accommodate the 100‐year storm, consistent with 23 

the requirements of the adopted surface water design manual; 24 

(viii) Low Impact Design techniques shall be incorporated into the design of homes 25 

constructed on the resultant lots, to the maximum extent practically feasible, provided that 26 

infiltration of stormwater shall be prohibited except where there are no erosion hazard areas 27 

located downslope of the infiltration system; 28 

(ix)  Pilot projects shall set aside 50% of the gross site area as a permanent open space tract.  29 

Re‐vegetation shall be required to convert non‐forested open space to forest as part of the 30 

project approval.  For the purposes of this subsection, the gross site area shall be the entire 31 

area of a property associated with a pilot project participating in the pilot program; 32 

(x)  Lots shall be clustered to the maximum extent feasible to minimize site grading in the no‐33 

disturbance area; 34 
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(xi)  No more than 30 percent of the net developable area within a pilot project shall be 1 

covered by impervious surfaces.  Required street improvements are included in this 2 

impervious surface limitation.  For the purposes of this subsection, the net developable area 3 

shall be the entire area of a property participating in the pilot program minus any 4 

environmentally critical areas and buffers; 5 

(xii) Construction Season Work Limits ‐ Land clearing and grading may only occur between 6 

June 1st to August 30th with the phases of construction limited as follows: 7 

(A) On or after June 1st, site clearing and grading necessary for the installation of 8 

permanent and temporary water quality treatment and conveyance may occur.  9 

Clearing and grading shall be limited to those portions of a site where such work 10 

is necessary to install tight‐line stormwater conveyance, permanent and 11 

temporary stormwater detention, and/or water quality facilities. For the 12 

purposes of temporary erosion and sediment control, the required tightline 13 

system may be either a portion of the permanent stormwater conveyance 14 

system if feasible, or a temporary tightline system to be replaced by the 15 

permanent system as construction progresses; 16 

(B) Following installation and approval of the permanent and water quality 17 

treatment described in subsection (xi)(A) above, development of the remainder 18 

of the site may occur; 19 

(C) No later than August 30th, all site clearing and grading activity must be 20 

completed and the site fully prepared for winter rains, through techniques such 21 

as hydroseeding or stabilization as set forth in an approved Construction Season 22 

Work Limit Plan; 23 

(D) The director may extend the seasonal construction limitations described above 24 

if, in the director’s determination, appropriate erosion control measures and 25 

practices are in place and then prevailing weather patterns permit.  The director 26 

shall not authorize work prior to May 1st or after September 30th. 27 

(xiii)  Construction Season Work Limit Implementation.  City approval of a temporary 28 

erosion and sediment control plan consistent with this section, SMC 21A.50.220, and 29 

other laws and regulations is required prior to any site work.  The temporary erosion 30 

and sediment control plan shall comply with grading limits, shall include Construction 31 

Season Work Limits that comply with the construction season limitations, and shall 32 

include a Close Out Plan identifying the actions that will be taken to ready the site for 33 

winter weather.  The Close Out Plan shall include the following: 34 

(A) By July 15th City approval of any proposed changes to the Close Out Plan to 35 

assure that the site will be prepared for winter weather by August 30th is 36 

required. 37 

(B) By August 1st review and approval of any revisions to the close out plan is 38 

required. 39 
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(C) By August 15th, city inspection is required of the site to confirm that all 1 

mandatory elements of the Close Out Plan are being implemented.  Following 2 

inspections, the city shall direct the applicant to take any additional actions that 3 

are necessary and may order all construction work to be stopped other than 4 

work to prepare the site for winter weather. 5 

(D) By August 30th all site work to prepare the site for winter weather shall be 6 

completed. 7 

(E) The Director may extend these seasonal construction limitations if, in the 8 

Director’s determination, appropriate erosion control measures and practices 9 

are in place and then prevailing weather patterns permit.  The director shall not 10 

authorize work prior to May 1st or after September 30th. 11 

(xiv)   Early Installation of Permanent Stormwater Management System.  In addition to 12 

installation of all required Temporary Sediment and Erosion Control measures, and 13 

prior to any grading, other than grading necessary for installation of the stormwater 14 

management system, the applicant shall construct the Project’s stormwater 15 

management systems in accordance with plans approved by the City.  Stormwater 16 

systems shall include permanent and temporary water quality treatment and 17 

detention facilities specified in the latest approved version of the surface water 18 

design manual and the pipes and outlet facilities necessary to convey stormwater to 19 

the approved discharge location. 20 

(A) Temporary water quality treatment facilities shall be sized to treat runoff 21 

generated by cleared areas during the 10 year storm event during May through 22 

September and the 25 year storm event for the remainder of the year and 23 

release treated runoff with a measured turbidity of no more than 25 NTU. 24 

(B) Temporary water quality treatment facilities shall include active sediment 25 

controls, such as chemical treatment, enhanced filtration or a combination of 26 

both per DOE guidelines (Section C250 &C251, Volume II, Department of Ecology 27 

Stormwater Management Manual). 28 

 (h)  Monitoring and Reporting on Pilot Program projects.  The purpose of collecting monitoring 29 

and reporting information on the pilot program projects is to create inform the eventual 30 

legislative decision on development in the no‐disturbance area.  Projects authorized by this 31 

pilot program shall collect and report the following: 32 

(i)  Monitoring Data.  Water quality monitoring data collected pursuant to this section shall 33 

include the following: 34 

(A)  Turbidity; 35 

(B)  Total phosphorous; 36 

(C)  Total suspended solids; 37 

(D)  Temperature 38 

(E)  Flow rate; and, 39 

(F)  Volume. 40 
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Pilot program projects authorized under subsection (5)(d)(ii) – Low Impact Design above, 1 

shall not be required to collect flow rate or volume data.  Water quality monitoring data 2 

shall be retained by the project applicant for a period of five years after final inspection 3 

of the last house built. 4 

(ii)  Prior to Construction.  Prior to any site construction activity, the project applicant shall 5 

be responsible for completing visual inspections of the site and downstream properties 6 

to identify possible sources of erosion before, during, and after construction to provide a 7 

baseline condition for other data collection.   8 

(iii) During Construction. During any site construction activity the project applicant shall be 9 

responsible for collecting monitoring data in accordance with the frequency established 10 

by the NPDES permit at the natural discharge location.  Monitoring data shall be 11 

collected prior to the start of construction, through the construction period and until the 12 

last house has been built on the site.   13 

(iv)  Following Construction.  Following the final inspection of the last house built, the project 14 

applicant shall be responsible for collecting monitoring data for five years.  Data 15 

collection shall occur at a frequency of seven times a year between the months of 16 

October and June. Monitoring shall not be required following construction if the Pilot 17 

Program is adopted as a permanent amendment to the Erosion Hazard Near Sensitive 18 

Water Body overlay. 19 

(v)  Water Quality Reporting.  Monitoring data shall be summarized in annual water quality 20 

reports submitted to the city.  Annual reports shall evaluate the effect on King County 21 

water quality data from Lake Sammamish. 22 

(vi) Administrative rules.  The director is authorized to adopt administrative rules to ensure 23 

the successful water quality data collection, monitoring, and reporting to the city. 24 

 (i)  Pilot Program Evaluation.  The city shall monitor the pilot program through the submitted 25 

annual reports and shall summarize the report findings in a report evaluating how well each 26 

project achieved the pilot program’s purpose and goals and present the report to the City 27 

Council along with a recommended legislative action. 28 

(g) If the application of this section would deny all reasonable use of property, the applicant may 29 

apply for a reasonable use exception pursuant to SMC 21A.50.070(2). 30 

(h) The director may modify the property‐specific development standards required by this section 31 

when a critical areas study is conducted by the applicant and approved by the director which 32 

demonstrates that the proposed development substantially increases water quality by showing the 33 

following: 34 

(i) Water quality on site is improved through site enhancements and/or other innovative 35 

management techniques; 36 

(ii) The development project will not subject downstream channels to increased risk of 37 

landslide or erosion; and 38 
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(iii) The development project will not subject the nearest sensitive water body to additional 1 

erosion hazards. (Ord. O2009‐250 § 1; Ord. O2005‐193 § 1) 2 

21A.50.230 Frequently flooded areas. 3 

(1) Frequently flooded areas include all areas of special flood hazards within the jurisdiction of the City of 4 

Sammamish. 5 

  (a) The areas of special flood hazard are identified by the Federal Insurance Administration in a scientific 6 

and engineering report entitled “the Flood Insurance Study for King County,” as amended, as stated in SMC 7 

15.10.060. The flood insurance study is on file at Sammamish City Hall. The best available information for 8 

flood hazard area identification as outlined in SMC 15.10.130(2) shall be the basis for regulation until a new 9 

Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) is issued that incorporates the data utilized under SMC 15.10.130(2). 10 

 (b) The director may use additional flood information that is more restrictive or detailed than that 11 

provided in the Flood Insurance Study conducted by the Federal Emergency Management Agency 12 

(FEMA) to designate frequently flooded areas, including data on channel migration, historical data, 13 

high water marks, photographs of past flooding, location of restrictive floodways, maps showing 14 

future build‐out conditions, maps that show riparian habitat areas, or similar information. 15 

(2) Development in frequently flooded areas shall be subject to the provisions in Chapter 15.10 SMC. (Ord. 16 

O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 17 

21A.50.240 Flood hazard areas – Certification by engineer or surveyor. 18 

Repealed by Ord. O2005‐193. (Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 19 

21A.50.250 Channel relocation and stream meander areas. 20 

Repealed by Ord. O2005‐193. (Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 21 

21A.50.260 Landslide hazard areas – Development standards and permitted alterations. 22 

A development proposal containing, or within 50 feet of, a landslide hazard area shall meet the following 23 

requirements: 24 

(1) A minimum buffer of 50 feet shall be established from all edgesthe top and toe  of the landslide hazard 25 

area. The buffer shall be extended as required to mitigate a landslide or erosion hazard or as otherwise 26 

necessary to protect the public health, safety, and welfare. 27 

(a2) The buffer may be reduced to a minimum of 15 feet if, based on a critical areas study, the City 28 

determines that the reduction will adequately protect the proposed development and other 29 

properties, the critical area and other critical areas off‐site. 30 

(ab) For single‐family residential building permits only, the City may waive thereduce the scope of  31 

the critical areas study requirement if other development in the area has already provided sufficient 32 

information or if such information is otherwise readily available. 33 
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(2) (b) In addition to the general requirements for critical areas studies that may be required consistent with 1 

SMC 21A.50.130, the critical areas study for a landslide hazard area shall include a geotechnical report 2 

prepared by a qualified professional consistent with SMC 21A.15.545, unless otherwise approved by the city, 3 

which also includes the following:  4 

 (i) A description of the extent and type of vegetative cover; 5 

(ii) A description of subsurface conditions based on data from site‐specific explorations; 6 

(iii) Descriptions of surface and groundwater conditions, public and private sewage disposal 7 

systems, fills and excavations, and all structural improvements;  8 

(iv) An estimate of slope stability and the effect construction and placement of structures will 9 

have on the slope over the estimated life of the structure; 10 

(iv) An estimate of the bluff retreat rate that recognizes and reflects potential catastrophic 11 

events such as seismic activity or a 100‐year storm event; 12 

(v) Consideration of the run‐out hazard of landslide debris and/or the impacts of landslide 13 

run‐out on downslope properties; 14 

(vii) A study of slope stability including an analysis of proposed cuts, fills, and other site 15 

grading; 16 

(vi) Recommendations for building siting limitations; and 17 

(vii) An analysis of proposed surface and subsurface drainage, and the vulnerability of the 18 

site to erosion;. and 19 

(viii) A comprehensive study of slope stability including an analysis of proposed cuts, fills, and 20 

other site grading and construction effects where the overall minimum factor of safety for 21 

slope stability is 1.5 for static conditions and 1.1 for seismic conditions as based on current 22 

building code seismic design conditions.  23 

(43) Unless otherwise provided herein or as part of an approved alteration, removal of any vegetation from a 24 

landslide hazard area or buffer shall be prohibited, except for limited removal of vegetation necessary for 25 

surveying purposes and for the removal of hazard trees determined to be unsafe by the City. The City may 26 

require the applicant to submit a report prepared by a certified arborist to confirm hazard tree conditions. 27 

Notice to the City shall be provided prior to any vegetation removal permitted by this subsection. 28 

(54) Vegetation on slopes within a landslide hazard area or buffer that has been damaged by human activity 29 

or infested by noxious weeds may be replaced with native vegetation pursuant to an enhancement plan 30 

approved by the City pursuant to SMC 21A.50.060. The use of hazardous substances, pesticides, and 31 

fertilizers in landslide hazard areas and their buffers may be prohibited by the City. 32 

(65) Alterations to landslide hazard areas and buffers may be allowed only as follows: 33 
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(a) A landslide hazard area located on a slope 40 percent or steeper may be altered only if the 1 

alteration meets the following standards and limitations: 2 

(i) Approved surface water conveyances, as specified in the applicable adopted surface water 3 

design manual and Title 13 Surface Water Management,City‐adopted storm water 4 

requirements, may be allowed in a landslide hazard area if they are installed in a manner to 5 

minimize disturbance to the slope and vegetation; 6 

(ii) Public and private trails may be allowed in a landslide hazard area subject to the standards 7 

and mitigations contained in this chapter, development standards in Chapter 21A.30 SMC, and 8 

requirements elsewhere in the SMC, when locating outside of the hazard area is not feasible; 9 

(iii) Utility corridors may be allowed in a landslide hazard area if a critical areas study shows 10 

that such alteration will not subject the area to the risk of landslide or erosion; 11 

(iv) Limited trimming and pruning of vegetation may be allowed in a landslide hazard area 12 

pursuant to an approved vegetation management plan for the creation and maintenance of 13 

views if the soils are not disturbed; 14 

(v) Stabilization of sites where erosion or landsliding threatens public or private structures, 15 

utilities, roads, driveways or trails, or where erosion and landsliding threaten any lake, stream, 16 

wetland, or shoreline. Stabilization work shall be performed in a manner that causes the least 17 

possible disturbance to the slope and its vegetative cover; and 18 

(vi) Reconstruction, remodeling, or replacement of an existing structure upon another portion 19 

of an existing impervious surface that was established pursuant to City ordinances and 20 

regulations may be allowed; provided: 21 

(A) If within the buffer, the structure is located no closer to the landslide hazard area than 22 

the existing structure; and 23 

(B) The existing impervious surface within the buffer or landslide hazard area is not 24 

expanded as a result of the reconstruction or replacement. 25 

(b) A landslide hazard area located on a slope less than 40 percent may be altered only if the 26 

alteration meets the following requirements: 27 

(i) The development proposal will not decrease slope stability on contiguous properties; and 28 

(ii) Mitigation based on the best available engineering and geological practices is implemented 29 

that either eliminates or minimizes the risk of damage, death, or injury resulting from 30 

landslides; and 31 

(c) Neither buffers nor a critical area tract shall be required if the alteration meets the standards of 32 

subsection (5)(b) of this section. 33 
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(6) New development proposals that will result in a total site impervious surface of more than 2,000 square 1 

feet shall. provide a drainage design, using the following sequential measures, which appear in order of 2 

preference: 3 

(a) Infiltration of all site runoff shall be required to the maximum extent technically feasible in soil 4 

conditions, consistent with the infiltration system design requirements of the KCSWDM; 5 

(b) For development proposals that cannot infiltrate all site runoff, impervious surfaces shall be 6 

infiltrated to the maximum extent technically feasible in soil conditions, consistent with the 7 

infiltration system design requirements of the KCSWDM; 8 

(c) For development proposals that cannot infiltrate all site runoff, the applicant shall design a 9 

drainage system that provides a drainage outlet designed using the best available science 10 

techniques to limit the risk of landslide or erosion to the no‐disturbance area; and 11 

 (d) Structural modification of, addition to or replacement of legally created single detached 12 

residences and improvements in existence before January 1, 2006, that do not increase the existing 13 

total footprint of the residence and associated impervious surface by more than 200 square feet 14 

over that existing before January 1, 2006, shall be exempt from the provisions of this section. 15 

(7) The following are exempt from the provisions of this section: 16 

(a) Slopes that are 40 percent or steeper with a vertical elevation change of up to 20 feet if no 17 

adverse impact will result from the exemption based on the City’s review of and concurrence with a 18 

soils report prepared by a licensed geologist or geotechnical engineer; and 19 

(b) The approved regrading of any slope that was created through previous legal grading activities. 20 

(Ord. O2009‐250 § 1; Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 21 

 22 

21A.50.270 Seismic hazard areas – Development standards and permitted alterations. 23 

A development proposal containing a seismic hazard area shall meet the following requirements: 24 

(1) All applicable building code requirements; and 25 

(2) Alterations to seismic hazard areas may be allowed only as follows: 26 

(a) The evaluation of site‐specific subsurface conditions shows that the proposed development site 27 

is not located in a seismic hazard area; or 28 

(b) Mitigation based on the best available engineering and geological practices is implemented that 29 

either eliminates or minimizes the risk of damage, death, or injury resulting from seismically induced 30 

settlement or soil liquefaction. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 31 

21A.50.280 Critical aquifer recharge areas – Development standards. 32 
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(1) Groundwater Quantity Protection Standards. For developments in all CARA classes, the applicant shall 1 

provide surface water infiltration as follows: 2 

(a) Seventy‐five percent of on‐site storm water volume generated from the proposed development 3 

shall be infiltrated; provided, that a lesser standard may apply or on‐site infiltration may be waived 4 

when: 5 

(i) The applicant demonstrates that infiltration is not a reasonable alternative due to site‐6 

specific soil and/or geologic conditions; 7 

(ii) It is determined that increased saturation of soils would result in an increased risk to 8 

existing facilities and/or adjacent properties; 9 

(iii) Infiltration would result in significant unavoidable impacts to other critical areas or result in 10 

an excessive loss of native vegetation; or 11 

(iv) The applicant proposes an addition of no more than 700 square feet of total new 12 

impervious surface compared cumulatively to 2005 levels. 13 

(b) If infiltration is not feasible or required, then storm water facilities shall be constructed in 14 

accordance with City standards. 15 

(c) The design and implementation of infiltration facilities shall follow the ecology infiltration 16 

guidelines specified in the Western Washington Stormwater Manual (2005), or other technical 17 

guidance as approved by the City. 18 

(d) To prevent groundwater contamination, storm water infiltration may be prohibited for all or a 19 

portion of a site that includes use of hazardous substances. 20 

(2) Groundwater Quality Protection Standards. The following provisions shall apply to development in all 21 

CARA classes: 22 

(a) Activities may only be permitted in a critical aquifer recharge area if the proposed activity will 23 

not result in a significant increased risk of contamination of drinking water supplies; 24 

(b) The City shall impose development conditions when necessary to prevent degradation of 25 

groundwater. Conditions to permits shall be based on known, available and reasonable methods of 26 

prevention control and treatment; and 27 

(c) The proposed activity must comply with the water source protection requirements and 28 

recommendations of the Federal Environmental Protection Agency, State Department of Ecology, 29 

State Department of Health, and the Seattle‐King County health district. 30 

(3) Regulation of Facilities Handling and Storing Hazardous Materials regulated by the State Department of 31 

Ecology.  32 
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(a) New and existing commercial and industrial land uses and activities located in Class 1 and Class 2 1 

CARAs shall submit a hazardous materials inventory statement with a land use or building permit 2 

applicationdevelopment proposal. 3 

(b) Report Requirement. Commercial and industrial land uses and activities that involve the use, 4 

storage, transport or disposal of hazardous materials as regulated by the State of Washington, as 5 

defined in this chapter, in quantities equal to or greater than 20 gallons or the equivalent of 200 6 

pounds, located in Class 1 and Class 2 CARAs, shall submit a critical areas study in accordance with 7 

SMC 21A.50.130 including, as necessary, a hydrogeologic critical area assessment report, spill 8 

containment and response plan and/or groundwater monitoring plan, except for the following 9 

uses/activities: 10 

(i) Retail sale of containers five gallons or less in size, where there is less than 500 total gallons; 11 

and 12 

(ii) Hazardous materials of no risk to the aquifer. 13 

(c) A hydrogeologic critical area assessment report, when required by subsection (3)(b) of this 14 

section, shall be prepared by a qualified professional to determine potential impacts of 15 

contaminants on the aquifer. The report shall include the following site‐ and proposal‐related 16 

information, at a minimum: 17 

(i) Information regarding geologic and hydrogeologic characteristics of the site including the 18 

surface location of all CARA classes located on site or immediately adjacent to the site and 19 

permeability of the unsaturated/vadose zone; 20 

(ii) Groundwater depth, flow direction and gradient; 21 

(iii) Data on wells and springs within 1,300 feet of the project area; 22 

(iv) Location of other critical areas, including surface waters, within 1,300 feet of the project 23 

area; 24 

(v) Historic hydrogeologic data for the area to be affected by the proposed activity; 25 

(vi) Best management practices (BMPs) and integrated pest management (IPM) proposed to be 26 

used; and 27 

(vii) Discussion of the effects of the proposed project on the groundwater quality and quantity, 28 

including: 29 

(A) Predictive evaluation of groundwater withdrawal and recharge effects on nearby wells 30 

and surface water features; 31 

(B) Predictive evaluation of contaminant transport based on potential releases to 32 

groundwater; and 33 
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(C) Predictive evaluation of changes in the infiltration/recharge rate. 1 

(d) A spill containment and response plan, when required by subsection (3)(b) of this section, is 2 

required to identify equipment and/or structures that could fail and shall include provisions for  3 

inspection as required by the applicable state regulations, repair and replacement of structures and 4 

equipment that could fail. 5 

(e) A groundwater monitoring plan, when required by subsection (3)(b) of this section, may be 6 

required to monitor quality and quantity of groundwater, surface water runoff, and/or site soils. The 7 

City may require the owner of a facility to install one or more groundwater monitoring wells to 8 

accommodate the required groundwater monitoring. 9 

(i) Criteria used to determine the need for site monitoring shall include, but not be limited to, 10 

the proximity of the facility to production or monitoring wells, the type and quantity of 11 

hazardous materials on‐site, and whether or not the hazardous materials are stored in 12 

underground vessels. 13 

(ii) The City may employ an outside consultant at the applicant’s expense to review the 14 

monitoring plan and analysis, to ensure that the monitoring plan is followed, and that 15 

corrective actions are completed. 16 

(4) Prohibited Uses. Where land uses or materials prohibited in this section are allowed in the Table of 17 

Permitted Land Uses (Chapter 21A.20 SMC), this section shall control and the use shall be prohibited. 18 

(a) Table 21A.50.280a identifies land uses and materials prohibited in Class 1, 2 and 3 CARAs for new 19 

uses; and 20 

(b) Table 21A.50.280b identifies land uses and materials that should be discontinued, removed and 21 

decommissioned where existing in Class 1, 2 and 3 CARAs. The City shall require discontinuation, 22 

removal and decommissioning of these uses from Class 1, 2 and 3 CARAs at the time of development 23 

and redevelopment, in proportion to the degree and nature of the proposal. 24 

Table 21A.50.280a 

Prohibited Land Uses and Materials (New 

Uses/Activities) 

Class 1 (1‐ 

and 5‐year 

WHPA) 

Class 2 

(10‐year 

WHPA) 

Class 3 (High 

Recharge Areas) 

Hazardous liquid transmission pipelines  prohibited

allowed subject to compliance 

with federal and state standards 

Mining, processing and reclamation of any type  prohibited prohibited 

reviewed under 

development permit 
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Table 21A.50.280a 

Prohibited Land Uses and Materials (New 

Uses/Activities) 

Class 1 (1‐ 

and 5‐year 

WHPA) 

Class 2 

(10‐year 

WHPA) 

Class 3 (High 

Recharge Areas) 

Processing, storage, and disposal of radioactive 

substances (except certain medical uses)  prohibited prohibited  prohibited 

Underground storage tanks (UST)  prohibited prohibited  prohibited 

UST with double walls, vault and monitor  prohibited

allowed subject to compliance 

with federal and state standards 

Above ground storage tanks for hazardous substances or 

hazardous waste with primary and secondary containment 

area and spill protection plan  

allowed subject to compliance with federal 

and state standards 

Wells for class B and private water systems, when located 

in a water service area  prohibited  prohibited 

allowed subject to 

compliance with 

federal and state 

standards 

Golf courses  prohibited  **  ** 

Land use activities that require the use of nitrates, 

phosphorus, pesticides, and other chemicals that have a 

potential to degrade groundwater and surface water 

quality when used inappropriately or in excess.  Prohibited  **  ** 

Closed loop geothermal / heat exchange wells used to 

recirculate a chemical heat transfer fluid other than 

potable water  Prohibited  Prohibited 

Closed loop geothermal / heat exchange wells used to 

recirculate potable water*  Prohibited  ** 

Open loop geothermal / heat exchange wells  Prohibited  Prohibited 

Closed loop geothermal/heat exchange systems (surface) 

allowed subject to 

compliance with 

federal and state 

standards **    ** 

Injection Wells  (storm water or reclaimed water)  Prohibited  Prohibited  ** 

Cemeteries  prohibited  **  ** 

Wrecking yards  prohibited  prohibited  prohibited 
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Table 21A.50.280a 

Prohibited Land Uses and Materials (New 

Uses/Activities) 

Class 1 (1‐ 

and 5‐year 

WHPA) 

Class 2 

(10‐year 

WHPA) 

Class 3 (High 

Recharge Areas) 

Landfills with hazardous waste, municipal solid waste, or 

special waste  prohibited  prohibited  prohibited 

Dry cleaning using chlorinated solvents  prohibited  prohibited  prohibited 

* Closed loop geothermal / heat exchange wells shall register their location with the city 

**Best management practices (BMPS) and integrated pest management (IPM), as applicable, are required 

for these uses. 

 

Table 21A.50.280b 

Restricted Land Uses and Materials – (Existing 

Uses/Activities) 

Class 1 (1‐ and 5‐

year WHPA) 

Class 2 (10‐

year WHPA) 

Class 3 (High 

Recharge Areas) 

UST (underground storage tank) 

Remove, decommission or upgrade to comply with 

federal and state standards 

Abandoned wells 

Decommission to comply with federal and state 

standards 

Existing uses that have a long‐term potential to 

degrade water quality in the WHPA  Discontinue, remove or mitigate potential impacts 

(5) Requirements for Specific Uses and Activities. 2 

(a) Commercial Vehicle Repair and Servicing. 3 

(i) In all CARA classes, vehicle repair and servicing must be conducted over impermeable pads, 4 

with containment curbs, and within a covered structure capable of withstanding normally 5 

expected weather conditions. Chemicals used in the process of vehicle repair and servicing 6 

must be stored in a manner that protects them from weather and provides containment 7 

should leaks occur. 8 

(ii) In all CARA classes, no dry wells shall be allowed on sites used for vehicle repair and 9 

servicing. Dry wells existing on the site prior to facility establishment must be abandoned using 10 

techniques approved by the State Department of Ecology prior to commencement of the 11 

proposed activity. 12 
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(b) Use of Pesticides, Herbicides, and Fertilizers. 1 

(i) Residential Use. In all CARA classes, application of household pesticides, herbicides, and 2 

fertilizers shall not exceed times, rates, concentrations and locations specified on the 3 

packaging. 4 

(ii) Other Uses. In Class 1 and 2 CARA areas, proposed developments with maintained 5 

landscape areas greater than 10,000 square feet in area shall prepare an operations and 6 

maintenance manual using best management practices (BMPs) and integrated pest 7 

management (IPM) for fertilizer and pesticide/herbicide applications. The BMPs shall include 8 

recommendations on the quantity, timing and type of fertilizers applied to lawns and gardens 9 

to protect groundwater quality. 10 

(c) Spreading or Injection of Storm Water or Reclaimed Water. Water reuse projects for reclaimed 11 

water and storm water are regulated in accordance with the adopted water, sewer or storm water 12 

comprehensive plans that have been approved by the Departments of Ecology and Health.  Injection 13 

wells are prohibited in Class 1 and 2 CARA areas.  Injection wells are allowed, subject to city review 14 

and approval, in Class 3 CARA areas provided injection wells shall comply with the requirements of 15 

WAC 173‐200 and 173‐218 and Sammamish Municipal Code. 16 

(d) Construction Activity. In all CARA classes, if construction vehicles will be refueled on a 17 

construction site and/or the quantity of hazardous materials that will be used or stored on a site 18 

exceeds 20 gallons, exclusive of the quantity of hazardous materials contained in fuel or fluid 19 

reservoirs of construction vehicles, then persons obtaining construction permits shall provide 20 

information to the public works department regarding the types and quantities of hazardous 21 

materials that will be on‐site and then use BMPs to prevent and respond to spills. Construction site 22 

refueling must be conducted over impermeable pads, with containment curbs. The operator of the 23 

site shall immediately report to the City any spills and is responsible for complete recovery and 24 

cleanup. 25 

(e) Fill Quality Standards and Imported Fill Source Statement. In all CARA classes, fill material shall 26 

not contain concentrations of contaminants that exceed cleanup standards for soil as specified in 27 

the Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA). An imported fill source statement is required for all projects 28 

where more than 100 cubic yards of fill will be imported to a site. The City may require analytical 29 

results to demonstrate that fill materials do not exceed cleanup standards. The imported fill source 30 

statement shall include: 31 

(i) Source location of imported fill; 32 

(ii) Previous land uses of the source location; and 33 

(iii) Whether or not fill to be imported is native, undisturbed soil. 34 

(f) In Class 1 and 2 CARAs, on lots smaller than one acre, new on‐site septic systems are prohibited, 35 

unless: 36 
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(i) The system is approved by the Washington State Department of Health and the system 1 

either uses an upflow media filter system or a proprietary packed‐bed filter system or is 2 

designed to achieve approximately 80 percent total nitrogen removal for typical domestic 3 

wastewater; or 4 

(ii) The Seattle–King County department of public health determines that the systems required 5 

under subsection (5)(f)(i) of this section will not function on the site.  6 

(g) Geothermal / heat exchange wells are allowed, subject to city review and approval, provided: 7 

(i) The system is approved by the Washington Department of Ecology as compliant with the 8 

provisions of WAC 173‐160; and 9 

(ii)  A notice on title is recorded documenting the maintenance requirements of the 10 

geothermal / heat exchange wells 11 

21A.50.290 Wetlands – Development standards. 12 

A development proposal on a parcel or parcels containing a wetland or associated buffer of a wetland 13 

located on‐site or off‐site shall meet the following requirements: 14 

(1)  Wetlands shall be rated according to the Washington State Wetland Rating System for Western 15 

Washington (Department of Ecology, 2004, or as may be amended or revised by the Department from time 16 

to time). This document contains the definitions, methods and a rating form for determining the 17 

categorization of wetlands described below:  18 

(a) Category 1. Category 1 wetlands include those that receive a score of greater than or equal to 70 19 

based on functions, or those that are rated Category 1 based on special characteristics as defined in 20 

the rating form. 21 

(b) Category 2. Category 2 wetlands include those that receive a score of 51 through 69 based on 22 

functions, or those that are rated Category 2 based on special characteristics as defined in the rating 23 

form. 24 

(c) Category 3. Category 3 wetlands include those that receive a score of 30 through 50 based on 25 

functions. 26 

(d) Category 4. Category 4 wetlands score less than 30 points based on functions.  27 

 28 

(21) The following standard buffers shall be established from the wetland edge: 29 

Wetland Category  Standard Buffer Width (ft)  

Category I:  Natural Heritage or bog 

wetlands 

215 

Habitat score 29–36  200 
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Wetland Category  Standard Buffer Width (ft)  

Habitat score 20–28  150 

Not meeting above criteria  125 

Category II:  Habitat score 29–36  150 

Habitat score 20–28  100 

Not meeting above criteria  75 

Category III:  Habitat score 20–28  75 

Not meeting above criteria  50 

Category IV:    All Land Use Types ‐ 50 

Category III 

and IV:   

subject to SMC 21A.50.320  

 

 (a) Where a legally established and constructed street or the East Lake Sammamish Trail transects a 1 

wetland buffer, the department may approve a modification of the standard buffer width to the 2 

edge of the street or the East Lake Sammamish Trail if the isolated part of the buffer does not 3 

provide additional protection of the wetland and provides insignificant biological, geological or 4 

hydrological buffer functions relating to the wetland. If the resulting buffer distance is less than 50 5 

percent of the standard buffer for the applicable wetland category, no further reduction shall be 6 

allowed. 7 

(b) In addition to the provisions of SMC 21A.50.060, Wwhere a buffer has been previously 8 

established on a legally created parcel or tract that was legally established according to the 9 

regulations in place at the time of establishmentthrough City or county development review on or 10 

after November 27, 1990, and is permanently recorded on title or placed within a separate tract, the 11 

buffer shall be remain as previously established, provided it is at least as large asequal to or greater 12 

than 50 percent of the current required standard buffer distance for the applicable wetland 13 

category. 14 

(c) Where wetland functions have been improved due to voluntary implementation of an approved 15 

stewardship, restoration and/or enhancement plan that is not associated with required mitigation 16 

or enforcement, the standard wetland buffer width shall be determined based on the previously 17 

established wetland category and habitat score as documented in the approved stewardship and 18 

enhancement plan. 19 

(32) Repealed by Ord. O2009‐264.  Removal of any native vegetation or woody debris from a wetland or 20 

wetland buffer may be allowed only as part of an approved alteration.  Only native vegetation can be planted 21 

in wetland or buffer areas, unless the planting is otherwise allowed by SMC 21A.50.060 –Allowance for 22 

Existing Urban Development and Other Uses. 23 

Exhibit 1



Attachment A 

 
39 | P a g e  

 

(43) Activities and uses shall be prohibited from wetlands and associated buffers, except as provided for in 1 

this chapter. 2 

(54) Any wetland restored, relocated, replaced, or enhanced because of a wetland alteration shall have the 3 

buffer required for the highest wetland class involved. 4 

(65) For a wetland buffer that includes a landslide hazard area, the buffer width shall be the greater of either 5 

the buffer width required by the wetland’s category in this section or 25 feet beyond the top of the landslide 6 

hazard area. 7 

(76) Buffer Averaging. Buffer width averaging may be allowed by the department if: 8 

(a) It will provide additional protection to wetlands or enhance their functions, as long as the total 9 

area contained in the buffer on the development proposal site does not decrease (see also SMC 10 

21A.30.210(5) for buffer compensation requirements for trails); 11 

(b) The wetland contains variations in sensitivity due to existing physical characteristics or the 12 

character of the buffer varies in slope, soils, or vegetation, and the wetland would benefit from a 13 

wider buffer in places and would not be adversely impacted by a narrower buffer in other places; 14 

(c) The buffer width is not reduced to less than 50 percent of the standard buffer width at any 15 

location; and 16 

(de) The buffer width is decreased on one part of a wetland and increased on another part of the 17 

same wetland feature; and 18 

(ef) The buffer is associated with a development proposal and it will not further encumber a 19 

neighboring property not owned by the applicant. 20 

(fd) Buffer averaging may be used in conjunction with buffer reduction options in this section, 21 

provided the total combined reduction does not reduce the buffer to less than 50 percent of 22 

standard buffer width at any location;. 23 

(87) Increased Buffers. Increased buffer widths may be required by a distance necessary to protect wetland 24 

functions and provide connectivity to other wetland and habitat areas when the following occur: 25 

(a) When a Category 1 or 2 wetland with a habitat score of greater than 29 points (per Washington 26 

State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington – Department of Ecology 2009 or as revised) is 27 

located within 200 feet of the wetland subject to the increased buffer; 28 

(b) Fish and wildlife habitat conservation area and habitat connections are present; 29 

(c) Landslide or erosion hazard areas are contiguous to wetlands; 30 

(d) Groundwater recharge and discharge areas are at risk; 31 
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(e) Or to offset buffer impacts, such as trail and utility corridors; and 1 

(f) Ecological wetland functions are at risk including, but not limited to the following: 2 

  (i) Habitat complexity, connectivity and biological functions; 3 

  (ii) Seasonal hydrological dynamics as provided in the adopted Surface Water Design Manual; 4 

  (iii) Sediment removal and erosion control; 5 

  (iv) Pollutant removal; 6 

  (v) Large wood debris (LWD) recruitment; 7 

  (vi) Water temperature; 8 

  (vii) Wildlife habitat; and 9 

    (viii) Microclimate.Increased Buffers. The department may require the standard buffer to be 10 

increased by the greater of 50 feet or a distance necessary to protect wetland functions and provide 11 

connectivity to other wetland and habitat areas when a Category 1 or 2 wetland with a habitat score greater 12 

than 20 points is located within 300 feet of: 13 

(a) Another Category 1 or 2 wetland; 14 

(b) A fish and wildlife habitat conservation area; or 15 

(c) A type S or F stream. 16 

The increased buffer distance may be limited to those areas that provide connectivity or are necessary to 17 

protect wetland and habitat functions. 18 

(98) Buffer Reduction. Buffers may be reduced when buffer reduction impacts are mitigated and result in 19 

equal or greater protection of the wetland functions. Prior to considering buffer reductions, the applicant 20 

shall demonstrate application of mitigation sequencing as required in SMC 21A.50.135. A plan for mitigating 21 

buffer‐reduction impacts must be prepared using selected incentive‐based mitigation options from the list 22 

below. The following incentive options for reducing standard buffer widths shall be considered cumulative up 23 

to a maximum reduction of 50 percent of the standard buffer width. In all circumstances where a substantial 24 

portion of the remaining buffer is degraded, the buffer reduction plan shall include replanting with native 25 

vegetation in the degraded portions of the remaining buffer area and shall include a five‐year monitoring and 26 

maintenance plan. 27 

(a) Installation of biofiltration/infiltration mechanisms: up to 20 percent reduction in the standard 28 

buffer width may be allowed for the installation of bioswales, Up to 20 percent reduction in the 29 

standard buffer width may be allowed if water quality is improved in excess of the requirements of 30 

the adopted surface water design manual and Title 13 Surface Water Management, through the use 31 
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of created and/or enhanced wetlands, or ponds supplemental to existing storm drainage and water 1 

quality requirements. 2 

(b) Removal of existing impervious surfaces: 3 

(i) Up to 10 percent reduction in standard buffer width if impervious surfaces within the to‐be‐4 

remaining buffer area are reduced by at least 50 percent; or 5 

(ii) Up to 20 percent reduction in standard buffer width if the to‐be‐remaining buffer area is 6 

presently more than 50 percent impervious and all of it is to be removed. 7 

(c) Removal of invasive, nonnative vegetation: up to 10 percent reduction in standard buffer width 8 

for the removal and extended (minimum five‐year) monitoring and continued‐removal maintenance 9 

of relatively dense stands of invasive, nonnative vegetation from significant portions of the 10 

remaining buffer area. 11 

(d) Restoration, preservation and maintenance of the existing wetland and buffer vegetation if the 12 
following conditions are present and/or attainable as a result of action: 13 
 14 

 (i) An undisturbed vegetated buffer is preserved in the remaining buffer width; and, 15 
 16 

(ii) Existing buffer conditions are degraded such that more than 40 percent of the buffer is 17 
covered by non‐native/invasive plant species and are the buffer is restored according to a 18 
city‐approved restoration plan to improve wetland buffer functions; and, 19 
 20 
 (iii) Native tree or shrub vegetation covers less than 25 percent of the total buffer area and 21 
the area will be re‐vegetated according to a city‐approved restoration plan with native trees 22 
and shrubs; 23 

 24 
  (iv) The wetland buffer has slopes of less than 25 percent; and 25 
 26 

(v)  The buffer reduction determination and percentage shall be on a site by site basis based 27 
on the applicant’s plan and demonstration of improvement to water quality and habitat 28 
functions. 29 

 30 

(e) If not already required under an existing development proposal, installation of oil/water 31 

separators for storm water quality control: up to 10 percent reduction in standard buffer width. 32 

(f) Use of pervious material for driveway/road construction: up to 10 percent reduction in standard 33 

buffer width. 34 

(g) Restoration of on‐site buffer and wetland areas, or restoration of off‐site buffer and wetland 35 

areas within the same sub‐basin of the impacted wetland if no on‐site restoration is possible: 36 

(i) Up to 10 percent reduction in standard buffer width if restoration area is at a 2:1 ratio or 37 

greater; or 38 
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(ii) Up to 20 percent reduction in standard buffer width if restoration area is at a 4:1 ratio or 1 

greater. 2 

(gh) Removal of significant refuse or sources of toxic material: up to 10 percent reduction in 3 

standard buffer width. 4 

(hi) Percentages listed above may be added together to create a total buffer reduction; provided, 5 

that the total reduction does not exceed 50 percent of the standard buffer width. 6 

(109) The use of hazardous substances, pesticides and fertilizers in the wetland and its buffer may be 7 

prohibited by the City. 8 

(110) The introduction of livestock into a wetland or wetland buffer is prohibited. Unless otherwise provided, 9 

the following restrictions shall apply to all development proposals that include the introduction of livestock 10 

on sites with wetlands or wetland buffers: 11 

(a) A plan to protect and enhance the wetland’s water quality shall be implemented pursuant to the 12 

adopted surface water design manual standards; and 13 

(b) Fencing located not closer to the wetland than the outer wetland buffer edge shall be required. (Ord. 14 

O2009‐264 § 1 (Att. A); Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O2005‐172 § 4; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 15 

21A.50.300 Wetlands – Permitted alterations.  16 

Alterations to wetlands and wetland buffers are not allowed, except as provided for by complete 17 

exemptions, allowances for existing urban development and other usespartial exemptions and exceptions in 18 

this chapter or as allowed for by this section. 19 

(1) Alterations may be permitted if the department determines, based upon its review of critical areas 20 

studies completed by qualified professionals, that the proposed development will: 21 

(a) Protect, restore or enhance the wildlife habitat, natural drainage, or other valuable functions of 22 

the wetland resulting in a net improvement to the functions of the wetland system; 23 

(b) Design, implement, maintain, and monitor a mitigation plan prepared by a qualified professional; 24 

(c) Perform the mitigation under the direction of a qualified professional; and 25 

(d) Will otherwise be consistent with the purposes of this chapter. 26 

(2) If a wetland is in a flood hazard area, the applicant shall notify affected communities and native tribes of 27 

proposed alterations prior to any alteration and submit evidence of such notification to the Federal Insurance 28 

Administration. 29 

(3) There shall be no introduction of any nonnative or invasive plant or wildlife into any wetland or wetland 30 

buffer unless authorized except as required by a state or federal permit or approval or as otherwise allowed 31 

by SMC 21A.50.060 – Allowance for Existing Urban Development and Other Uses.   32 
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(4) Utilities may be allowed in wetland buffers if: 1 

(a) The director determines that no reasonable alternative location is available; and 2 

(b) The utility corridor meets any additional requirements for installation, replacement of vegetation 3 

and maintenance, as needed to mitigate impacts. 4 

(5) Sewer utility corridors may be allowed in wetland buffers only if: 5 

(a) The applicant demonstrates that the sewer lines are location is necessary for gravity flow; 6 

(b) The corridor is not located in a wetland or buffer used by species listed as endangered or 7 

threatened by the state or federal government or containing critical or outstanding actual habitat 8 

for those species or heron rookeries or raptor nesting trees; 9 

(c) The corridor alignment including, but not limited to, any allowed maintenance roads follows a 10 

path farthest from the wetland edge as feasible; 11 

(d) Corridor construction and maintenance protects the wetland and buffer and is aligned to avoid 12 

cutting trees greater than 12 inches in diameter at breast height, when possible, and pesticides, 13 

herbicides and other hazardous substances are not used; 14 

(e) An additional, contiguous and undisturbed buffer, equal in width to the proposed corridor, 15 

including any allowed maintenance roads, is provided to protect the wetland; 16 

(f) The corridor is revegetated with appropriate native vegetation at preconstruction densities or 17 

greater immediately upon completion of construction or as soon thereafter as possible, and the 18 

sewer utility ensures that such vegetation survives; 19 

(g) Any additional corridor access for maintenance is provided, to the extent possible, at specific 20 

points rather than by a parallel road; and 21 

(h) The width of any necessary parallel road providing access for maintenance is as small as possible, 22 

but not greater than 15 feet; the road is maintained without the use of herbicides, pesticides or 23 

other hazardous substances; and the location of the road is contiguous to the utility corridor on the 24 

side away from the wetland. 25 

(6) Joint use of an approved sewer utility corridor by other utilities may be allowed. 26 

(7) Where technically feasible, surface water discharge shall be located outside of the wetland and wetland 27 

buffer. The following surface water management activities and facilities may be allowed in wetlands or their 28 

buffers only as followsWhere surface water management is authorized within a wetland or wetland buffer it 29 

shall be consistent with Appendix I‐D: Guidelines for Wetlands when Managing Stormwater Manual for 30 

Western Washington, Volume I, August 2012, Publication #12‐10‐030 as such publication may be amended 31 

or revised by the Department of Ecology from time to time:. 32 
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(a) Surface water discharge to a wetland from a flow control or water quality treatment facility, sediment 1 

pond or other surface water management activity or facility may be allowed if the discharge does not 2 

increase the rate of flow, change the plant composition in a forested wetland or decrease the water quality 3 

of the wetland; 4 

(b) Isolated Category 4 wetlands and buffers may be used as a flow control facility if: 5 

(i) Presettlement pond or water quality treatment is required prior to flow into the wetland; and 6 

(ii) They are not part of, or immediately adjacent to, a designated wildlife habitat corridor and all 7 

requirements of the applicable City‐adopted storm water requirements are met; and 8 

(c) Use of a wetland buffer for a surface water management activity or facility, other than a flow control or 9 

water quality treatment facility, such as an energy dissipater and associated pipes, may be allowed only if the 10 

applicant demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the department, that: 11 

(i) No reasonable alternative exists; and 12 

(ii) The functions of the buffer or the wetland are not adversely affected. 13 

(8) Public and private trails may be allowed in the outer 25% of wetland buffers consistent with the standards 14 

and requirements in this chapter, development standards in Chapter 21A.30 SMC, and requirements 15 

elsewhere in the SMC. Proposals for constructing viewing platforms, associated access trails, and spur trails 16 

must be reviewed by a qualified professional and a critical areas study may be required. 17 

(9) A dock, pier, moorage, float, or launch facility may be allowed, subject to the provisions of SMC Title 25, 18 

if: 19 

(a) The existing and zoned density around the wetland is three dwelling units per acre or more; 20 

(b) At least 75 percent of the lots around the wetland have been built upon and no significant buffer 21 

or wetland vegetation remains on these lots; and 22 

(c) Open water is a significant component of the wetland. 23 

(10) Crossings. The use of existing crossings, including but not limited to utility corridors, road and railroad 24 

rights‐of‐way, within wetlands or buffers for public or private trails is preferred to new crossings, subject to 25 

the standards and requirements in the SMC. New wetland road and trail crossings may be allowed if: 26 

(a) The director determines that: 27 

(i) The crossing is identified as a part of a corridor shown in a City‐adopted parks or trails plan, 28 

park master plan, transportation plan, or comprehensive plan, or otherwise is necessary to 29 

connect or construct the road or trail to publicly owned lands, utility corridors, rights‐of‐way or 30 

other public infrastructure, or is required to provide access to property where no other 31 

reasonable alternative access is possible; or 32 
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(ii) The applicant demonstrates that the new crossing creates less overall or less incremental 1 

impacts to critical areas and habitat than the use of an existing corridor while still achieving 2 

overall project goals and objectives; 3 

(b) All crossings avoid or minimize impact to the wetland and provide mitigation for unavoidable 4 

impacts through restoration, enhancement or replacement of disturbed areas as described in this 5 

chapter and in the SMC; 6 

(c) Crossings do not significantly change the overall wetland hydrology; 7 

(d) Crossings do not diminish the flood storage capacity of the wetland; and 8 

(e) All crossings are constructed during summer low water periods. 9 

(11) Reconstruction, Remodeling, or Replacement of Existing Structures. Reconstruction, remodeling, or 10 

replacement of an existing structure upon another portion of an existing impervious surface that was 11 

established pursuant to ordinances and regulations in effect at the time may be allowed, provided: 12 

(a) If within the buffer, the structure is located no closer to the wetland than the existing structure; 13 

and 14 

(b) The existing impervious surface within the buffer or wetland is not expanded as a result of the 15 

reconstruction or replacement. 16 

(112) Enhancement and Restoration. Wetland enhancement or restoration not associated with any other 17 

development proposal may be allowed if accomplished according to a plan for its design, implementation, 18 

maintenance and monitoring prepared by and carried out under the direction of a qualified professional. 19 

Restoration or enhancement must result in a net improvement to the functions of the wetland system. 20 

(123) Wetland Restoration Project. A wetland restoration project for habitat enhancement may be allowed if: 21 

(a) The restoration is sponsored by a public agency with a mandate to do such workapproved by all 22 

agencies with jurisdiction; 23 

(b) The restoration is not associated with mitigation of a specific development proposal; 24 

(c) The restoration is limited to revegetation of wetlands and their buffers and other specific fish and 25 

wildlife habitat improvements that result in a net improvement to the functions of the wetland 26 

system; 27 

(d) The restoration only involves the use of hand labor and light equipment, or the use of helicopters 28 

and cranes that deliver supplies to the project site; provided, that they have no contact with critical 29 

areas or their buffersshould be completed in accordance with best management practices (BMPs) 30 

and acceptable standards consistent with best available wetland science to minimize impacts to 31 

wetlands; and 32 
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(e) The restoration is performed under the direction of a qualified professional. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1 

1; Ord. O2005‐172 § 4; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 2 

21A.50.310 Wetlands – Mitigation requirements. 3 

When mitigation for wetland and/or wetland buffer impacts is required, mitigation shall meet the 4 

requirements listed in SMC 21A.50.145 in addition to the following supplementary requirements: 5 

(1) Equivalent or Greater Biological Functions. Mitigation for alterations to wetland(s) and/or wetland 6 

buffer(s) shall achieve equivalent or greater biologic functions and shall be consistent with the Department of 7 

Ecology Guidance on Wetland Mitigation in Washington State (2004, Department of Ecology Publication No. 8 

04‐06‐01306‐06‐11a and b), or as revisedas such publication may be amended or revised by the Department 9 

of Ecology from time to time. 10 

(2) No Net Loss. Wetland mitigation actions shall not result in a net loss of wetland area. 11 

(3) Functions and Values. Mitigation actions shall address and provide equivalent or greater wetland and 12 

buffer functions and values compared to wetland and buffer conditions existing prior to the proposed 13 

alteration. 14 

(4) Mitigation Type and Location. Mitigation actions shall be in‐kind and conducted within the same sub‐15 

basin and on the same site as the alteration except when the following apply: 16 

(a) There are no reasonable on‐site opportunities for mitigation, or on‐site opportunities do not 17 

have a high likelihood of success due to development pressures, adjacent land uses, or on‐site 18 

buffers or connectivity are inadequate; 19 

(b) Off‐site mitigation has a greater likelihood of providing equal or improved wetland functions 20 

than the impacted wetland; and 21 

(c) Off‐site locations shall be in the same sub‐basinhave been identified and evaluated in the 22 

following order of preference:. 23 

(i) Within the same drainage subbasin;  24 

(ii) Within the city limits; 25 

(iiii) Within the Sammamish service area for an approved fee‐in‐lieu or mitigation bank 26 

program sites within the city limits in accordance with SMC 21A.50.315; 27 

(ivii) Within the Sammamish service area for an approved fee‐in‐lieu or mitigation bank 28 

program sites within the WRIA 8 in accordance with SMC 21A.50.315. 29 

  30 

(5) Mitigation Timing. Where feasible, mitigation projects shall be completed prior to activities that will 31 

disturb wetlands. In all other cases, mitigation shall be completed immediately following disturbance and 32 
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prior to use or occupancy of the activity or development. Construction of mitigation projects shall be timed 1 

to reduce impacts to existing wildlife and flora. 2 

(6) Mitigation Ratios. 3 

(a) Acreage Replacement Ratios. The following ratios shall apply to wetland creation or restoration 4 

that is in‐kind, on‐site, the same category, and has a high probability of success. The first number 5 

specifies the acreage of replacement wetlands and the second specifies the acreage of wetlands 6 

altered. 7 

 8 

Category I  6‐to‐1 

Category II  3‐to‐1 

Category III  2‐to‐1 

Category IV  1.5‐to‐1 

(a) Wetland Mitigation Ratios. The following ratios shall apply to required wetland mitigation.  The 9 

first number specifies the acreage of replacement wetlands and the second specifies the acreage of 10 

wetlands altered. 11 

(i) Permanent Wetland Mitigation.  The following ratios of area of mitigation to area of 12 

alteration apply to mitigation measures for permanent alterations. 13 
Category and type of 

wetland 
Wetland 

reestablishment 
or creation 

Wetland 
rehabilitation 

1:1 Wetland reestablishment or 
wetland creation (R/C) and 
wetland enhancement (E) 

Category I bog  Not allowed  6:1 rehabilitation 
of a bog 

Case‐by‐case 

       

Category I  
natural heritage site 

Not allowed  6:1 rehabilitation 
of a natural 
heritage site 

Case‐by‐case 

       

Category I  
based on score for 
functions 

4:1  8:1  1:1 R/C and 6:1 E 

       

Category I  forested  6:1  12:1  1:1 R/C and 10:1 E 

       

Category II  3:1  8:1  1:1 R/C and 4:1 E 

       

Category III  2:1  4:1  1:1 R/C and 2:1 E 

       

Category IV  1.5:1  3:1  1:1 R/C and 2:1 E 
 14 

(ii) Temporary Wetland Mitigation.  The following ratios of area of mitigation to area of 15 
alteration apply to mitigation measures for temporary alterations where wetlands will not 16 
be impacted by permanent fill material: 17 
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Wetland 
category 

Permanent conversion of forested and 
shrub wetlands into emergent wetlands 

Mitigation for temporal loss of forested 
and shrub wetlands when the impacted 
wetlands will be revegetated to forest or 

shrub communities 

  Enhancement  Re‐
habilitation 

Creation or 
restoration 

Enhancement  Re‐
habilitation 

Creation or 
restoration 

Category 
I 

6:1  4.5:1  3:1  3:1  2:1  1.5:1 

Category 
II 

3:1  2:1  1.5:1  1.5:1  1:1  .75:1 

Category 
III 

2:1  1.5:1  1:1  1:1  .75:1  .5:1 

Category 
IV 

1.5:1  1:1  .75:1  Not 
applicable 

Not 
applicable 

Not 
applicable 

 1 

(b) Wetland Buffer Replacement Ratio.  Altered wetland buffer area shall be replaced at a minimum 2 

ratio of one‐to‐one, provided that the replacement ratio may be increased at the director’s 3 

discretion to replace lost functions and values. 4 

(cb) Increased Replacement Mitigation Ratio. The director may increase the ratios under the 5 

following circumstances: 6 

(i) Uncertainty exists as to the probable success of the proposed restoration or creation; or 7 

(ii) A significant period of time will elapse between impact and replication of wetland 8 

functions; or 9 

(iii) Proposed mitigation will result in a lower category wetland or reduced functions relative to 10 

the wetland being impacted; or 11 

(iv) The impact was an unauthorized impact. 12 

(dc) Decreased Replacement Mitigation Ratio. The director may decrease these ratios under the 13 

following circumstances: 14 

(i) Documentation by a qualified professional demonstrates that the proposed mitigation 15 

actions have a very high likelihood of success. This documentation should specifically identify 16 

how the proposed mitigation actions are similar to other known mitigation projects with 17 

similar site‐specific conditions and circumstances that have been shown to be successful; 18 

(ii) Documentation by a qualified professional demonstrates that the proposed mitigation 19 

actions will provide functions and values that are significantly greater than the wetland being 20 

impacted; or 21 

(iii) The proposed mitigation actions are conducted in advance of the impact and have been 22 

shown to be successful over the course of at least one full year. 23 
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(d) Minimum Replacement Mitigation Ratio. In all cases of permanent wetland impacts, a minimum 1 

acreage replacement ratio of one to one shall be required. 2 

(7) Wetland Enhancement as Mitigation. 3 

(a) Impacts to wetlands may be mitigated by enhancement of existing significantly degraded 4 

wetlands only after a one‐to‐one minimum acreage replacement ratio has been satisfied. Applicants 5 

proposing to enhance wetlands must produce a critical areas study that identifies how enhancement 6 

will increase the functions of the degraded wetland and how this increase will adequately mitigate 7 

for the loss of wetland function at the impact site. 8 

(b) At a minimum, enhancement acreage shall be double the acreage required for creation or 9 

restoration under subsection (6)(a) of this section. The ratios shall be greater than double the 10 

required acreage where the enhancement proposal would result in minimal gain in the performance 11 

of wetland functions and/or result in the reduction of other wetland functions currently being 12 

provided in the wetland. 13 

(8) Restoration Required. Restoration shall be required when a wetland or its buffer is altered in violation of 14 

law or without any specific permission or approval by the City in accordance with the following provisions:.  15 

  (a) A mitigation plan for restoration shall conforming to the requirements of this chapter and section 16 

  shall be provided. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 17 

  (b) On sites where non‐native vegetation was cleared, restoration shall include installation of native 18 
  vegetation with a density equal to or greater than the pre‐altered site conditions. 19 

 20 

21A.50.315 Wetlands – Alternative Mitigation banking. 21 

(1) Wetland banking: 22 

(a) Credits from a wetland mitigation bank may be approved for use as compensation for 23 

unavoidable impacts to wetlands when: 24 

(i) Criteria in SMC 21A.50.310(4) are met; 25 

(iia) The bank is certified under Chapter 173‐700 WAC; 26 

(iiib) The department determines that the wetland mitigation bank provides appropriate 27 

compensation for the authorized impacts; 28 

(ivc) The proposed use of credits is consistent with the terms and conditions of the bank’s 29 

certification; and 30 

(vd) The compensatory mitigation agreement occurs in advance of authorized impacts. 31 

Exhibit 1



Attachment A 

 
50 | P a g e  

 

(b2) Replacement ratios for projects using bank credits shall be consistent with replacement ratios 1 

specified in the bank’s certification. 2 

(c3) Credits from a certified wetland mitigation bank may be used to compensate for impacts 3 

located within the service area specified in the bank’s certification. In some cases, bank service 4 

areas may include portions of more than one adjacent drainage basin for specific wetland functions. 5 

(d4) Implementation of a mitigation bank is subject to City council review and approval. (Ord. 6 

O2005‐193 § 1) 7 

(2) Fee‐in‐lieu Mitigation:.  8 

(a) Fee‐in‐lieu mitigation may be approved for use as compensation for approved impacts to 9 

wetlands, when: 10 

(i) The approved wetland impact is related to the approval of a single family home, City of 11 

Sammamish capital improvement project, or development proposal within the Town Center; 12 

(ii) Criteria in SMC 21A.50.310(4) are met; 13 

(iii) The fee‐in‐lieu mitigation program is state certified; 14 

(iv) The department determines that the wetland fee‐in‐lieu mitigation provides appropriate 15 

compensation for the authorized impacts; 16 

(v) The proposed use of fee‐in‐lieu mitigation is consistent with the terms and conditions of the 17 

fee‐in‐lieu mitigation program; and 18 

(vi) The compensatory mitigation agreement occurs in advance of authorized impacts. 19 
 20 

(b) Fee‐in‐lieu mitigation may be authorized in the city based upon the following order of preference:  21 

(i) A city approved program that utilizes receiving mitigation sites within the same sub‐basin 22 

as the approved wetland impact. 23 

(ii) The King County Mitigation Reserves Program, or other approved program that gives 24 

priority to sites within the same sub‐basin. 25 

(iii) A city approved program, the King County Mitigation Reserves Program, or other 26 

approved program that gives priority to sites that will expand or improve habitat for Lake 27 

Sammamish Kokanee. 28 

(iv) The King County Mitigation Reserves Program, or other approved program that gives 29 

priority to sites within the same sub‐basin and/or a pre‐defined service area that includes the 30 

city of Sammamish. 31 
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21A.50.320 Wetlands – Limited exemption Development Flexibilities. The following alterations shall be 1 

authorized if the director determines that the cumulative impacts do not unduly counteract the purposes of 2 

this chapter SMC 21A.50 Environmentally Critical Areas and are mitigated pursuant to an approved 3 

mitigation plan. 4 

(1) Isolated wetlands , as designated by a qualified professional using the adopted Washington State Wetland 5 

Rating System for Western Washington in a written and approved critical areas study meeting the 6 

requirements of SMC 21A.50.130, with a total area of lessup to than 1,000 square feet may be exempted 7 

from the avoidance sequencing provisions of SMC 21A.50.135(1)(a) and the provisions of SMC 21A.50.290 8 

and may be altered and may be altered by filling or dredging if the City determines that the cumulative 9 

impacts do not unduly counteract the purposes of this chapter and are mitigated pursuant to an approved 10 

mitigation plan.  11 

(2) Category III and IV wetlands with a total area of 4,000 square feet or less may have the buffer reduced by 12 

15 feet, provided: 13 

(a) The wetland does not score 15 points or greater for habitat in the adopted Western Washington 14 

Rating System; and, 15 

(b) The buffer functions associated with the area of the reduced buffer width are mitigated through 16 

the enhancement of the wetland, the remaining on‐site wetland buffer area, and/or other adjoining 17 

high value habitat areas as needed to replace lost buffer functions and values; and  18 

(c) No subsequent buffer reduction or averaging is authorized. 19 

(3) Pilot Program. 20 

(a)  Establishment of Pilot Program. A Pilot Program is hereby established to allow isolated 21 

category III and IV wetlands to be exempted from the avoidance sequencing provisions of SMC 22 

21A.50.135(1)(a) and the provisions of SMC 21A.50.290, subject to the provisions of this section.   23 

(b)  Purpose.  The purpose of this Pilot Program is to allow for limited alterations of low habitat 24 

value isolated category III and IV wetlands with an area of 4,000 square feet or less, to evaluate the 25 

effects of such alterations on hydrologic, habitat, and water quality functions and values.  26 

(c)  Application.  Applications for eligible projects meeting the provisions of subsections (d) 27 

through (g) below must be submitted within two calendar years from the effective date of the 28 

revision to the Sammamish Shoreline Master Program. 29 

(d)  Pilot Program Administration.  30 

(i)  Three (3) projects associated with the construction of a single family home are 31 

authorized by this pilot project, subject to the provisions of this section. 32 

(i)  Eligible projects shall be accepted in the order received.  To qualify for submittal, an 33 

applicant must have a complete application as described in the city’s application material 34 
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and SMC 20.05, and completed any necessary preliminary steps prior to application as set 1 

forth in SMC 20.05.   2 

(ii)  In the event that an application for a project accepted into the Pilot Program is 3 

withdrawn by the applicant or cancelled by the director prior to the expiration of the Pilot 4 

Program, the next submitted application shall be accepted into the Pilot Program. 5 

(iii)  The director shall use the authority under SMC 20.05.100 to ensure expeditious 6 

processing of applications.  In particular, the director shall set a reasonable deadline for the 7 

submittal of corrections, studies, or other information when requested; an extension may be 8 

provided based upon a reasonable request.  Failure by the applicant to meet a deadline shall 9 

be cause for the department to cancel/deny the application. 10 

(e)  Eligible Projects.  Subject to the limitation in the total number of projects in subsection (d) 11 

above, wetlands that meet the following criteria, may be exempted from the avoidance sequencing 12 

provisions of SMC 21A.50.135(1)(a) and the provisions of SMC 21A.50.290 and may be altered.  To be 13 

eligible, a critical areas study prepared by a qualified professional shall be approved by the director 14 

and shall document the following: 15 

(i)  The wetland is a category III or IV wetland that is hydrologically isolated from other 16 

aquatic resources; and 17 

(ii)  The total area of the isolated wetland is 4,000 square feet or less; and 18 

(iii)   The wetland is not adjacent to a riparian area; and 19 

(iv)   The wetland has a score of 15 points or less for habitat in the adopted Western 20 

Washington Rating System; and 21 

(v)   The wetland does not contain habitat identified as essential for local populations of 22 

priority species identified by Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife.  23 

(f)    Mitigation.  Mitigation to replace lost wetland functions and values, consistent with SMC 24 

21A.50.310 shall be prepared for review and approval by the director; and, 25 

(g)  Monitoring.  Monitoring of the effect on biologic, hydrologic, and water quality, and 26 

assessment of the performance of required mitigation shall be provided by the applicant for five (5) 27 

years following the completion of pilot projects authorized by this section.  Annual monitoring 28 

reports shall be provided to the city for review and approval.  Monitoring shall include the collection 29 

and analysis of data for the purpose of understanding and documenting changes in natural 30 

ecosystems, functions and features including, but not limited to, gathering baseline data.   31 

(h)   No subsequent exemption from the avoidance sequencing provisions of SMC 32 

21A.50.135(1)(a) or SMC 21A.50.290 is authorized for the property participating in this pilot program. 33 
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(i)  Effective Date.  The pilot program described in this subsection (3) shall take effect following 1 

the adoption of the pilot program into a Department of Ecology approved Sammamish Shoreline 2 

Master Program.  3 

21A.50.322 Wetland management area – Special district overlay. 4 

(1) The purpose of the wetland management area special overlay district is to provide a means to designate 5 

certain unique and outstanding wetlands when necessary to protect their functions and values from the 6 

impacts created from geographic and hydrologic isolation and impervious surface. 7 

(2) The wetland management area special overlay district shall be designated on critical areas maps 8 

maintained by the department of community development. 9 

(3) The following development standards shall be applied in addition to all applicable requirements of this 10 

chapter to development proposals located within a wetland management area district overlay: 11 

(a) All development proposals on properties zoned R‐1 in wetland management areas shall have a 12 

maximum impervious surface area of eight percent of the gross acreage of the site. Distribution of 13 

the allowable impervious area among the platted lots shall be recorded on the face of the plat. 14 

Impervious surface of existing streets need not be counted towards the allowable impervious area. 15 

The provisions of this section shall not apply to the Sammamish Town Center Study Area as 16 

identified in Ordinance O2005‐185; 17 

(b) All subdivisions and short subdivisions on properties identified in a management area for 18 

clustering and set aside requirements in the East Lake Sammamish Basin and Nonpoint Action Plan 19 

(1994) shall be required to cluster away from wetlands or the axis of corridors along stream 20 

tributaries and identified swales connecting wetlands. At least 50 percent of all portions of the 21 

property located within wetland management areas identified for vegetation retention shall be left 22 

in native vegetation, preferably forest, and placed in a permanent open space tract. The open space 23 

tract shall be designed to maximize the amount of separation between any critical areas and the 24 

proposed development. If no critical area tracts are required, the open space tract shall be located 25 

to provide additional protection to nearby wetlands; 26 

(c) Clearing and grading activity from October 1st through April 30th shall meet the provisions of 27 

SMC 16.15.120(4) wherever not already applicable; 28 

(d) All R‐1 zoned properties within wetland management areas, as identified in the East Lake 29 

Sammamish Basin and Nonpoint Action Plan, shall retain native vegetation, or revegetate with trees 30 

to meet the following standards: 31 

(i) Fifty percent of the site area shall be used to retain trees or revegetate with trees; 32 

(ii) Retained vegetation shall be located primarily within the 50 percent open space area 33 

required by SMC 21A.25.030; 34 
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(iii) Retained vegetation shall consist primarily of trees with 0.0096 significant trees per square 1 

foot; 2 

(iv) Areas revegetated shall provide 0.012 trees per square foot. Planted trees shall be planted 3 

primarily in the required open space area and shall be of a caliper or height approved by the 4 

director. shall meet the following specifications: 5 

(A) Coniferous trees shall be at least three feet tall; 6 

(B) Deciduous trees shall be at least five feet tall; and 7 

(C) Trees shall be planted primarily in the required open space area; 8 

(v) The provisions of this section shall not apply to the Sammamish Town Center Study Area as 9 

identified in Ordinance O2005‐185; and 10 

(e) The director may, based upon review and approval of a critical areas special study, modify the 11 

provisions of this chapter to allow for: 12 

(i) The installation of site access; provided, that the applicant shall limit impervious surfaces to 13 

the minimum required to grant access; or 14 

(ii) Development using low impact development techniques to achieve standards adopted by 15 

the City that will demonstrably minimize development impacts consistent with subsections 16 

(3)(a) through (c) of this section. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1) 17 

 18 

21A.50.325 Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas – Development standards. 19 

A development proposal that includes alteration of a fish and wildlife habitat conservation area or buffer 20 

shall meet the following requirements: 21 

(1) When appropriate due to the type of habitat or species present or the project area conditions, the 22 

director may require a critical areas study that includes a habitat management plan consistent with the latest 23 

guidance from the Department of Fish and Wildlife. If the habitat conservation area is also classified as a 24 

stream, lake, pond or a wetland, then the stream, lake, pond or wetland protection standards shall apply and 25 

habitat management shall be addressed as part of the stream, lake, pond or wetland review; provided, that 26 

the City may impose additional requirements when necessary to provide for protection of the habitat 27 

conservation areas consistent with this chapter.  28 

(2) The director may require the following site‐ and proposal‐related information with the critical areas 29 

study: 30 

(a) Identification of any endangered, threatened, sensitive or candidate species that have a primary 31 

association with habitat on or adjacent to the project area, and an assessment of potential project 32 

impacts to the species; 33 
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(b) A discussion of any federal or state management recommendations, including Washington 1 

Department of Fish and Wildlife habitat management recommendations, that have been developed 2 

for species or habitats located on or adjacent to the project area; 3 

(c) A discussion of any ongoing management practices that will protect habitat after the project site 4 

has been developed, including any proposed monitoring, maintenance, and adaptive management 5 

programs; and 6 

(d) When appropriate due to the type of habitat or species present or the project area conditions, 7 

the director may also require the habitat management plan to include an evaluation by the State 8 

Department of Fish and Wildlife, local Native American Indian Tribe, or other qualified professional 9 

regarding the applicant’s analysis and the effectiveness of any proposed mitigating measures or 10 

programs, to include any recommendations as appropriate; and. 11 

(e) When appropriate, information from the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Fish and 12 

Wildlife’s Backyard Wildlife Sanctuary Program shall be included. 13 

(3) General Requirements. Habitat conservation areas that are lakes on Lake Sammamish, Pine Lake, and 14 

Beaver Lake shall be governed by the requirements of the Sammamish Shoreline Master program. Other 15 

habitat conservation areas are subject to the following provisions: 16 

(a) The department shall require the establishment of buffer areas for development activities in, or 17 

adjacent to, habitat conservation areas when needed to protect habitat conservation areas. Buffers 18 

shall consist of an undisturbed area of native vegetation, or areas identified for restoration, established 19 

to protect the integrity and functions of the habitat. Required buffer widths shall consider the 20 

management recommendations identified in subsection (2) of this section and reflect the sensitivity of 21 

the habitat and the type and intensity of human activity proposed to be conducted nearby. When a 22 

species is more susceptible to adverse impacts during specific periods of the year, seasonal restrictions 23 

may apply. Development activities may be further restricted and buffers may be increased during the 24 

specified season. 25 

(b) Where applicable, a fish and wildlife habitat corridor shall be established as required in 21A.50.327. 26 

(cb) A habitat conservation area may be altered only if the proposed alteration of the habitat or the 27 

mitigation proposed does not reduce the quantitative and qualitative functions and values of the 28 

habitat, except in accordance with this chapter.  29 

(d) In addition to the provisions of SMC 21A.50.060, removal of any native vegetation or woody debris 30 

from the habitat conservation area may be allowed only as part of an approved habitat management 31 

plan, critical areas study, and/or alteration plan. 32 

(ec) Low impact uses and development activities which are consistent with the purpose and function of 33 

the habitat conservation area and do not detract from its integrity may be permitted within the 34 

conservation area depending on the sensitivity of the habitat area. Examples of uses and development 35 

activities which may be permitted in appropriate cases include trails that are pervious, viewing 36 
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platforms, storm water management facilities such as grass‐lined swales, utility easements and other 1 

similar uses and development activities; provided, that any impacts to the habitat resulting from such 2 

permitted facilities shall be fully mitigated. 3 

(fd) Whenever development activities are proposed in or adjacent to a habitat conservation area with 4 

which state or federally endangered or threatened species have a primary association, such area shall 5 

be protected through the application of measures in accordance with a critical areas report prepared 6 

by a qualified professional and approved by the City of Sammamish, with guidance provided by the 7 

appropriate state and/or federal agencies. 8 

(gf) Plant, wildlife, or fish species not indigenous to the coastal region of the Pacific Northwest shall not 9 

be introduced into habitat conservation areas unless authorized by this chapter and by any required 10 

state or federal permit or approval. 11 

(g) Mitigation sites shall be located to achieve contiguous wildlife habitat corridors in accordance with 12 

a mitigation plan that is part of an approved critical areas report to minimize the isolating effects of 13 

development on habitat areas, so long as mitigation of aquatic habitat is located within the same 14 

aquatic ecosystem as the area disturbed. 15 

(h) The director shall condition approvals of development activities allowed within or adjacent to a 16 

habitat conservation area or its buffers, as necessary, to minimize or mitigate any potential adverse 17 

impacts. Conditions may include, but are not limited to, the following: 18 

(i) Establishment of buffer zones; 19 

(ii) Preservation of critically important vegetation; 20 

(iii) Limitation of public access to the habitat area, including fencing to deter unauthorized access; 21 

(iv) Seasonal restriction of development activities; 22 

(v) Establishment of a duration and timetable for periodic review of mitigation activities; and 23 

(vi) Requirement of a performance bond, when necessary, to ensure completion and success of 24 

proposed mitigation. 25 

(ih) Mitigation of alterations to habitat conservation areas shall achieve equivalent or greater biologic 26 

functions, and shall include mitigation for adverse impacts from the proposed development as 27 

appropriate. Mitigation shall address each function affected by the alteration to achieve functional 28 

equivalency or improvement on a per‐function basis. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1) 29 

21A.50.327 Fish and wWildlife habitat corridors. 30 

Habitat On development proposal sites that contain Type F or Np streams and/or wetlands with a high 31 

habitat score greater than or equal to 29, that are also located within 200 feet of an on‐site or off‐site Type F 32 

or Np stream and/or wetland with a high habitat score greater than or equal to 29, corridors a fish and 33 
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wildlife habitat corridor shall be set aside and protected for preserving connections between habitats along 1 

the designated wildlife habitat network as follows: 2 

(1) Habitat corridors shall be identified and protected in one of the following ways: 3 

(1) (a) Subdivisions and short subdivisions shall either place the corridor in a contiguous permanent open 4 

space tract with all developable lots sited on the remaining portion of the project site, or shall design the lots 5 

so that conservation easements on individual lots can form a contiguous easement covering the corridor; 6 

(2) (b) Individual lots shall place the corridor in a conservation easement. 7 

(2)(3)  The fish and wildlife habitat corridor shall be sited on the property in order to meet the following 8 

conditions, where feasible: 9 

(a) Forms one contiguous tract that connects on‐site high value habitat areas to other on‐site or off‐10 

site high value habitat areas.  that enters and exits the property at the points the designated wildlife 11 

habitat network crosses the property boundary; 12 

(b) New development proposals shall provide a minimum fish and wildlife habitat corridor width of 13 

300 feet or a corridor width that is consistent with an approved habitat management plan Maintains 14 

a width, wherever possible, of 300 feet. The network width shall not be less than 150 feet wide at 15 

any point;  16 

(c) In addition to the provisions of SMC 21A.50.060, development proposals on sites constrained by 17 

a fish and wildlife habitat corridor and where development already exists, shall maintain a minimum 18 

fish and wildlife habitat corridor width of 300 feet unless, through an approved habitat management 19 

plan, it can be shown that a lesser habitat corridor width supports and maintains the corridor’s 20 

function and value; and 21 

(cd) Be contiguous with and may include and / or connect sensitive critical areas, tracts and their 22 

buffers, and open space tracts or wooded areas onsite or on adjacent properties, if present;. and 23 

(e) The director may modify corridor widths based on supporting conditions documentation from an 24 

approved habitat management plan. 25 

(4)  Fish and wildlife habitat corridors do not parallel Type Np streams, except as required to provide a 26 

connection between two features as described above. 27 

 (3) When feasible, the wildlife habitat corridor shall be sited on the property in order to meet the following 28 

conditions: 29 

(a) Connect isolated critical areas or habitat; and 30 

(b) Connect with wildlife habitat corridors, open space tracts or wooded areas on adjacent 31 

properties, if present. 32 
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(4) The wildlife corridor tract shall be permanently marked consistent with the methods contained in SMC 1 

21A.50.170. Conservation easements are exempt from the permanent marking requirement. 2 

(54) A management plan for the wildlife corridor contained within a tract or tracts shall be prepared that 3 

specifies the permissible extent of recreation, forestry or other uses compatible with preserving and 4 

enhancing the wildlife habitat value of the tract or tracts. The management plan shall be reviewed and 5 

approved by the department. The approved management plan for a subdivision shall be contained within 6 

and recorded with the covenants, conditions and restrictions (CCRs). If the wildlife corridor is contained in a 7 

conservation easement, a management plan is not required, but may be submitted to the department for 8 

review and approval, and recorded with the conservation easement. 9 

(55) Clearing within the wildlife corridor contained in a tract or tracts shall be limited to that allowed by the 10 

management plan or as otherwise allowed by this chapter. No clearing, including the removal of woody 11 

debris,  shall be allowed within a wildlife corridor contained within a conservation easement on individual 12 

lots, unless the property owner has an approved management plan. 13 

(66) Where feasible, Aa homeowners’ association or other entity capable of long‐term maintenance and 14 

operation shall be established to monitor and assure compliance with the management plan. The association 15 

shall provide homeowners with information on Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Backyard 16 

Wildlife Sanctuary Program. 17 

(89) Wildlife corridors set aside in tracts or conservation easements shall meet the provisions in SMC 18 

16.15.120. 19 

(910) The permanent open space tract containing the wildlife corridor may be credited toward the other 20 

applicable requirements such as surface water management and the recreation space requirement of SMC 21 

21A.30.140, provided the proposed uses within the tract are compatible with preserving and enhancing the 22 

wildlife habitat value. Restrictions on other uses within the wildlife corridor tract shall be clearly identified in 23 

the management plan. 24 

(110) Low impact uses and activities which are consistent with the purpose and function of the habitat 25 

corridor and do not detract from its integrity may be permitted within the corridor depending on the 26 

sensitivity of the habitat area. Examples of uses and activities which may be permitted in appropriate cases 27 

include trails that are pervious, viewing platforms, storm water management facilities such as grass‐lined 28 

swales, utility easements and other similar uses, or activities otherwise described and approved by the 29 

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and activities; provided, that any impacts to the corridor 30 

resulting from such permitted facilities shall be fully mitigated. 31 

(121) At the discretion of the director, these standards may be waived or reduced for public facilities such as 32 

schools, fire stations, parks, and public road projects. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1) 33 

21A.50.330 Streams – Development standards. 34 

A development proposal on a parcel or parcels containing a stream or associated buffer of a stream located 35 

on‐site or off‐site shall meet the following requirements: 36 
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(1) The following standard buffers shall be established from the ordinary high water mark or from the top of 1 

the bank if the ordinary high water mark cannot be identified: 2 

Stream Type 

Standard Buffer 

Width (ft) 

Type S:  150 

Type F:  150 

Type Np:  75 

Type Ns:  50 

(a) Where a legally established and constructed street or the East Lake Sammamish Trail transects a 3 

stream buffer, the department may approve a modification of the standard buffer width to the edge 4 

of the street or the East Lake Sammamish Trail if the isolated part of the buffer does not provide 5 

additional protection of the stream and provides insignificant biological, geological or hydrological 6 

buffer functions relating to the stream. If the resulting buffer distance is less than 50 percent of the 7 

standard buffer, no further reduction shall be allowed. 8 

(b) Where a buffer has been previously established on a legally created parcel or tract that was 9 

legally established according to the regulations in place at the time of establishmentthrough City or 10 

county development review on or after November 27, 1990, and is permanently recorded on title or 11 

placed within a separate tract, the buffer shall be remain as previously established, provided it is at 12 

leastequal to or greater than 50 percent of the required standard buffer distance for the applicable 13 

stream category.. 14 

(2) Any stream with an ordinary high water mark within 25 feet of the toe of a slope 30 percent or steeper, 15 

but less than 40 percent, shall have: 16 

(a) The minimum buffer required for the stream class involved or a 25‐foot buffer beyond the top of 17 

the slope, whichever is greater, if the horizontal length of the slope, including small benches and 18 

terraces, is within the buffer for that stream class; or 19 

(b) A 25‐foot buffer beyond the minimum buffer width required for the stream class involved if the 20 

horizontal length of the slope, including small benches and terraces, extends beyond the buffer for 21 

that stream class. 22 

(3) Any stream adjoined by a riparian wetland or other contiguous critical area shall have the buffer required 23 

for the stream type involved or the buffer that applies to the wetland or other critical area, whichever is 24 

greater. 25 

(4) Buffer Averaging. Buffer width averaging may be allowed by the City if: 26 

(a) It will provide additional natural resource protection, as long as the total area contained in the 27 

buffer on the development proposal site does not decrease (see also SMC 21A.30.210(4) for buffer 28 

compensation requirements for trails); 29 
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(b) The stream contains variations in sensitivity due to existing physical characteristics or the 1 

character of the buffer varies in slope, soils, or vegetation, and the stream would benefit from a 2 

wider buffer in places and would not be adversely impacted by a narrower buffer in other places; 3 

(c) The buffer width is not reduced to less than 50 percent of the standard buffer; and 4 

(de) The buffer is associated with a development proposal and it will not further encumber a 5 

neighboring property not owned by the applicant.; and, 6 

(ed) Buffer averaging may be used in conjunction with buffer reduction options in this section, 7 

provided the total combined reduction does not reduce the buffer to less than 50 percent of the 8 

standard buffer width at any location. 9 

(5) Increased Buffers. Increased bBuffer widths shall may be required by the a distance necessary City when 10 

necessary to protect: 11 

(a) Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas and habitat connections based on an approved 12 

habitat management plan as defined by the Department of Fish and Wildlife; 13 

(b) Landslide or erosion hazard areas contiguous to streams; 14 

(c) Groundwater recharge and discharge area; 15 

(d) Or to offset buffer impacts, such as trail and utility corridors; and 16 

(e) At risk ecological streams functions including, but not limited to the following:, critical drainage 17 

areas, critical fish and wildlife habitat landslide or erosion hazard areas contiguous to streams, and 18 

groundwater recharge and discharge area, or to offset buffer impacts, such as trail and utility corridors. 19 

  (i) Habitat complexity, connectivity and biological functions; 20 

  (ii) Seasonal hydrological dynamics as provided in the adopted Surface Water Design Manual; 21 

  (iii) Sediment removal and erosion control; 22 

  (iv) Pollutant removal; 23 

  (v) Large wood debris (LWD) recruitment; 24 

  (vi) Water temperature; 25 

  (vii) Wildlife habitat; and 26 

  (viii) Microclimate. 27 

(6) Buffer Reduction. Buffers may be reduced when buffer‐reduction impacts are mitigated and result in 28 

equal or greater protection of the ecological stream functions.  29 
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Prior to considering buffer reductions, the applicant shall demonstrate application of mitigation sequencing 1 

as required in SMC 21A.50.135. A plan for mitigating buffer‐reduction impacts must be prepared using 2 

selected incentive‐based mitigation options from the list below, and is subject to approval by the City. The 3 

following incentive options for reducing standard buffer widths shall be considered cumulative up to a 4 

maximum reduction of 50 percent of the standard buffer width. In all circumstances where a substantial 5 

portion of the remaining buffer is degraded, the buffer reduction plan shall include replanting with native 6 

vegetation in the degraded portions of the remaining buffer area and shall include a five‐year monitoring and 7 

maintenance plan. 8 

(a) Installation of biofiltration/infiltration mechanisms: up to 20 percent reduction in standard buffer 9 

width for the installation of bioswales, Up to 20 percent reduction in the standard buffer width may 10 

be allowed if water quality is improved in excess of the requirements of the adopted surface water 11 

design manual and Title 13 Surface Water Management, through the use of created and/or 12 

enhanced wetlands, or ponds supplemental to existing storm drainage and water quality 13 

requirements. 14 

(b) Removal of existing impervious surfaces: 15 

(i) Up to 10 percent reduction in standard buffer width if impervious surfaces within the to‐be‐16 

remaining buffer area are reduced by at least 50 percent; or 17 

(ii) Up to 20 percent reduction in standard buffer width if the to‐be‐remaining buffer area is 18 

presently more than 50 percent impervious and all of it is to be removed. 19 

(c) Removal of invasive, nonnative vegetation: up to 10 percent reduction in standard buffer width 20 

for the removal and extended (minimum five‐year) monitoring and continued‐removal maintenance 21 

of relatively dense stands of invasive, nonnative vegetation from significant portions of the 22 

remaining buffer area. 23 

(d) Restoration, preservation and maintenance of the existing stream and buffer vegetation if the 24 
following conditions are present and/or attainable as a result of action: 25 
 26 
  (i) An undisturbed vegetated buffer is preserved in the remaining buffer width; and, 27 
 28 

(ii) Existing buffer conditions are degraded such that more than 40 percent of the buffer is 29 
covered by non‐native/invasive plant species and the buffer is restored according to a city‐30 
approved restoration plan to improve wetland buffer functions; and, 31 
 32 
 (iii) Native tree or shrub vegetation covers less than 25 percent of the total buffer area and 33 
the area will be re‐vegetated according to a city‐approved restoration plan with native trees 34 
and shrubs to replace impacted buffer functions; 35 

 36 
  (iv) The stream buffer has slopes of less than 25 percent; and 37 
 38 
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(v)  The buffer reduction determination and percentage shall be on a site by site basis based 1 

on the applicant’s plan and demonstration of improvement to water quality and habitat 2 

functions. 3 

(ed) In‐stream habitat enhancement: 4 

(i) Up to 20 percent reduction in standard buffer width for log structure placement, 5 

bioengineered bank stabilization, or culvert removal; or 6 

(ii) Up to 30 percent reduction in standard buffer width for improving fish passage and/or 7 

creation of side channel or backwater areas. 8 

(fe) If not already required under an existing development proposal, installation of oil/water 9 

separators for storm water quality control: up to 10 percent reduction in standard buffer width. 10 

(gf) Use of pervious material for driveway/road construction: up to 10 percent reduction in standard 11 

buffer width. 12 

(hg) Restoration of on‐site buffer and habitat areas, or restoration of off‐site buffer and habitat 13 

areas within the same sub‐basin of the impacted stream if no on‐site restoration is possible: 14 

(i) Up to 10 percent reduction in standard buffer width if restoration area is at a 2:1 ratio or 15 

greater; or 16 

(ii) Up to 20 percent reduction in standard buffer width if restoration area is at a 4:1 ratio or 17 

greater. 18 

(ih) Removal of significant refuse or sources of toxic material: up to 10 percent reduction in standard 19 

buffer width. 20 

(78) The use of hazardous substances, pesticides and fertilizers in the stream corridor and its buffer may be 21 

prohibited by the City. 22 

(89) The introduction of livestock into a stream or stream buffer is prohibited.The livestock restrictions in 23 

SMC 21A.50.290 shall also apply to Type S and F streams and their buffers. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O2005‐24 

172 § 4; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 25 

(10) In addition to the provisions of SMC 21A.50.060, Rremoval of any native vegetation or woody debris 26 

from the stream or stream buffer may be allowed only as part of an approved habitat management plan, 27 

critical areas study, and/or alteration plan. 28 

21A.50.340 Streams – Permitted alterations. 29 

Alterations to streams and stream buffers are not allowed except as provided for by complete exemptions, 30 

allowances for existing urban development and other uses, partial exemptions and exceptions in this chapter 31 

or as allowed for by this section. 32 
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(1) Alterations may only be permitted if based upon a critical areas study conducted in accordance with SMC 1 

21A.50.130 that determines the proposed development will: 2 

(a) Protect, restore or enhance the habitat, natural drainage, or other valuable functions of the 3 

stream resulting in a net improvement to the stream and stream buffer; 4 

(b) Design, implement, maintain and monitor a restoration or enhancement plan prepared by a 5 

qualified professional; 6 

(c) Perform the restoration or enhancement under the direction of a qualified professional; and 7 

(d) Will otherwise be consistent with the purposes of this chapter. 8 

 (2) The applicant shall notify affected communities and native tribes of proposed alterations prior to any 9 

alteration if a stream is in a flood hazard area and shall submit evidence of such notification to the Federal 10 

Insurance Administration. 11 

(343) There shall be no introduction of any plant or wildlife which is not indigenous to the coastal region of 12 

the Pacific Northwest into any stream or buffer unless required authorized by a state or federal permit or 13 

approval or as otherwise allowed by SMC 21A.50.060 – Allowance for Existing Urban Development and Other 14 

Uses. 15 

(45) Utilities may be allowed in stream buffers if: 16 

(a) No reasonable alternative location is available; 17 

(b) The utility corridor meets any additional requirements for installation, replacement of vegetation 18 

and maintenance, as needed to mitigate impacts; 19 

(c) The requirements for sewer utility corridors in SMC 21A.50.300 shall also apply to streams; and 20 

(d) Joint use of an approved sewer utility corridor by other utilities may be allowed. 21 

(56) Where technically feasible, surface water discharge shall be located outside of the stream and stream 22 

buffer. If surface water discharge to a stream or stream buffer is unavoidable, the following management 23 

activities and provisions shall apply: 24 

The following surface water management activities and facilities may be allowed in stream buffers as follows: 25 

(a) Surface water discharge to a stream from a flow control or water quality treatment facility, 26 

sediment pond or other surface water management activity or facility may be allowed if the 27 

discharge is in compliance with the applicable City‐adopted storm water requirements. 28 

(b) A Type Np or Ns stream buffer may be used as a regional storm water management facility if: 29 

(i) A public agency and utility exception is granted pursuant to SMC 21A.50.070; 30 
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(ii) All requirements of the applicable City‐adopted storm water requirements are met; 1 

(iii) The use will not lower the rating or alter the factors used in rating the stream; and 2 

(iv) There are no significant adverse impacts to the stream or habitat. 3 

(67) Except as provided in subsection (7) of this section, public and private trails may be allowed in stream 4 

buffers consistent with the standards and requirements in this chapter, the development standards in 5 

Chapter 21A.30 SMC, and requirements elsewhere in the SMC. Proposals for constructing viewing platforms, 6 

associated access trails, and spur trails must be reviewed by a qualified professional and a critical areas study 7 

may be required. 8 

(78) Crossings. The use of existing crossings, including but not limited to utility corridors, road and railroad 9 

rights‐of‐way, across streams or buffers for public or private trails is preferred to new crossings, subject to 10 

the standards and requirements in the SMC. New stream crossings may be allowed and may encroach on the 11 

otherwise required stream buffer if: 12 

(a) Bridges, bottomless culverts or other appropriate methods demonstrated to provide fisheries 13 

protection shall be used for stream crossings and the applicant shall demonstrate that such methods 14 

and their implementation will pose no harm to the stream habitat or inhibit migration of 15 

anadromous fish; 16 

(b) All crossings are constructed during the summer low flow and are timed to avoid stream 17 

disturbance during periods when use is critical to resident or anadromous fish including salmonids; 18 

(c) Crossings do not occur over spawning areas used by resident or anadromous fish including 19 

salmonids unless the City determines that no other reasonable crossing site exists; 20 

(d) Bridge piers or abutments are not placed within the FEMA floodway or the ordinary high water 21 

mark; 22 

(e) Crossings do not diminish the flood‐carrying capacity of the stream; 23 

(f) Underground utility crossings are laterally drilled and located at a depth of four feet below the 24 

maximum depth of scour for the base flood predicted by a civil engineer licensed by the state of 25 

Washington. Temporary bore pits to perform such crossings may be permitted within the stream 26 

buffer established in SMC 21A.50.330. Crossing of Type Ns streams when dry may be made with 27 

open cuts; and 28 

(g) Trail crossings shall use bridges and boardwalks consistent with the design requirements of the 29 

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife [WDFW, 2003, Design of Road Culverts for Fish Passage 30 

as amended]; and 31 

(h)(g) The number of crossings is minimized and consolidated to serve multiple purposes and 32 

properties whenever possible. 33 
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(89) Relocations. Stream relocations may be allowed only for: 1 

(a) Type F, Np, and Ns streams as part of a public road, trail, or park project for which a public 2 

agency and utility exception is granted pursuant to SMC 21A.50.050; and 3 

(b) Type F, Np and Ns streams for the purpose of enhancing resources in the stream if: 4 

(i) Appropriate floodplain protection measures are used; and 5 

(ii) The relocation occurs on‐site, except that relocation off‐site may be allowed if the applicant 6 

demonstrates that any on‐site relocation is impracticable, the applicant provides all necessary 7 

easements and waivers from affected property owners and the off‐site location is in the same 8 

drainage sub‐basin as the original stream. 9 

(910) For any relocation allowed by this section, the applicant shall demonstrate, based on information 10 

provided by qualified professionals, including a civil engineer and a biologist, that: 11 

(a) The equivalent base flood storage volume and function will be maintained; 12 

(b) There will be no adverse impact to local groundwater; 13 

(c) There will be no increase in velocity; 14 

(d) There will be no interbasin transfer of water; 15 

(e) There will be no increase in sediment load; 16 

(f) Requirements set out in the mitigation plan are met; 17 

(g) The relocation conforms to other applicable laws; and 18 

(h) All work will be carried out under the direct supervision of a qualified biologist. 19 

(1011) A stream channel may be stabilized if: 20 

(a) Movement of the stream channel threatens existing residential or commercial structures, public 21 

facilities or improvements, unique natural resources or the only existing access to property; 22 

(b) The stabilization is done in compliance with the requirements of SMC 21A.50.230; and 23 

(c) Soft‐bank stabilization techniques are utilized unless the applicant demonstrates that soft‐bank 24 

techniques are not a reasonable alternative due to site‐specific soil, geologic and/or hydrologic 25 

conditions. 26 

(1112) Replacement of existing culverts to enhance stream habitat, not associated with any other 27 

development proposal, may be allowed if accomplished according to a plan for its design, implementation, 28 
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maintenance, and monitoring prepared by qualified professionals, including a civil engineer and a biologist, 1 

and carried out under the direction of a qualified biologist. 2 

(1213) Stream and habitat restoration or enhancement may be allowed if: 3 

(a) The restoration is sponsored or approved by a public agency with a mandate to do such work; 4 

(b) The restoration is unassociated with mitigation of a specific development proposal; 5 

(c) The restoration is limited to placement of rock weirs, log controls, spawning gravel, and other 6 

specific habitat improvements for resident or anadromous fish including salmonids; 7 

(d) The restoration only involves the use of hand labor and light equipment; or the use of helicopters 8 

and cranes that deliver supplies to the project site; provided, that they have no contact with critical 9 

areas or their buffers; and 10 

(e) The restoration is performed under the direction of qualified professionals; and, 11 

(f) Stream relocation , if proposed, may be approved pursuant to 21A.50.340(9) as part of an 12 

approved restoration plan. 13 

(1314) Roadside ditches that carry streams with salmonids may be maintained through the use of best 14 

management practices developed in consultation with relevant City, state, and federal agencies. 15 

(14) Reconstruction, remodeling, or replacement of an existing structure upon another portion of an existing 16 

impervious surface that was established pursuant to City ordinances and regulations may be allowed, 17 

provided: 18 

(a) If within the buffer, the structure is located no closer to the stream than the existing structure; 19 

and 20 

(b) The existing impervious surface within the buffer or stream is not expanded as a result of the 21 

reconstruction or replacement. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O2005‐172 § 4; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 22 

21A.50.350 Streams – Mitigation requirements.  23 

When mitigation for stream or stream buffer impacts is required, mitigation shall meet the requirements 24 

listed in SMC 21A.50.145 in addition to the following supplementary requirements: 25 

(1) Equivalent or Greater Functions. Mitigation for alterations to stream(s) and/or stream buffer(s) shall 26 

achieve equivalent or greater functions including, but not limited to: 27 

(a) Habitat complexity, connectivity, and other biological functions; 28 

(b) Seasonal hydrological dynamics, water storage capacity and water quality; and 29 

(c) Geomorphic and habitat processes and functions. 30 
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(2) Mitigation Type and Location. Mitigation actions shall be in‐kind and conducted within the same sub‐1 

basin and on the same site as the alteration, except when the following apply: 2 

(a) There are no reasonable on‐site opportunities for mitigation or on‐site opportunities do not have 3 

a high likelihood of success due to development pressures, adjacent land uses, or on‐site buffers or 4 

connectivity are inadequate; 5 

(b) Off‐site mitigation has a greater likelihood of providing equal or improved functions than the 6 

impacted stream; and 7 

(c) Off‐site locations shall have been identified and evaluated in the following order of preference: 8 

(i) Within the same drainage subbasin;  9 

(ii) Within the city limits; 10 

(iii) Within the Sammamish service area for an approved fee‐in‐lieu or mitigation bank program 11 

sites within the city limits in accordance with the provisions of this section; 12 

(ivi) Within the Sammamish service area for an approved fee‐in‐lieu or mitigation bank 13 

program sites within the WRIA 8 in accordance with the provisions of this section.be in the 14 

same sub‐basin. 15 

(3) Fee‐In‐Lieu Stream Mitigation Program. Fee‐in‐lieu mitigation may be authorized for approved stream 16 

impacts, provided that the impact is related to the approval of a single family home, City of Sammamish 17 

capital improvement project, or development proposal within the Town Center. Fee in lieu mitigation shall be 18 

subject to the avoidance sequence requirements   and mitigation measures of this title, and the approval of a 19 

program by the city, to be used in the following order of preference: 20 

(a) A city approved program that utilizes receiving mitigation sites within the same sub‐basin as the 21 

approved wetland impact. 22 

(b) The King County Mitigation Reserves Program, or other approved program that gives priority to 23 

sites within the same sub‐basin. 24 

(c) A city approved program, the King County Mitigation Reserves Program, or other approved 25 

program that gives priority to sites that will expand or improve habitat for Lake Sammamish 26 

Kokanee. 27 

(d) The King County Mitigation Reserves Program, or other approved program that gives priority to 28 

sites within the same sub‐basin and/or a pre‐defined service area that includes the city of 29 

Sammamish. 30 

   31 

(3) Mitigation Timing. Where feasible, mitigation projects shall be completed prior to activities that will 32 

disturb streams. In all other cases, mitigation shall be completed immediately following disturbance and prior 33 
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to use or occupancy of the activity or development. Construction of mitigation projects shall be timed to 1 

reduce impacts to existing wildlife and flora. 2 

(4) Restoration Required. Restoration shall be required when a stream or its buffer is altered in violation of 3 

law or without any specific permission or approval by the City. A mitigation plan for restoration shall conform 4 

to the requirements of this chapter and demonstrate that: 5 

(a) The restoration will reliably and demonstrably improve the water quality and fish and wildlife 6 

habitat of the stream; and 7 

(b) The restoration will have no lasting significant adverse impact on any stream functions;. and 8 

(c) On sites where non‐native vegetation was cleared, restoration shall include installation of native 9 

vegetation with a density equal to or greater than the pre‐altered site conditions. 10 

(5) Surface water management or flood control alterations shall not be considered enhancement unless 11 

other functions are simultaneously improved. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O2005‐172 § 4; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 12 

21A.50.351 Ponds – Development standards. 13 

(1) Naturally Occurring Ponds – New Residence Setback and Tree Retention. 14 

(a) A 50‐foot building setback for new residences shall be established from the ordinary high water 15 

mark (OHWM) for naturally occurring ponds that are not otherwise regulated by the Sammamish 16 

shoreline master program. 17 

(b) On lots abutting a pond or containing the 50‐foot setback area, 25 percent of existing significant 18 

trees shall be retained on site. Half of the significant trees to be retained shall be located within the 19 

50‐foot building setback area. Where half of the trees to be retained are not present within the 20 

setback area, the remaining number may be retained elsewhere on site. (Ord. O2009‐264 § 1 (Att. 21 

A); Ord. O2005‐193 § 1) 22 

21A.50.352 Lake Sammamish buffer – Permitted alterations. 23 

Repealed by Ord. O2009‐264. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1) 24 

21A.50.355 Lake management areas – Special district overlay. 25 

(1) The purpose of lake management areas is to designate the Beaver Lake and Pine Lake watersheds as 26 

special management areas for total phosphorus loading control and to establish standard procedures for 27 

evaluating drainage plans and related materials for applications of development within the Beaver Lake and 28 

Pine Lake Watersheds (within the East Lake Sammamish drainage basin). 29 

(2) The lake management areas special overlay district shall be designated on critical areas maps maintained 30 

by the department of community development. 31 

(3) Definitions. In addition to the definitions listed below, all definitions included in the King County Surface 32 

Water Design Manual are hereby adopted by reference. 33 
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(a) “AKART” means all known, available, and reasonable methods of prevention, control, and 1 

treatment. 2 

(b) “Eutrophic” means a trophic status characterized by moderately high algal productivity, more 3 

serious oxygen depletion in the bottom waters, some recreational use impairment, summer 4 

chlorophyll a concentration greater than 10 micrograms/liter, a summer Secchi depth of less than 5 

two meters, and a winter total phosphorus concentration greater than 20 micrograms/liter. 6 

(c) “Hypereutrophic” means a trophic status characterized by high algal productivity, intense algal 7 

blooms, fish kills due to oxygen depletion in the bottom waters, frequent recreational use 8 

impairment, summer chlorophyll a concentration greater than 10 micrograms/liter, a summer 9 

Secchi depth generally less than two meters, and a winter total phosphorus concentration greater 10 

than 30 micrograms/liter. 11 

(d) “Lake management plan” means the plan (and supporting documents as appropriate) describing 12 

the lake management recommendations and requirements. 13 

(e) “Mesotrophic” means a trophic status characterized by moderate algal productivity, oxygen 14 

depletion in the bottom waters, usually no recreational use impairment, summer chlorophyll a 15 

concentration averaging four to 10 micrograms/liter, a summer Secchi depth of two to five meters, 16 

and a winter total phosphorus concentration ranging from 10 to 20 micrograms/liter. 17 

(f) “Oligotrophic” means a trophic status characterized by low algal productivity, algal blooms are 18 

rare, water clarity is high, all recreational uses unimpaired, summer chlorophyll a concentration 19 

average less than four micrograms/liter, a summer Secchi depth greater than five meters, and a 20 

winter total phosphorus concentration ranging from zero to 10 micrograms/liter. 21 

(g) “Phosphorus” means elemental phosphorus and for the purposes of this section shall be 22 

measured as total phosphorus. 23 

(h) “Phosphorus concentration” means the mass of phosphorus per liquid volume. 24 

(i) “Phosphorus loading” means the total mass of phosphorus per time basis. 25 

(j) “Total phosphorus” means the phosphorus concentration as determined by a state‐certified 26 

analytical laboratory using EPA 365.3 or SM 4500‐P‐B, E or an equivalent method. 27 

(k) “Trophic state index” means a classification system which uses algal biomass as the basis for 28 

classification which can be independently measured by chlorophyll a, Secchi depth, and total 29 

phosphorus concentration. 30 

(l) “Trophic status” means a classification which defines lake quality by the degree of biological 31 

productivity. 32 
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(43) The Beaver Lake watershed as generally identified in the Beaver Lake management plan, which is 1 

available at the City of Sammamish community development department, is a sensitive lake and is hereby 2 

designated a critical drainage area. This designation is: 3 

(a) Existing whole‐lake total phosphorus concentration for the combined Beaver Lake system is 23 4 

micrograms/liter. Beaver Lake 1 and Beaver Lake 2, individually, have whole‐lake total phosphorus 5 

concentrations of 36 (±2) micrograms/liter and 20 (±1) micrograms/liter, respectively; 6 

(b) Whole‐lake total phosphorus concentration, chlorophyll a, and Secchi depth indicate that the 7 

Beaver Lake system is bordering on eutrophic conditions; 8 

(c) Modeling of the Beaver Lake system’s future trophic status indicates that the lake will become 9 

hypereutrophic with a whole‐lake total phosphorus concentration predicted to be 36 10 

micrograms/liter without additional phosphorus removal via storm water treatment; and 11 

(d) Maintaining existing trophic status is a management plan goal. To maintain existing trophic 12 

status, an 80 percent total phosphorus annual loading removal goal was established for new 13 

impervious surface development prior to storm water discharges to Beaver Lake. 14 

(54) The Pine Lake watershed is generally identified in the City of Sammamish comprehensive plan (Figure IV‐15 

1 in the comprehensive plan or as updated). All appropriate Beaver Lake specific water quality regulations 16 

shall be extended to the Pine Lake drainage basin as well. 17 

(a) These interim regulations shall only be in effect until such time that a customized Pine Lake 18 

water quality strategy is developed and development regulations are adopted based on approved 19 

findings of the study. 20 

(b) An applicant for development within the Pine Lake drainage basin may apply for a variance from 21 

the standards specified in subsection (8) of this section if it can be proven that conditions are clearly 22 

different than at Beaver Lake. 23 

(65) The standards specified in subsection (8) of this section shall apply to all development proposals located 24 

within the Beaver Lake and Pine Lake watersheds which require drainage review as specified in the adopted 25 

surface water design manual and Title 13 Surface Water Management,King County Surface Water Design 26 

Manual. 27 

(76) Development proposals within the Beaver Lake or Pine Lake watersheds may be exempt from 28 

management plan requirements if they demonstrate to the satisfaction of the community development 29 

department that on‐site surface and storm water runoff drainage does not in fact drain into the basin in 30 

question. 31 

(87) Phosphorous Control Required. 32 
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(a) Applicability.  Unless the conditions identified in subsection (6) of this section are documented to 1 

the satisfaction of the department, the following development proposals are subject to the 2 

conditions and standards contained subsections 7(b) through 7(d) below: 3 

(i) For pProjects which that create greater than 5,000 square feet of new impervious surface 4 

subject to vehicular use in the Beaver Lake or Pine Lake watersheds, the following conditions 5 

shall apply, unless the conditions identified in subsection (6) of this section are documented to 6 

the satisfaction of the community development department:; or 7 

(ii) Projects that create greater than one acre of pollution generating pervious surface, as 8 

defined in the adopted surface water design manual and Title 13 Surface Water Management, 9 

in the Beaver Lake or Pine Lake watersheds. 10 

(ba) The proposed storm water facilities shall be designed to remove 80 percent of all new total 11 

phosphorus loading on an annual basis due to new development (and associated storm water 12 

discharges) in the Beaver Lake or Pine Lake watersheds where feasible or utilize AKART if infeasible. 13 

(cb) Currently tThe AKART standard or interim best management practices for phosphorus‐sensitive 14 

lakes can be fulfilled by  achieving the 50% phosphorous removal standard from the adopted surface 15 

water design manual and Title 13 Surface Water Management, together with additional applicant 16 

proposed measures: 17 

(i) For all development proposals subject to this section, the applicant shall demonstrate 18 

that a reduction of 80% total phosphorous is achievable through the use of engineering design 19 

computations.   20 

 21 

(ii) As the adopted King County Surface Water Design Manual is updated and additional 22 

treatment options and designs for total phosphorus removal become available, new treatment 23 

systems may be approved by the city if the AKART standard for phosphorus removal can be 24 

demonstrated using the Department of Ecology’s Technology Assessment Protocol – Ecology 25 

(TAPE protocol). 26 

(iii)  Where soils are suitable, on‐site infiltration of storm water runoff can be pursued through 27 

the variance process as an AKART alternative using methods described in the manual, as well 28 

as providing an organic soil layer consistent with the standards of the adopted surface water 29 

design manual and Title 13 Surface Water Management. 30 

(iv)  Development proposals using on‐site infiltration, that do not comply with subsection 31 

7(c)(iii), shall demonstrate that 80%, or better, phosphorus treatment can be expected with the 32 

designed on‐site infiltration system, rather than by methods described in subsection (7)(c)(iii) 33 

of this section.  34 

the following storm water treatment design criteria: 35 
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(i) A wetpond or combined detention/wetpond with a permanent pool volume equal to four and 1 

one‐half times the volume of runoff from the mean annual storm (VB/VR=4.5). 2 

(A) Mandatory roof downspout infiltration, unless shown to be infeasible, and maximization of 3 

forest or native vegetation retention. 4 

(B) Pond volume can be reduced by maximizing forest retention according to the following schedule: 5 

Forest 

(%) 

VB/VR 

ratio 

25  4.25 

30  4.00 

40  3.50 

50  3.25 

60  3.00 

(C) Forest retention areas shall be in tracts dedicated to the City. Buffers without trails can be 6 

counted in the percent forest figure. 7 

(D) The VB/VR ratio is the volume of the wetpond basin divided by the volume of the runoff from 8 

the mean annual storm. The mean annual storm is equal to 0.46 inches at SeaTac. Runoff can be 9 

estimated using a runoff coefficient of 0.9 for impervious area and 0.25 for all other pervious area. 10 

Forested areas in tracts dedicated to the City need not be included in the calculation of pond sizing 11 

(i.e., zero new runoff volume assumed). If this method is used in other areas, and SeaTac 12 

precipitation statistics underestimate the rainfall as judged by the isopluvial distribution of the two‐13 

year 24‐hour precipitation, the mean annual rainfall should be adjusted upward. 14 

(ii) Although current King County SWM designs are not complete for sand filtration, incorporation of 15 

sand filters into storm water treatment facility designs (i.e., treatment trains) can be pursued 16 

through the variance process to achieve additional total phosphorus removal. The proponent must 17 

demonstrate that equivalent or improved total phosphorus treatment can be expected with an 18 

alternative treatment system which incorporates sand filtration other than by methods described in 19 

subsection (8)(b)(i) of this section. 20 

(iii) Where soils are suitable, on‐site infiltration of storm water runoff can be pursued through 21 

the variance process as an AKART alternative. Soils are considered suitable for infiltration if at 22 

least two feet of soil exist where one of the following soil conditions are met: 23 

Exhibit 1



Attachment A 

 
73 | P a g e  

 

(A) The cation exchange capacity of the soil equals or is greater than five milliequivalents; 1 

(B) The organic content of the soil is equal to or greater than five percent; 2 

(C) The grain size distribution of site soils is equivalent to not more than 25 percent gravel 3 

by weight (75 percent passing the No. 4 sieve) and of that passing the No. 4 sieve, either 4 

(1) 50 percent minimum passes the No. 40 sieve and two percent minimum passes the 5 

No. 100 sieve, or (2) 25 percent minimum passes the No. 40 sieve and five percent 6 

minimum passes the No. 200 sieve; and 7 

(D) The infiltration rate is 2.4 inches/hour or less. 8 

Additionally, the proponent must demonstrate that equivalent or better phosphorus 9 

treatment can be expected with on‐site infiltration than by methods described in subsection 10 

(8) of this section. 11 

(iv) As the King County Surface Water Design Manual is updated and additional treatment 12 

options and designs for total phosphorus removal become available, alternative treatment 13 

systems may be utilized if the AKART standard for phosphorus removal can be demonstrated. 14 

(dc) Hydrologic analysis shall be determined using a continuous hydrologic model such as the 15 

Hydrologic Simulation Program – Fortran (HSPF) or, the King County Runoff Time Series Program 16 

(KCRTS), the Santa Barbara Urban Hydrograph, or the VB/VR methodology. These methodologies 17 

may be revised or superseded by other methodologies for achieving the same performance goal as 18 

stipulated by future revision to the Surface Water Design Manual. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1) 19 

21A.50.360 Critical areas mitigation fee – Creation of fund. 20 

There is hereby created a critical areas mitigation fund. This fund shall be administered by the City’s finance 21 

director. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 22 

21A.50.370 Critical areas mitigation fee – Source of funds. 23 

All monies received from penalties resulting from the violation of rules and laws regulating development and 24 

activities within critical areas shall be deposited into the fund. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 25 

21A.50.380 Critical areas mitigation fee – Use of funds.  26 

Monies from the fund shall only be used for paying the cost of enforcing and implementing critical area laws 27 

and rules. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 28 

21A.50.390 Critical areas mitigation fee – Investment of funds. 29 

Monies in the fund not needed for immediate expenditure shall be deposited in a separate investment fund 30 

pursuant to RCW 36.29.020. The finance director shall be designated as the investment fund director. (Ord. 31 

O2005‐193 § 1; Ord. O99‐29 § 1) 32 

[Note: Environmental Critical Area provisions 21A.50. 400 Sunset provisions) are not included, as these 33 

provisions are not part of the approved SMP, pursuant to section 25.01.070]  34 
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Chapter 21A.15 1 

TECHNICAL TERMS AND LAND USE DEFINITIONS 2 

Please Note: The city has selected relevant definitions from the definitions section; for brevity, not all definitions are 3 

included here.  The complete code is available at: http://www.codepublishing.com/wa/sammamish/  4 
 5 

21A.15.050 AKART. 6 

“AKART” means all known, available, and reasonable methods of prevention, control, and treatment. 7 

21A.15.056 Alteration. 8 

Any human activity that results or is likely to result in an impact upon the existing condition of a critical area 9 

is an “alteration” that is subject to specific limitations as specified for each critical area. Alterations include, 10 

but are not limited to, grading, filling, dredging, draining, channelizing, applying herbicides or pesticides or 11 

any hazardous substance, discharging pollutants, except storm water, grazing domestic animals, paving, 12 

constructing, applying gravel, modifying for surface water management purposes, cutting, pruning, topping, 13 

trimming, relocating or removing vegetation or any other human activity that results or is likely to result in an 14 

impact to existent vegetation, hydrology, fish or wildlife, or fish or wildlife habitat. Alterations do not include 15 

walking, fishing, or any other passive recreation or other similar activities. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 2; Ord. O2005‐16 

172 § 2; Ord. O99‐29 § 1. Formerly 21A.50.200) 17 

21A.15.062 Anadromous fish. 18 

“Anadromous fish” are those that live part or the majority of their lives in saltwater, but return to freshwater 19 

to spawn. (Ord. O2005‐172 § 2) 20 

21A.15.080 Base flood. 21 

“Base flood” means a flood having a one percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year, 22 

often referred to as the “100‐year flood.” (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 23 

21A.15.085 Base flood elevation. 24 

“Base flood elevation” means the water surface elevation of the base flood in relation to the National 25 

Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 26 

21A.15.098 Best available science. 27 

“Best available science” means the process used and information developed consistent with requirements in 28 

RCW 36.70A.172 and WAC 365‐195‐900 through 365‐195‐925. (Ord. O2005‐172 § 2) 29 

21A.15.110 Biologist. 30 

“Biologist” means a person who has earned at least a Bachelor of Science degree in the biological sciences 31 

from an accredited college or university or who has equivalent educational training and experience. (Ord. 32 

O2003‐132 § 10) 33 

21A.15.122 Buffer. 34 

“Buffer” means a designated area contiguous to a steep slope or landslide hazard area intended to protect 35 

slope stability, attenuation of surface water flows and landslide hazards, or a designated area contiguous to a 36 
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habitat conservation area, stream or wetland intended to protect the habitat, stream or wetland and be an 1 

integral part of the habitat, stream or wetland ecosystem. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 2; Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 2 

21A.15.195 Clearing. 3 

“Clearing” means the limbing, pruning, trimming, topping, cutting or removal of vegetation or other organic 4 

plant matter by physical, mechanical, chemical or other means. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 5 

21A.15.253 Critical aquifer recharge area. 6 

“Critical aquifer recharge areas” means those areas in the City of Sammamish with a critical recharging effect 7 

on aquifers used for potable water as defined by WAC 365‐190‐030(2). CARAs have prevailing geologic 8 

conditions associated with infiltration rates that create a high potential for contamination of groundwater 9 

resources or contribute significantly to the replenishment of groundwater. CARAs shall be classified based on 10 

the following criteria: 11 

(1) Class 1 CARAs include those areas located within the mapped one‐ or five‐year capture zone of a wellhead 12 

protection area. 13 

(2) Class 2 CARAs include those areas located within the mapped 10‐year capture zone of a wellhead 14 

protection area. 15 

(3) Class 3 CARAs include those areas outside wellhead protection areas that are identified as high aquifer 16 

recharge potential areas based on characteristics of surficial geology and soil types. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 2) 17 

21A.15.254 Critical areas. 18 

“Critical areas” means those areas in the City that are erosion hazard areas, frequently flooded areas, 19 

landslide hazard areas, seismic hazard areas, critical aquifer recharge areas, wetlands, streams, and fish and 20 

wildlife habitat conservation areas. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 2) 21 

21A.15.255 Critical drainage area. 22 

“Critical drainage area” means an area that has been formally determined by the King County surface water 23 

management department to require more restrictive regulation than countywide standards afford in order to 24 

mitigate severe flooding, drainage, erosion, or sedimentation problems that result from the cumulative 25 

impacts of development and urbanization. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 26 

21A.15.XXX Development.  “Development” means the construction or exterior expansion of structures or 27 

buildings; clearing or grading; paving, landscaping, or placing of obstructions; and any project of a permanent 28 

or temporary nature exterior to a building. 29 

21A.15.310 Development proposal.  30 

“Development proposal” means any activities requiring a permit or other approval from the City of 31 

Sammamish relative to the use or development of land. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 32 

 33 

21A.15.365 Dwelling unit, single detached.  34 
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“Dwelling unit, single detached” means a detached building containing one dwelling unit. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 1 

10) 2 

21A.15.400 Enhancement.  3 

“Enhancement” means an action that increases the functions and values of a stream, wetland, or other 4 

sensitive area or buffer. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 5 

21A.15.410 Erosion.  6 

“Erosion” means the process by which soil particles are mobilized and transported by natural agents such as 7 

wind, rainsplash, frost action or surface water flow. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 8 

21A.15.415 Erosion hazard areas. 9 

“Erosion hazard areas” means those areas in the City underlain by soils that are subject to severe erosion 10 

when disturbed. Such soils include, but are not limited to, those classified as having a severe or very severe 11 

erosion hazard according to the USDA Soil Conservation Service, the 1973 King County Soils Survey or any 12 

subsequent revisions or addition by or to these sources. These soils include the following when they occur on 13 

slopes 15 percent or steeper: 14 

(1) The Alderwood gravelly sandy loam (AgD); 15 

(2) The Alderwood and Kitsap soils (AkF); 16 

(3) The Beausite gravelly sandy loam (BeD and BeF); 17 

(4) The Everett gravelly sandy loam (EvD); 18 

(5) The Kitsap silt loam (KpD); 19 

(6) The Ovall gravelly loam (OvD and OvF); 20 

(7) The Ragnar fine sandy loam (RaD); and 21 

(8) The Ragnar‐Indianola Association (RdE). (Ord. O2005‐193 § 2; Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 22 

21A.15.4XX  Erosion Hazard Near Sensitive Water Body Overlay.  The Erosion Hazard Near Sensitive 23 
Water Body overlay means an area within the city where sloped areas posing erosion hazards, or 24 
contributing to erosion hazards, that drain directly to lakes or streams of high resource value that are 25 
particularly sensitive to the impacts of increased erosion and the resulting sediment loads from 26 
development.  The department of community development shall maintain a map of the boundaries of the 27 
erosion hazard near sensitive water bodies overlay district. 28 
 29 
The Erosion Hazard Near Sensitive Water Body overlay is divided into two areas: 30 

(a) The no‐disturbance area.  The no‐disturbance area shall be established on the sloped portion of the 31 
special district overlay to prevent damage from erosion. The upslope boundary of the no‐disturbance 32 
area lies at the first obvious break in slope from the upland plateau over onto the valley walls. For 33 
the purposes of locating the first obvious break in slope, the first obvious break shall generally be 34 
located at the top of the erosion hazard area associated with the slope.  The downslope boundary of 35 
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the no‐disturbance area is the extent of those areas designated as erosion or landslide hazard areas. 1 
The department shall maintain maps, supported by LIDAR (Light Detection and Ranging) data or 2 
other suitable technology, of the approximate location of the no‐disturbance areas, which shall be 3 
subject to field verification for new development proposals. 4 

(b) Properties draining to the no‐disturbance area.  Properties draining to the no‐disturbance area are 5 
within the Erosion Hazard near Sensitive Water body overlay that drain to the no‐disturbance area. 6 

21A.15.420 Eutrophic. 7 

“Eutrophic” means a trophic status characterized by moderately high algal productivity, more serious oxygen 8 

depletion in the bottom waters, some recreational use impairment, summer chlorophyll a concentration 9 

greater than 10 micrograms/liter, a summer Secchi depth of less than two meters, and a winter total 10 

phosphorus concentration greater than 20 micrograms/liter. 11 

21A.15.XXX Feasible. 12 
 “Feasible” means that an action, such as a development project, mitigation, or preservation requirement, 13 
meets all of the following conditions: 14 

(a) The action can be accomplished with technologies and methods that have been used in the past in 15 
similar circumstances, or studies or tests have demonstrated in similar circumstances that such 16 
approaches are currently available and likely to achieve the intended results; 17 

(b) The action provides a reasonable likelihood of achieving its intended purpose; and 18 
(c) The action does not physically preclude achieving the project’s primary intended legal use. In cases 19 

where these guidelines require certain actions unless they are infeasible, the burden of proving 20 
infeasibility is on the applicant. In determining an action’s infeasibility, the reviewing agency may 21 
weigh the action’s relative public costs and public benefits, considered in the short‐ and long‐term 22 
time frames. 23 

21A.15.467 Fish and wildlife habitat corridors. 24 

“Fish and wildlife habitat corridors” means those corridors set aside and protected for preserving 25 

connections between habitats on development proposal sites that contain Type F or Np streams and/or 26 

wetlands with a high habitat score greater than or equal to 29 on the Washington State Wetland Rating 27 

System for Western Washington (Department of Ecology 2004 or as revised) that are located within 200 feet 28 

of an on‐site or off‐site Type F or Np stream and/or wetland with a high habitat score greater than or equal 29 

to 29 on the Washington State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington.  Fish and wildlife habitat 30 

corridors do not increase streams buffers, except as required to provide a connection between two features 31 

as described above. 32 

 33 

21A.15.468 Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas. 34 

“Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas” means those areas that are essential for the preservation of 35 

critical habitat and species. All areas within the City of Sammamish meeting one or more of the following 36 

criteria are designated wildlife habitat conservation areas: 37 

(1) Areas with which state or federally designated endangered, threatened, and sensitive species have a 38 

primary association. 39 

(a) Federally designated endangered and threatened species are those fish and wildlife species 40 

identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service that are in 41 
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danger of extinction or are threatened to become endangered. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 1 

the National Marine Fisheries Service should be consulted as necessary for current listing status; 2 

(b) State‐designated endangered, threatened, and sensitive species are those fish and wildlife species 3 

native to the coastal region of the Pacific Northwest identified by the State Department of Fish and 4 

Wildlife, that are in danger of extinction, threatened to become endangered, vulnerable, or declining 5 

and ‐are likely to become endangered or threatened in a significant portion of their range within the 6 

state without cooperative management or removal of threats. State‐designated endangered, 7 

threatened, and sensitive species are periodically recorded in WAC 232‐12‐014 (state endangered 8 

species), and WAC 232‐12‐011 (state threatened and sensitive species). The State Department of Fish 9 

and Wildlife maintains the most current listing and should be consulted as necessary for current listing 10 

status; 11 

(2) Wetlands, Sstreams, and, lakes and naturally occurring ponds; 12 

(3) State natural area preserves and natural resource conservation areas. Natural area preserves and natural 13 

resource conservation areas are defined, established, and managed by the State Department of Natural 14 

Resources; and 15 

(4) Fish and Wwildlife habitat corridors as defined in 21A.15.467 for preserving connections between habitats 16 

along the designated wildlife habitat network. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 2) 17 

21A.15.470 Flood fringe. 18 

“Flood fringe” means that portion of the floodplain outside of the zero‐rise floodway that is covered by 19 

floodwaters during the base flood, generally associated with standing water rather than rapidly flowing 20 

water. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 21 

21A.15.475 Flood hazard areas. 22 

“Flood hazard areas” means those areas in the City of Sammamish subject to inundation by the base flood 23 

and those areas subject to risk from channel relocation or stream meander including, but not limited to, 24 

streams, lakes, wetlands, and closed depressions. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 25 

21A.15.480 Flood insurance rate map. 26 

“Flood insurance rate map” means the official map on which the Federal Insurance Administration has 27 

delineated some areas of flood hazard. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 28 

21A.15.485 Flood insurance study for King County. 29 

“Flood insurance study for King County” means the official report provided by the Federal Insurance 30 

Administration that includes flood profiles and the flood insurance rate map. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 31 

21A.15.490 Flood protection elevation.  32 

“Flood protection elevation” means an elevation that is one foot above the base flood elevation. (Ord. 33 

O2003‐132 § 10) 34 

21A.15.495 Floodplain. 35 
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“Floodplain” means the total area subject to inundation by the base flood. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 1 

21A.15.500 Floodproofing. 2 

“Floodproofing” means adaptations that will make a structure that is below the flood protection elevation 3 

substantially impermeable to the passage of water and resistant to hydrostatic and hydrodynamic loads 4 

including the impacts of buoyancy. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 5 

21A.15.505 Floodway, zero‐rise.  6 

“Floodway, zero‐rise” means the channel of a stream and that portion of the adjoining floodplain which is 7 

necessary to contain and discharge the base flood flow without any measurable increase in flood height. A 8 

measurable increase in base flood height means a calculated upward rise in the base flood elevation, equal 9 

to or greater than .01 foot, resulting from a comparison of existing conditions and changed conditions 10 

directly attributable to development in the floodplain. This definition is broader than that of the FEMA 11 

floodway, but always includes the FEMA floodway. The boundaries of the 100‐year floodplain, as shown on 12 

the flood insurance study for King County, are considered the boundaries of the zero‐rise floodway unless 13 

otherwise delineated by a sensitive area special study. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 14 

21A.15.532 Frequently flooded areas. 15 

“Frequently flooded areas” means those lands in the City in the floodplain subject to a one percent or greater 16 

chance of flooding in any given year and those lands that provide important flood storage, conveyance, and 17 

attenuation functions, as determined by the City in accordance with WAC 365‐190‐080(3). Frequently 18 

flooded areas perform important hydrologic functions and may present a risk to persons and property. 19 

Frequently flooded areas include all areas of special flood hazards within the jurisdiction of the City of 20 

Sammamish. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 2) 21 

21A.15.545 Geologist.  22 

“Geologist” means a professional geologist who holds a current geologist license from the Washington state 23 

Geologist Licensing Board.means a person who has earned at least a Bachelor of Science degree in the 24 

geological sciences from an accredited college or university or who has equivalent educational training and at 25 

least four years of professional experience. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 26 

21A.15.550 Geotechnical engineer. 27 

“Geotechnical engineer” means a practicing geotechnical/civil engineer licensed as a professional civil 28 

engineer by the state of Washington who has at least four years of professional employment as a 29 

geotechnical engineer. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 30 

21A.15.575 Hypereutrophic. 31 

“Hypereutrophic” means a trophic status characterized by high algal productivity, intense algal blooms, fish 32 

kills due to oxygen depletion in the bottom waters, frequent recreational use impairment, summer 33 

chlorophyll a concentration greater than 10 micrograms/liter, a summer Secchi depth generally less than two 34 

meters, and a winter total phosphorus concentration greater than 30 micrograms/liter.  35 

21A.15.620 Lake Management Plan. 36 
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“Lake management plan” means the plan (and supporting documents as appropriate) describing the lake 1 

management recommendations and requirements.  2 

21A.15.670 Landscaping. 3 

“Landscaping” means live vegetative materials required for a development. Said materials provided along the 4 

boundaries of a development site are referred to as perimeter landscaping. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 5 

21A.15.675 Landslide. 6 

“Landslide” means episodic downslope movement of a mass including, but not limited to, soil, rock or snow. 7 

(Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 8 

21A.15.680 Landslide hazard areas. 9 

“Landslide hazard areas” means those areas in the City of Sammamish potentially subject to risk of mass 10 

movement due to a combination of geologic, topographic, and hydrologic factors. These areas are typically 11 

susceptible to landslides because of a combination of factors including: bedrock, soil, slope gradient, slope 12 

aspect, geologic structure, groundwater, or other factors. Landslide hazard areas include the following: 13 

(1) Areas of historic failures, such as: 14 

(a) Those areas delineated by the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Natural Resources Conservation 15 

Service as having a “severe” limitation for building site development; 16 

(b) Areas designated as quaternary slumps, earthflows, mudflows, or landslides on maps published by 17 

the U.S. Geological Survey or Department of Natural Resources; 18 

(2) Areas that have shown movement during the Holocene epoch, from 10,000 years ago to the present, or 19 

which are underlain by mass wastage debris from that epoch; 20 

(3) Any area with all three of the following characteristics: 21 

(a) Slopes steeper than 15 percent; and 22 

(b) Hillsides intersecting geologic contacts with a relatively permeable sediment overlying a relatively 23 

impermeable sediment or bedrock; and 24 

(c) Springs or groundwater seepage; 25 

(4) Areas with a slope of 40 percent or steeper and with a vertical relief of 10 or more feet except areas 26 

composed of consolidated rock. A slope is delineated by establishing its toe and top, as defined in SMC 27 

21A.15.1230, and measured by averaging the inclination over at least 10 feet of vertical relief; 28 

(5) Slopes that are parallel or subparallel to planes of weakness (such as bedding planes, joint systems, and 29 

fault planes) in subsurface materials; 30 

(6) Slopes having gradients steeper than 80 percent subject to rock fall during seismic shaking; 31 
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(7) Areas potentially unstable because of rapid stream incision, stream bank erosion or undercutting by wave 1 

action; and 2 

(8) Landslide hazard areas do not include those areas composed of slopes greater than 40 percent that were 3 

created from a previously non‐landslide hazard area through legal grading activity and that are confirmed to 4 

be stable by a qualified professional. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 2; Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 5 

21A.15.XXX Maintenance.  “Maintenance” means those usual acts to prevent a decline, lapse or cessation 6 

from a lawfully established condition or use.  Maintenance may include, but is not limited to, pruning, plant 7 

material replaced with alternate plant material, hardscape replaced with alternate hardscape, hardscape 8 

replaced with plant material. 9 

21A.15.720 Mesotrophic. 10 

“Mesotrophic” means a trophic status characterized by moderate algal productivity, oxygen depletion in the 11 

bottom waters, usually no recreational use impairment, summer chlorophyll a concentration averaging four 12 

to 10 micrograms/liter, a summer Secchi depth of two to five meters, and a winter total phosphorus 13 

concentration ranging from 10 to 20 micrograms/liter.  14 

21A.15.XXX Microclimate.  “Microclimate” means a climatic condition in a relatively small area, within a few 15 

feet above and below the Earth's surface and within canopies of vegetation. Microclimates are affected by 16 

such factors as temperature, humidity, wind and turbulence, dew, frost, heat balance, evaporation, the 17 

nature of the soil and vegetation, the local topography, latitude, elevation, and season. Weather and climate 18 

are sometimes influenced by microclimatic conditions, especially by variations in surface characteristics. 19 

21A.15.751 Mitigation bank. 20 

“Mitigation bank” means a property that has been protected in perpetuity, and approved by appropriate 21 

City, state, and federal agencies expressly for the purpose of providing compensatory mitigation in advance 22 

of authorized impacts through restoration, creation, and/or enhancement of wetlands, and in exceptional 23 

circumstances, preservation of adjacent wetlands, wetland buffers, and/or other aquatic resources. (Ord. 24 

O2003‐132 § 10) 25 

21A.15.752 Mitigation banking. 26 

“Mitigation banking” means a system for providing compensatory mitigation in advance of authorized 27 

wetland impacts of development in the City in which credits are generated through restoration, creation, 28 

and/or enhancement of wetlands, and in exceptional circumstances, preservation of adjacent wetlands, 29 

wetland buffers, and/or other aquatic resources. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 30 

21A.15.765 Monitoring. 31 

“Monitoring” means evaluating the impacts of development proposals on biologic, hydrologic, and geologic 32 

systems and assessing the performance of required mitigation through the collection and analysis of data for 33 

the purpose of understanding and documenting changes in natural ecosystems, functions and features 34 

including, but not limited to, gathering baseline data. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 35 

21A.15.790 Native vegetation. 36 
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“Native vegetation” means vegetation comprised of plant species, other than noxious weeds, which are 1 

indigenous to the coastal region of the Pacific Northwest and that reasonably could have been expected to 2 

naturally occur on the site. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 2; Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 3 

21A.15.794 Naturalized species. 4 

“Naturalized species” means non‐native species of vegetation that are adaptable to the climatic conditions of 5 

the coastal region of the Pacific Northwest. (Ord. O2011‐300 § 1 (Att. A); Ord. O2003‐132 § 10. Formerly 6 

21A.15.795) 7 

21A.15.795 Naturally occurring ponds. 8 

See “Ponds, naturally occurring,” SMC 21A.15.898. (Ord. O2011‐300 § 1 (Att. A); Ord. O2005‐193 § 2. 9 

Formerly 21A.15.796) 10 

21A.15.810 Oligotrophic. 11 

“Oligotrophic” means a trophic status characterized by low algal productivity, algal blooms are rare, water 12 

clarity is high, all recreational uses unimpaired, summer chlorophyll a concentration average less than four 13 

micrograms/liter, a summer Secchi depth greater than five meters, and a winter total phosphorus 14 

concentration ranging from zero to 10 micrograms/liter. 15 

21A.15.825 Ordinary high water mark. 16 

“Ordinary high water mark” means the mark found by examining the bed and banks of a stream, lake, or tidal 17 

water and ascertaining where the presence and action of waters are so common and long maintained in 18 

ordinary years as to mark upon the soil a vegetative character distinct from that of the abutting upland. In 19 

any area where the ordinary high water mark cannot be found, the line of mean high water shall substitute. 20 

In any area where neither can be found, the top of the channel bank shall substitute. In braided channels and 21 

alluvial fans, the ordinary high water mark or line of mean high water shall be measured so as to include the 22 

entire stream feature. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 23 

21A.15.850 Phosphorus. 24 

“Phosphorus” means elemental phosphorus and for the purposes of this section shall be measured as total 25 

phosphorus. 26 

21A.15.855 Phosphorus concentration. 27 

“Phosphorus concentration” means the mass of phosphorus per liquid volume. 28 

21A.15.860 Phosphorus loading. 29 

“Phosphorus loading” means the total mass of phosphorus per time basis. 30 

21A.15.898 Ponds, naturally occurring. 31 

“Ponds, naturally occurring” means those surface water bodies under 20 acres and their submerged aquatic 32 

beds that provide fish or wildlife habitat, including those manmade ponds intentionally created in order to 33 

mitigate critical area impacts. Naturally occurring ponds do not include ponds deliberately designed and 34 

created from dry sites for other reasons such as canals, detention facilities, wastewater treatment facilities, 35 
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farm ponds, temporary construction ponds, and landscape amenities, unless such artificial ponds were 1 

intentionally created for mitigation. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 2) 2 

21A.15.942 Qualified professional. 3 

“Qualified professional” means a person with experience and training in the applicable field or critical area. A 4 

qualified professional must have obtained a B.S. or B.A. or equivalent degree in biology, engineering, 5 

environmental studies, fisheries, geomorphology or a related field, and two years of related work experience. 6 

(1) A qualified professional for watercourses, wetlands, and wildlife habitat conservation areas must have a 7 

degree in biology or a related field and relevant professional experience. 8 

(2) A qualified professional for preparing geotechnical reports and geotechnical design recommendations 9 

must be a professional geotechnical engineer or geologist licensed in the state of Washington. Identification 10 

of geologic hazards may be performed by geologists or other geology professionals with experience 11 

identifying geologic hazards. 12 

(3) A qualified professional for preparing critical aquifer recharge reports must be a professional 13 

hydrogeologist or geologist licensed in the state of Washington. 14 

21A.15.1000 Restoration. 15 

“Restoration” means returning a stream, wetland, other sensitive area or any associated buffer to a state in 16 

which its stability and functions approach its unaltered state as closely as possible. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 17 

21A.15.XXXX Riparian. 18 

“Riparian” means the area adjacent to flowing or standing freshwater aquatic systems. Riparian habitat 19 

encompasses the area beginning at the ordinary high water mark and extends to that portion of the 20 

terrestrial landscape that is influenced by, or that directly influences, the aquatic ecosystem. In riparian 21 

systems, the vegetation, water tables, soils, microclimate, and wildlife inhabitants of terrestrial ecosystems 22 

are often influenced by perennial or intermittent water. Simultaneously, adjacent vegetation, nutrient and 23 

sediment loading, terrestrial wildlife, as well as organic and inorganic debris influence the biological and 24 

physical properties of the aquatic ecosystem. Riparian habitat includes the entire extent of the floodplain and 25 

riparian areas of wetlands that are directly connected to stream courses or other freshwater. 26 

21A.15.1015 Salmonid.  27 

“Salmonid” means a member of the fish family Salmonidae, including: 28 

(1) Chinook, coho, chum, sockeye and pink salmon; 29 

(2) Rainbow, steelhead and cutthroat salmon; 30 

(3) Brown trout; 31 

(4) Brook and dolly varden char; 32 

(5) Kokanee; and 33 
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(6) Whitefish. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 1 

21A.15.1045 Seismic hazard areas. 2 

“Seismic hazard areas” means those areas mapped as moderate to high and high liquefaction susceptibility 3 

and peat deposits on the Liquefaction Susceptibility Map of King County, Washington, Washington Division of 4 

Geology and Earth Sciences, OFR 2004‐20, Palmer et al., September, 2004 as revised.those areas in the City 5 

subject to severe risk of earthquake damage as a result of soil liquefaction in areas underlain by cohesionless 6 

soils of low density and usually in association with a shallow groundwater table or of other seismically 7 

induced settlement. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 8 

21A.15.1070 Setback. 9 

“Setback” means the minimum required distance between a structure and a specified line such as a lot, 10 

easement or buffer line that is required to remain free of structures. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 11 

21A.15.1230 Steep slope hazard areas. 12 

“Steep slope hazard areas” means those landslide hazard areas in the City on slopes 40 percent or steeper 13 

within a vertical elevation change of at least 10 feet. A slope is delineated by establishing its toe and top and 14 

is measured by averaging the inclination over at least 10 feet of vertical relief. For the purpose of this 15 

definition: 16 

(1) The toe of a slope is a distinct topographic break in slope that separates slopes inclined at less than 40 17 

percent from slopes 40 percent or steeper. Where no distinct break exists, the toe of a steep slope is the 18 

lowermost limit of the area where the ground surface drops 10 feet or more vertically within a horizontal 19 

distance of 25 feet; and 20 

(2) The top of a slope is a distinct, topographic break in slope that separates slopes inclined at less than 40 21 

percent from slopes 40 percent or steeper. Where no distinct break exists, the top of a steep slope is the 22 

uppermost limit of the area where the ground surface drops 10 feet or more vertically within a horizontal 23 

distance of 25 feet. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 2; Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 24 

(3) A distinct topographic break occurs when the change in gradient is less than 5 feet vertically within a  25 

horizontal distance of 25 feet. 26 

21A.15.1235 Stream functions.  27 

“Stream functions” means natural processes performed by streams including functions that are important in 28 

facilitating food chain production, providing habitat for nesting, rearing, and resting sites for aquatic, 29 

terrestrial, and avian species, maintaining the availability and quality of water, such as purifying water, acting 30 

as recharge and discharge areas for groundwater aquifers, moderating surface and storm water flows and 31 

maintaining the free flowing conveyance of water, sediments, and other organic matter. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 32 

10) 33 

21A.15.1240 Streams. 34 

“Streams” means those areas in the City where surface waters produce a defined channel or bed, not 35 

including irrigation ditches, canals, storm or storm water runoff conveyance devices or other entirely artificial 36 

watercourses, unless they are used by salmonids or are used to convey streams naturally occurring prior to 37 
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construction of such watercourses. For the purpose of this definition, a defined channel or bed is an area that 1 

demonstrates clear evidence of the passage of water and includes, but is not limited to, bedrock channels, 2 

gravel beds, sand and silt beds, and defined‐channel swales. The channel or bed need not contain water 3 

year‐round. For the purpose of defining the following categories of streams, normal rainfall is rainfall that is 4 

at or near the mean of the accumulated annual rainfall record, based upon the water year for King County as 5 

recorded at the Seattle‐Tacoma International Airport. 6 

(1) Streams shall be classified according to the following criteria: 7 

(a) Type S streams are all streams inventoried as “shorelines of the state” under the City’s shoreline 8 

master program. No Type S streams have been identified in the City as of September 1, 2005. 9 

(b) Type F streams are those streams that are used by salmonids, have the potential to support 10 

salmonid uses, or that have been identified as being of special significance. Streams of special 11 

significance are those perennial reaches designated by the City based on historic fish presence and/or 12 

the probability of restoration of the following: 13 

(i) George Davis Creek; 14 

(ii) Ebright Creek; 15 

(iii) Pine Lake Creek; and 16 

(iv) Laughing Jacobs Creek, below Laughing Jacobs Lake. 17 

(c) Type Np streams which are perennial during a year of normal rainfall and do not have the potential 18 

to be used by salmonids. Type Np streams include the intermittent dry portions of the perennial 19 

channel below the uppermost point of perennial flow. If the uppermost point of perennial flow cannot 20 

be identified with simple, nontechnical observations, then the point of perennial flow should be 21 

determined using the best professional judgment of a qualified professional. 22 

(d) Type Ns streams which are seasonal or ephemeral during a year of normal rainfall and do not have 23 

the potential to be used by salmonids. 24 

(2) For the purposes of this definition, “used by salmonids” and “potential to support salmonid uses” is 25 

presumed for: 26 

(a) Streams where naturally reoccurring use by salmonid populations has been documented by a 27 

government agency; 28 

(b) Streams that are fish passable by salmonid populations from Lake Sammamish, as determined by a 29 

qualified professional based on review of stream flow, gradient and barriers and criteria for fish 30 

passability established by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife; and 31 
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(c) Streams that are planned for restoration in a six‐year capital improvement plan adopted by a 1 

government agency that will result in a fish passable connection to Lake Sammamish. (Ord. O2005‐193 2 

§ 2; Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 3 

21A.15.1265 Submerged land. 4 

“Submerged land” means any land at or below the ordinary high water mark. (Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 5 

21A.15.1275 Total phosphorus. 6 

“Total phosphorus” means the phosphorus concentration as determined by a state‐certified analytical 7 

laboratory using EPA 365.3 or SM 4500‐P‐B, E or an equivalent method. 8 

21A.15.1285 Trails. 9 

“Trails” means manmade pathways designed and intended for use by pedestrians, bicyclists, equestrians, 10 

and/or recreational users. Trails may be paved or unpaved, and may be intended and constructed for 11 

transportation, recreation, and nature contact and enjoyment. Types of trails are described and defined in 12 

the park and recreation plan, trails, bikeways and paths plan, or elsewhere in the city comprehensive plan. 13 

(Ord. O2005‐172 § 2; Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 14 

21A.15.1295 Trophic state index. 15 

“Trophic state index” means a classification system which uses algal biomass as the basis for classification 16 

which can be independently measured by chlorophyll a, Secchi depth, and total phosphorus concentration. 17 

21A.15.1300 Trophic status. 18 

“Trophic status” means a classification which defines lake quality by the degree of biological productivity. 19 

21A.15.1390 Wet meadows, grazed. 20 

“Wet meadows, grazed” means palustrine emergent wetlands typically having up to six inches of standing 21 

water during the wet season and dominated under normal conditions by meadow emergents such as reed 22 

canary grass, spike rushes, bulrushes, sedges and rushes. During the growing season, the soil is often 23 

saturated but not covered with water. These meadows have been frequently used for livestock activities. 24 

(Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 25 

21A.15.1395 Wetland edge. 26 

“Wetland edge” means the line delineating the outer edge of a wetland, as determined by application of the 27 

federal 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory, 1987) and the United States Army 28 

Corps of Engineers (USACE) Interim Regional Supplement for Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 29 

(USACE, 2010), or such other manual(s) adopted by the Department consistent with RCW 90.58.380 and WAC 30 

173‐22‐035, as amended.consistent with the Washington State Wetlands and Delineation Manual (1997, as 31 

amended). (Ord. O2005‐193 § 2; Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 32 

21A.15.1400 Wetland, forested. 33 

“Wetland, forested” means a wetland that is characterized by woody vegetation at least 20 feet tall. (Ord. 34 

O2003‐132 § 10) 35 

21A.15.1405 Wetland functions. 36 
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“Wetland functions” means natural processes performed by wetlands including functions that are important 1 

in facilitating food chain production, providing habitat for nesting, rearing, and resting sites for aquatic, 2 

terrestrial, and avian species, maintaining the availability and quality of water, acting as recharge and 3 

discharge areas for groundwater aquifers and moderating surface and storm water flows, as well as 4 

performing other functions including, but not limited to, those set forth in 33 CFR 320.4(b)(2), 1988. (Ord. 5 

O2003‐132 § 10) 6 

21A.15.1410 Wetland, isolated. 7 

“Wetland, isolated” means a wetland that is hydrologically isolated from other wetlands or streams, does not 8 

have permanent open water, and is determined to be of low functionaquatic resources.  Isolated wetlands 9 

may perform important functions and are protected by state law (RCW 90.48) whether or not they are 10 

protected by federal law. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 2; Ord. O2003‐132 § 10) 11 

21A.15.1415 Wetlands. 12 

“Wetlands” are those areas in the City of Sammamish designated in accordance with the federal 1987 13 

Wetland Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory, 1987) and the United States Army Corps of 14 

Engineers (USACE) Interim Regional Supplement for Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region (USACE, 15 

2010), or such other manuals adopted by the Department of Ecology pursuant to RCW 90.58.380 and WAC 16 

173‐22‐035, as amended.Washington State Wetlands Identification and Delineation Manual (1997, as 17 

amended). Wetlands are areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and 18 

duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation 19 

typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs and 20 

similar areas. Wetlands do not include those artificial wetlands intentionally created from nonwetland sites, 21 

including, but not limited to, irrigation and drainage ditches, grass‐lined swales, canals, detention facilities, 22 

wastewater treatment facilities, farm ponds, and landscape amenities, or those wetlands created after July 1, 23 

1990, that were unintentionally created as a result of the construction of a road, street, or highway. 24 

Wetlands may include those artificial wetlands intentionally created from nonwetland areas to mitigate the 25 

conversion of wetlands. 26 

Wetlands shall be rated according to the Washington State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington 27 

(Department of Ecology, 2004, or as revised). This document contains the definitions, methods and a rating 28 

form for determining the categorization of wetlands described below:  29 

(1) Category 1. Category 1 wetlands include those that receive a score of greater than or equal to 70 based 30 

on functions, or those that are rated Category 1 based on special characteristics as defined in the rating form. 31 

(2) Category 2. Category 2 wetlands include those that receive a score of 51 through 69 based on functions, 32 

or those that are rated Category 2 based on special characteristics as defined in the rating form. 33 

(3) Category 3. Category 3 wetlands include those that receive a score of 30 through 50 based on functions. 34 

(4) Category 4. Category 4 wetlands score less than 30 points based on functions. (Ord. O2005‐193 § 2; Ord. 35 

O2003‐132 § 10) 36 

21A.15.14XX Wetlands of Local Significance. 37 
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“Wetlands of local significance” include the wetland identified in the King Council Wetlands Inventory (1990) 1 

as the East lake Sammamish #21 wetland (North Beaver Lake Bog), and others as designated by the City 2 

Council.  Wetlands of local significance shall be subject to greater protection and environmental education 3 

efforts where possible. 4 

 5 
Chapter 21A.70 6 

NONCONFORMANCE, TEMPORARY USES, AND RE‐USE OF FACILITIES 7 

21A.70.020 Nonconformance – Applicability.  8 

(1) All nonconformances except nonconforming uses and improvements related to the provisions of SMC 9 

21A.50, shall be subject to the provisions of this chapter. 10 

(2) The provisions of this chapter do not supersede or relieve a property owner from compliance with: 11 

(a) The requirements of the Uniform Building and Fire Codes; or 12 

(b) The provisions of this code beyond the specific nonconformance addressed by this chapter. (Ord. 13 

O99‐29 § 1) 14 

   15 
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25.02.010 Definitions. 1 

… 2 

(17) Buffer. “Buffer” means a critical area buffer as designated by regulations in Chapter 21A.50 SMC and defined in 3 

Section 21A.15.122 SMC. 4 

… 5 

(49) Maintenance. “Maintenance” means those usual acts to prevent a decline, lapse or cessation from a lawfully 6 

established condition or use. Maintenance may include, but is not limited to, pruning, plant material replaced with 7 

alternate plant material, hardscape replaced with alternate hardscape, hardscape replaced with plant material. 8 

… 9 

25.02.020 Scope of chapter. 10 

This chapter contains definitions of technical and procedural terms used throughout the Sammamish Municipal Code. 11 

The definitions in this chapter supplement those in Chapter 21A.15 SMC and the Standard Industrial Classification 12 

Manual (SIC).  Where there is a conflict between a definition in Chapter 21A.15 SMC and this chapter, the definition 13 

herein shall apply. 14 

25.01.070 Critical Areas Regulations Incorporated by Reference  15 

Provisions of the Sammamish Critical Areas Ordinance codified in SMC 21A.50 exclusive of SMC 21A.50.050 (Complete 16 

exemptions), SMC 21A.50.060 (Partial Exemptions), SMC 21A.50.070 (Exceptions), and SMC 21A.50.400 (Sunset 17 

provisions) are considered part of this SMP. 18 

25.08.100 Existing development. 19 

(1) Existing single‐family homes, other structures, existing uses, and appurtenances that were legally established prior to 20 

the effective date of this SMP are considered to be conforming to the SMP. Additions, expansion or reconstruction must 21 

meet the provisions of the SMP.  22 

(ba) Structures Not Meeting Current Regulations Other Than Critical Areas Requirements. 23 

(i) Reconstruction, replacement, or expansion of the exterior footprint of an existing, legally established 24 

structure not meeting current regulations is allowed; provided, that the addition or reconstruction does not 25 

increase the noncompliance to current regulations. 26 
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(ii) Replacement may be allowed in a different location not meeting current regulations if a determination is 1 

made by the City that the new location results in less impact to shoreline functions than replacement in the 2 

existing footprint.  3 

(iii) Existing structures that were legally established but which are not meeting current regulations with regard 4 

to the setback, area, bulk, height or density standards established by this program may be maintained, 5 

reconstructed, or repaired; provided, that the maintenance/reconstruction/repair does not increase the extent 6 

of noncompliance with current regulations by encroaching upon or extending into the building setback area or 7 

shoreline setback or other area where new construction or use would not be allowed.  8 

(iv) If a structure not meeting current regulations is damaged by fire, explosion, or other casualty and/or 9 

natural disaster, it may be reconstructed to match the footprint that existed immediately prior to the time the 10 

damage occurred or in accordance with subsection (1)(b) of this section; provided, that all of the following 11 

criteria are met:  12 

(A) The owner(s) submit a complete application within 24 months of the date the damage occurred; 13 

and  14 

(B) All permits are issued within two years of initial submittal of the complete application, and the 15 

restoration is completed within two years of permit issuance. This period may be extended for one 16 

additional year by the director if the applicant has submitted the applications necessary to establish 17 

the use or activity and has provided written justification for the extension; and  18 

(C) If a structure not meeting current regulations is damaged by fire, explosion, or other casualty 19 

and/or natural disaster and these criteria are not met, the City may require the applicant to plant the 20 

vegetation enhancement area with native trees and shrubs in accordance with SMC 25.06.020.  21 

(v) A structure not meeting current regulations that is moved outside the existing footprint must be brought 22 

into conformance with this program and Chapter 90.58 RCW, except as allowed by subsection (1)(b) of this 23 

section.  24 

(vi) Allowances. The following developments, activities and uses are allowed, provided such activities are 25 

otherwise consistent with this program and other applicable regulations and law. The director may apply 26 

conditions to an underlying permit or approval to ensure that the activities are consistent with the provisions 27 

of the program.  28 

(A) Structural modification of, addition to or replacement of existing legally created structures, except 29 

single detached residences, in existence before the effective date of the program, which do not meet 30 
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the current shoreline setback or building setback requirements if the modification, addition, 1 

replacement or related activity does not increase the existing footprint of the structure lying within 2 

the above‐described shoreline setback or building setback area.  3 

(B) Structural modification of, or replacement of legally created single detached residences in 4 

existence before the effective date of the program, that do not meet the current shoreline setback or 5 

building setback, if:  6 

(1) The modification, addition, replacement or related activity does not increase the existing 7 

total footprint of the residence and associated impervious surface lying within the shoreline 8 

or building setback area more than 200 feet over that existing before the effective date of the 9 

program; and 10 

(2) No portion of the modification, addition or replacement is located closer to the OHWM. 11 

This allowance may only be used once.  12 

(3) Mitigation proportional (1:1) to the setback area impacted is required through planting of 13 

the VEA in accordance with the standards of this program.  14 

(C) Structural modification of, or replacement of legally created single detached residences in 15 

existence before the effective date of the program, which do not meet the current shoreline setback 16 

or building setback, if: 17 

(1) The footprint expansion extends landward (to the rear) from the existing structure 18 

footprint and maintains the same interior lot line setback distances up to the shoreline 19 

setback line (known as the “shadow” of the existing structure). 20 

(2) Mitigation proportional (1:1) to the setback area impacted is required through planting of 21 

the VEA in accordance with the standards of this program. If the area impacted is over 500 22 

square feet, the entire 15‐foot VEA shall be vegetated with the exception of the allowed 23 

active use area.  24 

 (a) Allowed Activities in Critical Areas. The following developments, activities and uses are allowed, provided such 25 

activities are otherwise consistent with this program and other applicable regulations. The director may apply 26 

conditions to an underlying permit or approval to ensure that the activities are consistent with the provisions of this 27 

chapter. 28 
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(i) Structural modification of, addition to or replacement of existing legally created structures, except 1 

single detached residences in existence before November 27, 1990, which do not meet the building 2 

setback or buffer requirements for wetlands, streams, ponds or landslide hazard areas if the modification, 3 

addition, replacement or related activity does not increase the existing footprint of the structure lying 4 

within the above‐described building setback area, critical area or buffer. 5 

(ii) Structural modification of, addition to or replacement of legally created single detached residences in 6 

existence before November 27, 1990, which do not meet the building setback or buffer requirements for 7 

wetlands, streams, ponds or landslide hazard areas if the modification, addition, replacement or related 8 

activity does not increase the existing total footprint of the residence and associated impervious surface 9 

lying within the above‐described buffer or building setback area by more than 1,000 square feet over that 10 

existing before November 27, 1990, and no portion of the modification, addition or replacement is located 11 

closer to the critical area. Mitigation of impacts to critical areas or buffers disturbed is required and shall 12 

be evaluated to assure no net loss of ecological function.  13 

(iii) Maintenance or repair of structures that do not meet the development standards of this chapter for 14 

landslide or seismic hazard areas if the maintenance or repair does not increase the footprint of the 15 

structure and there is no increased risk to life or property as a result of the proposed maintenance or 16 

repair. 17 

(iv) Conservation, Preservation, Restoration and/or Enhancement. 18 

(A) Conservation and preservation of soil, water, vegetation, fish and other wildlife that does not 19 

entail alteration of the location, size, dimensions or functions of an existing critical area or buffer; and 20 

(B) Restoration and enhancement of critical areas or buffers; provided, that actions do not alter the 21 

location, dimensions or size of the critical area or buffer; that actions improve and do not reduce the 22 

existing quality or functions of the critical areas or buffers; and that actions are implemented 23 

according to a restoration or enhancement plan that has been approved by the City of Sammamish. 24 

(C) Existing and ongoing agriculture and grazing of livestock is allowed subject to any limitations 25 

established by law, if the agriculture or grazing activity was in existence before (1) Maintenance of 26 

Existing Improvements. Existing single detached dwelling units, other structures, landscaping, and 27 

other existing uses that do not meet the requirements of this chapter, which were legally established 28 

according to the regulations in place at their time of establishment, may be maintained and no critical 29 

areas study or review is required. 30 

Exhibit 1



Attachment A 

 
94 | P a g e  

 

 1 

(2) Modifications of Existing Improvements. Addition, expansion, reconstruction or revision of existing 2 

building(s) or other structures is subject to the following: 3 

(a) Modification or Replacement. Structural modification or replacement of legally established 4 

structures that do not meet the building setback or buffer requirements for wetlands, streams, fish 5 

and wildlife habitat conservation areas, wildlife habitat corridors, or landslide hazard areas is allowed 6 

if the modification, replacement or related activity does not increase the existing footprint of the 7 

structure lying within the critical area, buffer or building setback area, and there is no increased risk to 8 

life or property. 9 

(b) Expansions of Single Detached Dwelling Units and Accessory Dwelling Units. Structural modification 10 

of, addition to, or replacement of legally created single detached dwelling unit(s) and accessory 11 

dwelling unit(s) and associated impervious surfaces that do not meet the applicable building setback 12 

or buffer requirements for wetlands, streams, fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas, or landslide 13 

hazard areas are allowed a one‐time up to 1,000 square foot increase in the existing total footprint of 14 

the single detached dwelling unit(s) and accessory dwelling unit(s) and associated impervious surface 15 

areas lying within the buffer or building setback subject to the following: 16 

(i) If the existing legally created single detached dwelling unit(s) and accessory dwelling unit(s) and 17 

associated impervious surfaces are located within the building setback or buffer required for a 18 

landslide hazard area, a critical areas study must be supplied consistent with the provisions of SMC 19 

21A.50.130 and approved by the City that demonstrates that there will be no increased risk to life or 20 

property by the proposed footprint expansion; 21 

(ii) If the existing legally created single detached dwelling unit(s) and accessory dwelling unit(s) and 22 

associated impervious surfaces are located over or within a wetland, stream, or landslide hazard area, 23 

no further expansion within the wetland, stream, or landslide hazard area is allowed; and 24 

(iii) If an existing legally created single detached dwelling unit and an accessory dwelling unit and 25 

associated impervious surfaces are located within the building setback or buffer for a stream or 26 

wetland, or within a fish and wildlife habitat conservation area: 27 

 28 
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(A) No portion of the modification, addition or replacement may be located closer to a wetland or 1 

stream than the nearest extent of the existing single detached dwelling unit, except as provided under 2 

subsection (2)(b)(iii)(B) of this section. 3 

(B) When there is an intervening single detached dwelling unit(s) or accessory dwelling unit(s) on a 4 

perpendicular line in between the subject wetland or stream and a single detached dwelling unit or 5 

accessory dwelling unit that is proposed to be modified, added to, or replaced, the modification, 6 

addition or replacement may be located closer to the wetland or stream, provided no portion of the 7 

modification, addition or replacement is located closer than 50 feet to the wetland or stream. 8 

(C) Modifications, additions, or replacements authorized under this subsection shall meet the 9 

following criteria: 10 

(1) A critical areas study approved by the City demonstrates a net improvement in hydrologic and 11 

habitat values to the subject affected wetland, stream, fish and wildlife habitat conservation area 12 

through restoration of degraded areas and/or buffer or through provision of additional vegetated 13 

buffer; and 14 

(2) Mitigation of impacts to disturbed critical areas or buffers is provided in accordance with this 15 

chapter.November 27, 1990. 16 

(2) Maintenance of Existing Improvements. Existing single detached dwelling units, other structures, landscaping, and 17 

other existing uses that do not meet the requirements of this chapter, which were legally established according to the 18 

regulations in place at their time of establishment, may be maintained and no critical areas study or review is required. 19 

(3) Modifications of Existing Improvements. Addition, expansion, reconstruction or revision of existing building(s) or 20 

other structures is subject to the following: 21 

(a) Modification or Replacement. Structural modification or replacement of legally established structures that do 22 

not meet the building setback or buffer requirements for wetlands, streams, fish and wildlife habitat conservation 23 

areas, wildlife habitat corridors, or landslide hazard areas is allowed if the modification, replacement or related 24 

activity does not increase the existing footprint of the structure lying within the critical area, buffer or building 25 

setback area, and there is no increased risk to life or property. 26 

(b) Expansions of Single Detached Dwelling Units and Accessory Dwelling Units. Structural modification of, addition 27 

to, or replacement of legally created single detached dwelling unit(s) and accessory dwelling unit(s) and associated 28 

impervious surfaces that do not meet the applicable building setback or buffer requirements for wetlands, streams, 29 

fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas, or landslide hazard areas are allowed a one‐time up to 1,000 square 30 
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foot increase in the existing total footprint of the single detached dwelling unit(s) and accessory dwelling unit(s) and 1 

associated impervious surface areas lying within the buffer or building setback subject to the following: 2 

(i) If the existing legally created single detached dwelling unit(s) and accessory dwelling unit(s) and associated 3 

impervious surfaces are located within the building setback or buffer required for a landslide hazard area, a 4 

critical areas study must be supplied consistent with the provisions of SMC 21A.50.130 and approved by the 5 

City that demonstrates that there will be no increased risk to life or property by the proposed footprint 6 

expansion; 7 

(ii) If the existing legally created single detached dwelling unit(s) and accessory dwelling unit(s) and associated 8 

impervious surfaces are located over or within a wetland, stream, or landslide hazard area, no further 9 

expansion within the wetland, stream, or landslide hazard area is allowed; and 10 

(iii) If an existing legally created single detached dwelling unit and an accessory dwelling unit and associated 11 

impervious surfaces are located within the building setback or buffer for a stream or wetland, or within a fish 12 

and wildlife habitat conservation area: 13 

 (A) No portion of the modification, addition or replacement may be located closer to a wetland or stream 14 

than the nearest extent of the existing single detached dwelling unit, except as provided under subsection 15 

(2)(b)(iii)(B) of this section. 16 

(B) When there is an intervening single detached dwelling unit(s) or accessory dwelling unit(s) on a 17 

perpendicular line in between the subject wetland or stream and a single detached dwelling unit or 18 

accessory dwelling unit that is proposed to be modified, added to, or replaced, the modification, addition 19 

or replacement may be located closer to the wetland or stream, provided no portion of the modification, 20 

addition or replacement is located closer than 50 feet to the wetland or stream. 21 

 (C) Modifications, additions, or replacements authorized under this subsection shall meet the following 22 

criteria: 23 

1) A critical areas study approved by the City demonstrates a net improvement in hydrologic and habitat 24 

values to the subject affected wetland, stream, fish and wildlife habitat conservation area through 25 

restoration of degraded areas and/or buffer or through provision of additional vegetated buffer; and 26 

(2) Mitigation of impacts to disturbed critical areas or buffers is provided in accordance with this 27 

chapter. 28 
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(c) Expansions of Buildings in Commercial Zoning Districts. Structural modification of, addition to, or replacement of 1 

legally created buildings and associated impervious surfaces located in the community business, neighborhood 2 

business, office, and Town Center A zones, that do not meet the applicable building setback or buffer requirements 3 

for wetlands, streams, fish and wildlife habitat conservation area, or landslide hazard areas are allowed a one‐time 4 

up to 1,000 square foot increase in the existing total footprint of the building and associated impervious surface 5 

areas lying within the buffer or building setback subject to the following: 6 

(i) If the existing legally created building(s) and associated impervious surfaces are located within the building 7 

setback or buffer required for a landslide hazard area, a critical areas study must be supplied consistent with 8 

the provisions of SMC 21A.50.130 and approved by the City that demonstrates that there will be no increased 9 

risk to life or property by the proposed footprint expansion; 10 

(ii) If the existing legally created building(s) and associated impervious surfaces are located over or within a 11 

wetland, stream, or landslide hazard area, no further expansion within the wetland, stream, or landslide hazard 12 

area is allowed; and 13 

(iii) If an existing legally created building(s), and associated impervious surfaces, are located within the building 14 

setback or buffer for a stream or wetland, or within a fish and wildlife habitat conservation area: 15 

(A) No portion of the modification, addition or replacement may be located closer to a wetland or stream 16 

than the nearest extent of the existing building(s), except as provided under subsection (2)(c)(iii)(B) of this 17 

section. 18 

(B) When there is an intervening building(s) on a perpendicular line in between the subject wetland or 19 

stream and building(s) that is proposed to be modified, added to, or replaced, the modification, addition or 20 

replacement may be located closer to the wetland or stream, provided no portion of the modification, 21 

addition or replacement is located closer than 50 feet to the wetland or stream. 22 

(C) Modifications, additions, or replacements authorized under this subsection shall meet the following 23 

criteria: 24 

(1) A critical areas study approved by the City demonstrates that the proposed modification, addition, or 25 

replacements authorized by this subsection will also result in a net improvement in hydrologic and habitat 26 

values to the subject affected wetland, stream, fish and wildlife habitat conservation area through 27 

restoration of degraded areas and/or buffer or through provision of additional vegetated buffer; and 28 

(2) Mitigation of impacts to disturbed critical areas or buffers is provided in accordance with this chapter. 29 
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(4) Revisions to existing legally established landscaping are allowed subject to the following: 1 

(a) The landscaped area shall not be increased within the critical area or buffer; and 2 

(b) Landscaping features may be revised or replaced with similar features or features with less impact to the critical 3 

area or buffer, such that the remaining functions of the critical area and/or buffer are maintained or improved (e.g., 4 

plant material replaced with alternate plant material, hardscape replaced with alternate hardscape, hardscape 5 

replaced with plant material, etc.); and 6 

(c) Revisions authorized under this subsection shall not require a critical areas study. 7 

(5) Conservation, preservation, restoration and/or enhancement is allowed within critical areas or buffers subject to 8 

the following: 9 

(a) Conservation and preservation of soil, water, vegetation, and other fish and wildlife habitat is allowed where it 10 

does not include alteration of the location, size, dimensions or functions of an existing critical area or buffer. 11 

(b) Restoration and enhancement of critical areas or buffers is allowed; provided, that actions do not alter the 12 

location, dimensions or size of the critical area or buffer, that actions improve and do not reduce the existing 13 

quality or functions of the critical areas or buffers, and that actions are implemented according to a restoration or 14 

enhancement plan that has been approved by the City of Sammamish. 15 

(6) Select Vegetation Removal Activities. 16 

(a) Removal of nonnative or invasive Washington State and/or King County listed noxious weeds in an area of up to 17 

2,500 square feet within a critical area or buffer is allowed with no permit requirement if the following provisions 18 

are met: 19 

(i) The plants are removed using hand labor and/or light equipment; 20 

(ii) Soil disturbance is minimized and no filling or modification of soil contours occurs; 21 

(iii) Water quality is protected and there is no modification of hydrology patterns within the critical area or 22 

buffer; 23 

(iv) Native plants are protected from removal or damage; 24 

(v) Appropriate erosion‐control measures are used; 25 
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(vi) The area is replanted with a like kind and density of native vegetation following nonnative plant removal. 1 

For example, if dense nonnative blackberry is removed, at a minimum, dense native shrubs must be replanted 2 

following blackberry removal, though native trees and groundcover could also be included and are encouraged 3 

if desired; and 4 

(vii) Removal of nonnative or invasive plants authorized under this subsection shall not require a critical areas 5 

study. 6 

(b) For removal of nonnative vegetation in an area greater than 2,500 square feet, a clearing and grading permit is 7 

required and must be accompanied by a native plant restoration plan in accordance with applicable provisions of 8 

this chapter. A critical areas study may be required by the director. 9 

(7) Reconstruction or replacement of the exterior footprint of an existing, legally established structure not meeting 10 

current regulations is allowed; provided, that the addition or reconstruction does not increase the noncompliance to 11 

current regulations. A critical areas study may be required by the director. 12 

(a) Replacement may be allowed in a different location not meeting current regulations if a determination is made 13 

by the City that the new location results in less impact to environmentally critical area functions and values than 14 

replacement in the existing footprint. 15 

(b) Existing structures that were legally established but which are not meeting current regulations may be 16 

maintained, reconstructed, or repaired; provided, that the maintenance/reconstruction/repair does not increase 17 

the extent of noncompliance with current regulations by encroaching upon or extending into the environmentally 18 

critical areas or other area where new construction or use would not be allowed. 19 

(c) If a structure not meeting current regulations is damaged by fire, explosion, or other casualty and/or natural 20 

disaster or is otherwise demolished, it may be reconstructed to match the footprint that existed immediately prior 21 

to the time the damage occurred or in accordance with subsection (6)(a) of this section; provided, that all of the 22 

following criteria are met: 23 

(i) The owner(s) submit a complete application within 24 months of the date the damage occurred; and 24 

(ii) All permits are issued within two years of initial submittal of the complete application, and the restoration is 25 

completed within two years of permit issuance. This period may be extended for one additional year by the 26 

director if the applicant has submitted the applications necessary to establish the use or activity and has 27 

provided written justification for the extension. 28 
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(d) A structure not meeting current regulations that is moved outside the existing footprint must be brought into 1 

conformance with this chapter, except as allowed by subsection (6)(a) of this section. 2 

(8) A permit or approval sought as part of a development proposal where previous critical areas review has been 3 

completed is exempt from the provisions of this chapter and any administrative rules promulgated thereunder, except 4 

for the notice on title provisions, SMC 21A.50.180 and 21A.50.190, if: 5 

(a) The City previously reviewed all critical areas on the site; 6 

(b) There is no material change in the development proposal since the prior review that would affect a critical area; 7 

 (c) There is no new information available that is important to any critical area review of the site or particular critical 8 

area; 9 

(d) No more than five years have lapsed since the issuance of the permit or approval under which the prior review 10 

was conducted; provided, that the director may allow a longer time period if new review would be unlikely to 11 

provide new information about the critical area; and 12 

(e) The prior permit or approval, including any conditions, has been complied with.  13 

(92) Nonconforming Lots. An undeveloped lot, tract, parcel, site, or division of land located landward of the OHWM that 14 

was legally established prior to the effective date of this program, but which does not conform to the present lot size 15 

standards, may be developed subject to conformance to other applicable requirements of this program. 16 

(103) Nonconforming Uses. 17 

(a) Uses that were legally established prior to the adoption or amendment of this program and are nonconforming 18 

with regard to the use regulations of this program may continue as legal nonconforming uses.  19 

(b) An existing use designated as a conditional use that lawfully existed prior to the adoption or amendment of this 20 

program and which has not obtained a conditional use permit shall be considered a legal nonconforming use and 21 

may be continued subject to the provisions of this section without obtaining a conditional use permit. 22 

(c)  If a nonconforming use is discontinued for 12 consecutive months or for 12 months during any two‐year period, 23 

the nonconforming rights shall expire and any subsequent use shall be conforming unless in compliance with this 24 

program.  25 

 26 
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ATTACHMENT	A:		FINDINGS	AND	CONCLUSIONS	
FOR	PROPOSED	LIMITED	AMENDMENT	TO	THE	CITY	OF	SAMMAMISH	

SHORELINE	MASTER	PROGRAM	
 

SMP Submittal accepted January 17, 2014, Ordinance No. 02013‐350 
Prepared by Joe Burcar on March 2, 2016 

 
Brief	Description	of	Proposed	Amendment:		

The City of Sammamish submitted to Ecology for approval, a limited amendment to their Shoreline 
Master Program (SMP) incorporating revised standards from their updated environmental Critical 
Areas Ordinance (CAO). 
 
FINDINGS	OF	FACT	
	
Need for amendment. Following the City’s 2013 review of their environmental CAO, the proposed 
shoreline amendment intends to incorporate changes affecting the SMP to allow implementation of 
the updated CAO standards city‐wide. According to the City, the 2013 amendments were informed by 
an updated Best Available Science review, which they conclude will ensure adequate environmental 
protection while also providing flexibility for property owners developing sites constrained by 
environmental critical areas.  
 
SMP provisions to be changed by the amendment as proposed: As described within the City’s 
Cumulative Impact Analysis (ESA, 2013; 2): 

“The new (revised) ECA regulations as adopted by the Council maintain most of the critical areas 
protections incorporated by reference into the SMP. Some of the proposed amendments would alter 
the standards for wetlands, streams, fish and wildlife habitat conservations areas, and erosion 
hazards – all of which play an important role in maintaining shoreline ecological functions”.  

The amendment includes a number of changes that vary in significance to the SMP. As described in 
Ecology’s comments to the City in April of 2013, the most significant concerns are related to the 
proposed wetland amendments. 

The following table adapted from the City’s Cumulative Impact Analysis (ESA, 2013) provides a 
summary of the major revisions adopted by the City. The middle column of the table generally 
describes the City’s intent in making the revision and the right‐hand column describes the anticipated 
effect of the change on shoreline ecological functions as they are described by the City’s shoreline 
Inventory/Characterization report. 

CAO Section  Intent of Revision to CAO  Potential Effect – to Shoreline Ecologic Functions 

21A.50.350 (3)  
Streams – Mitigation 
requirements  

Allows fee‐in‐lieu mitigation for impacts to streams  Neutral or Beneficial, especially with use of 
mitigation” receiving” sites within City’s shoreline 
jurisdiction.  

21A.50.327  
Fish and wildlife habitat 
corridors.  

Alternative wildlife protection approach for fish 
and wildlife habitat corridors ‐ requires site specific 
analysis of wildlife habitats as opposed to reliance 
on outdated King County habitats map.  

Beneficial, especially for habitat functions.  

21A.50.060  
Allowances for existing 

New allowances for addition to existing single 
detached dwelling units and accessory dwelling 

Detailed analysis of potential cumulative impacts 
provided in Chapter 4.  
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CAO Section  Intent of Revision to CAO  Potential Effect – to Shoreline Ecologic Functions 

urban development and 
other uses  

units within critical areas buffers – allows for 
limited expansion of these structures within some 
ECA buffers which could weaken buffer protection.  

21A.50.310(4) & 
21A.50.315 (2)  
Wetlands – Mitigation 
requirements / 
Alternative mitigation  

Allows fee‐in‐lieu mitigation for allowed impacts to 
wetlands  

Neutral or Beneficial, especially with use of 
mitigation “receiving” sites within City’s shoreline 
jurisdiction.  

Wetlands – Mitigation 
requirements  

Revised wetland mitigation ratios – requires  
mitigation ratios to be based upon different types of 
wetland mitigation (e.g., creation, rehabilitation, 
etc), and provides specific criteria for Category 1 bog 
and natural heritage site wetlands ensuring that 
mitigation is functionally appropriate and feasible 
for wetlands with special characteristics. Clarifies 
expectations for wetland mitigation and establishes 
consistency with state and federal regulatory 
guidelines.  

Beneficial, especially for habitat and water quality 
functions.  

21A.50.320(3)  
Wetlands – 
Development 
Flexibilities  

Allowance for Alteration of Small, Isolated 
Wetlands – Establishes a pilot program that would 
allow isolated wetlands less than 4,000 SF to be 
filled without first avoiding the impact; must be non‐
riparian and score 15 or less habitat points. Allowed 
for a maximum of three single family home 
development projects.  

Potentially negative; detailed analysis of potential 
cumulative impacts provided in Chapter 4.  

21A.50.320(2)  
Wetlands – 
Development 
Flexibilities  

Buffer reduction without avoidance / minimization 
for Category III and IV wetlands 4,000 SF or less in 
size – mitigation as enhancement is provided within 
wetland, remaining buffer, or adjoining high value 
habitat.  

Potentially negative; detailed analysis of potential 
cumulative impacts provided in Chapter 4.  

21A.50.225(3)  

EHNSWB Overlay, No‐
disturbance area 
development standards.  

New allowances for development and subdivision in the no‐disturbance area of the Erosion Hazard Near 
Sensitive Water Bodies (EHNSWB) Overlay.  

The update provides new allowances for single‐
family home construction and modification on 
existing lots in the EHNSWB Overlay no‐disturbance 
area; allows for an expansion in the amount of 
impervious surface on a site as long as there is no 
increase in stormwater volume; limited areas 
overlap with Lake Sammamish shoreline jurisdiction. 

Potentially negative to functions supporting Lake 
Sammamish water quality; detailed analysis of 
potential cumulative impacts provided in Chapter 4.  

21A.50.225(5)  
EHNSWB Overlay, Pilot 
program  

The update authorizes up to four subdivisions in the 
no‐disturbance area of the EHNSWB Overlay subject 
to a pilot program; criteria are provided directing 
how subdivision would manage runoff (either 
through a direct discharge / tightline approach, or 
through use of LID approaches for land development 
and stormwater management).  

Potentially negative to functions supporting Lake 
Sammamish water quality; detailed analysis of 
potential cumulative impacts provided in Chapter 4.  

 

Amendment History, Review Process:  According to the City, the proposed SMP amendment was 
prompted by a comprehensive review of the City’s environmental Critical Areas Ordinance that 
started in 2011.  The record shows that the City provided multiple opportunities for the public or 
interested parties to comment on the proposed amendments. In fact, the City Council held a public 
hearing on the amendments, which was proceeded by five study sessions and six public meetings 
dedicated to this topic. In addition, the City’s Planning Commission reportedly held over 20 public 
meetings throughout their time developing the proposed amendment. 
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With passage of Ordinance #02013‐350, on July 13, 2013 the City authorized staff to forward the 
proposed amendments to Ecology for state review of the limited amendment to the City’s existing 
Shoreline Master Program. 
 
Ecology certified the amendment package as complete on January 17, 2014. In compliance with the 
requirements of WAC 173‐26‐120 (2) Notice of Ecology’s comment period was distributed to over 100 
state or local interested parties identified by the City in early September 2014 and was posted on 
Ecology’s website.1 The notice included a description of the proposed amendment, a description of 
the authority under which the action is proposed, and details of the manner in which interested 
persons may obtain copies and present their views. The state comment period formally started on 
September 12, 2014 and continued through October 13, 2014. At the close of the comment period, 
Ecology received written comments from three individuals, as summarized in attachment D. 
 
Finding 

Ecology finds that the City satisfied SMP‐Guideline requirements related to public process in WAC 173‐26‐201 
(3) (b), through Planning Commission review/deliberation and City Council review/deliberation, as well as 
extensive staff outreach throughout their amendment process. 

 
Consistency with Chapter 90.58 RCW:  The proposed amendment has been reviewed for consistency 
with the policy of RCW 90.58.020 and the approval criteria of RCW 90.58.090 (3), (4) and (5). The City 
also provided evidence of compliance with SMA procedural requirements in amending their SMP, as 
contained in RCW 90.58.090 (1) and (2). 
 
Consistency with “applicable guidelines” (Chapter 173‐26 WAC, Part III):  The proposed amendment 
has been reviewed for compliance with the requirements of the applicable Shoreline Master Program 
Guidelines (WAC 173‐26‐171 through 251 and 173‐26‐020 definitions).  This included review of a SMP 
Submittal Checklist, which was completed by the City and submitted to Ecology along with the other 
amendment materials.  
 
Consistency with SEPA Requirements:   The City submitted evidence of SEPA compliance in the form 
of a SEPA checklist and issued a Determination of Non‐Significance (DNS) for the proposed SMP 
amendment on May 20, 2013.  Notice of the SEPA determination was published in The Seattle Times. 

Other Studies or Analyses supporting the SMP update:  Ecology also reviewed the following 
materials submitted by the City in support of the limited SMP amendment: 

These materials include: 

 City of Sammamish Best Available Science Review (AMEC, 2013); 

 Cumulative Impacts Analysis dated October 2, 2013 (ESA, 2013); 

 City of Sammamish Ordinance #02013‐35 dated July 9, 2013 

 Shoreline Master Program Submittal Checklist dated November 8, 2013; 

 Department of Ecology comment letter dated October 3, 2012 

                                                 
1 http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/shorelines/smp/mycomments/SammamishLimitedAmendment.html  
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 Department of Ecology comment letter dated April 23, 2013; and 

 Additional materials provided by the City’s limited amendment submittal accepted by Ecology 
as complete on January 17, 2014. 

Summary of Issues Identified by Ecology as Relevant To Its Decision: The scope of the City’s 
amendments to their Shoreline Master Program (SMP) are a subset of the changes included in the 
City’s 2013 amendments to their Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO), as not all of the CAO provisions are 
included in the City’s SMP. As described in our October 3, 2012 and April 23, 2013 letters to the City, 
the adequacy of the City’s wetland provisions are particular important to Ecology, as the SMP‐
Guidelines require that SMP provisions protect existing functions from loss from anticipated future 
development (i.e., No Net Loss). Consistent with this early feedback to the City, Ecology’s formal 
review of the amendment considered all information provided in the record in determining 
consistency with state requirements.  

WAC 173‐26‐186 (8) (b) of the SMP‐Guidelines requires that; “Local master programs shall include 
policies and regulations designed to achieve no net loss of those ecological functions.”  

Consistent with the process described in WAC 173‐26‐201 of the SMP Guidelines, the City submitted 
to Ecology a Cumulative Impact Analysis prepared by ESA dated October 2013, analyzing the likely 
affects of amended SMP provisions. 

WAC 173‐26‐221 (2) of the SMP‐Guidelines requires that Shoreline Master Programs manage critical 
areas located within shoreline jurisdiction in a manner that adequately protects shoreline ecological 
functions. Subsection (c) (i) provide minimum standards specific to managing wetlands. Related to 
the City’s “isolated wetland” amendment, WAC 173‐26‐221 (2) (c) (i) (C) states: “Alterations to 
wetlands. Master program provisions addressing alterations to wetlands shall be consistent with the 
policy of no net loss of wetland area and functions, wetland rating, scientific and technical 
information, and the mitigation priority sequence defined in WAC 173‐26‐201 (2) (e).” 

Based on our review of the amended provisions for consistency with applicable SMP‐Guideline 
requirements, and consideration of information/comments provided during Ecology’s comment 
period (attachment D), the following topics remain relevant to Ecology’s decision on this amendment: 

Isolated Wetland Provisions – The City’s amendment adds a definition for “wetlands isolated” in 
section 21A.15.1410 and authorizes alteration (filling) of some “isolated wetlands,” without first 
demonstrating avoidance of impacts through new provisions in section 21A.50.320. The 
amendments appear to authorize wetland alteration under three of the following scenarios: 

 Provision 21A.50.320 (1) modifies the definition of “isolated wetlands” provided in section 
21A.15.1410 by deferring to a “qualified professional” in designating “isolated wetlands” 
that are less than 1000‐sq’ in total area; 

 Provision 21A.50.320 (2) provides a 15‐foot buffer reduction for Category III and IV wetlands 
less than 4,000‐sq’ in size and with a habitat score of “4”2 or less;  

 Provision 21A.50.320 (3) creates a pilot program, authorizing alteration of up to three 
Category III and IV “isolated wetlands” over a two year period. The pilot program would be 

                                                 
2 Note the 2014 Wetland Rating System provide an updated scoring system, for which a score of “15” under the previous 
rating system is equivalent to a score of “4 or less” under the updated system. 
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limited to “isolated wetlands” that are less than 4,000‐sq’ in size and are characterized as 
“non riparian” and have a habitat score of “4”3 or less.  

Issue #1: By definition it is unlikely that “isolated wetlands” exist within shoreline jurisdiction, 
raising questions related to the need or appropriateness for the City’s amendment.  

As detailed in attachment B and attachment C, Ecology noted a number of inconsistencies with the 
City’s amendment related to definitions and authorities associated with managing “isolated 
wetlands.”  

Provision 21A.50.320 (1) authorizes alteration of wetlands less than 1,000‐sq’ and inappropriately 
defers federal authority to a “qualified professional” to designate these features as “isolated 
wetlands.” Under the Clean Water Act (CWA), the federal government (not the City or Ecology) has 
authority to make a jurisdictional determination on whether a particular wetland is regulated 
under the CWA or not. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers regulates wetlands as waters of the 
United States, except for isolated wetlands which the Corps generally considers to be those 
wetlands without sufficient hydrologic connection with, or location next to, navigable water (such 
as a river, lake, or marine water). This federal authority was reaffirmed through a United States 
Supreme Court ruling in 2001 (Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County vs. United States Army 
Corps of Engineers et al., 531 U.S. 159). In this case, the Court determined that jurisdictional waters 
of the United States should be regulated under the Clean Water Act and that non‐jurisdictional 
water called “isolated wetlands” would not be subject to federal oversight. The case clearly 
confirmed the federal government’s authority to determine Clean Water Act jurisdiction, including 
designation of wetlands as connected or isolated from waters of the United States. Even though a 
qualified professional can assess the wetland and offer a written opinion of jurisdiction, they do not 
have the authority to determine if a wetland is in or out of Clean Water Act jurisdiction. As noted in 
the City’s Cumulative Impact Analysis, the approach being proposed would likely generate ongoing 
disputes or debate between City staff, private consultants and Ecology when the ultimate decision 
lies with the federal government to determine jurisdiction relative to the Clean Water Act. 

In addition, associated wetlands as defined in the City’s SMP4 and under state statute could not be 
considered to be an “isolated wetlands,” as any influence to the wetland from the adjacent lake or 
stream is evidence of a connection and thus not “isolated.”   

Based on consideration of applicable SMP‐Guideline requirements and the issues described above, 
Ecology cannot approve provision 21A.50.320 (1) to be included in the SMP as proposed. The 
proposed standards create inconsistencies related to the SMP’s definition of “isolated wetlands” 
provided in 21A.15.1410 and inappropriately defers to a “qualified professional” to designate 
“isolated wetlands” as opposed to relying upon the federal authority (confirmed by the Supreme 
Court in 2001) under the CWA. Further, the underlying need to allow the amendment (within 
shoreline jurisdiction), is not adequately described in the record, nor are any “isolated wetlands” 

                                                 
3 Note the 2014 Wetland Rating System provide an updated scoring system, for which a score of “15” under the previous 
rating system is equivalent to a score of “4 or less” under the updated system. 
4 (97) Wetland, Associated. Associated Wetland means wetlands that are in proximity to lakes, rivers or streams that are 
subject to the Shoreline Management Act and either influence or are influenced by such waters. Factors used to determine 
proximity and influence include but are not limited to: location contiguous to a shoreline waterbody, presence of a surface 
connection including through a culvert or similar device, location in part or whole within the 100 year floodplain of a 
shoreline, periodic inundation, and/or hydraulic continuity. 
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identified or anticipated to be found in shoreline jurisdiction according to the City’s Cumulative 
Impact Analysis. Therefore, Ecology has no information or analysis to support a conclusion that the 
amendment would be consistent with applicable SMP‐Guideline requirements such as maintaining 
no net loss of shoreline ecological functions (WAC 173‐26‐186) or consistency with applicable 
Critical Area standards in WAC 173‐26‐221.  

Issue #2: Potential impacts associated with the amendment cannot be determined, as it is not 
clear if “isolated wetlands” exist in shoreline jurisdiction.  

Ecology is not aware of any technical information or scientific literature that would support 
exempting the alteration of small wetlands. As suggested in comments provided to the City on April 
23, 2013, if exemptions are proposed as a matter of regulatory flexibility, then the regulations 
should clearly state that the exemptions would only apply to “isolated” Category III and Category IV 
wetlands that meet the specific criteria.5  In addition, Ecology recommended that a critical areas 
study would need to be required to demonstrate that the wetland to be altered satisfies the 
applicable criteria and to assure that all impacts are fully mitigated. 

Section 21A.50.320 (1) of the amended ordinance does not limit alteration of wetlands based on 
criteria recommended by Ecology. Section 21A.50.320 (1) make no mention of wetland type (i.e., 
Category I – IV), characterization of riparian areas, buffers, wetland mosaics or local populations of 
priority species, as potential factors to consider before authorizing alteration of the wetland.  

Ecology notes that the City did adopt language consistent with the Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife for “riparian area”6 in the definitions section, but have not included the term 
“riparian” in 21.A50.320 (1) with regards to alteration of small isolated wetlands less than 1,000‐sq’ 
in size. As described in Ecology’s October 3, 2012 letter to the City, it is not possible to conclude 
from size alone what functions and values a particular wetland is providing. Ecology’s Wetlands in 
Washington State, Volume 1: A Synthesis of the Science7  emphasizes that small wetlands and 
isolated wetlands provide many important functions. Many of these small and/or isolated wetlands 
are biologically unique systems that are critically important to amphibians. The loss of small 
wetlands could result in increased fragmentation of habitat and greater distances between wetland 
patches (See Chapter 4 of Volume 1). These impacts could have a significant effect on the ability of 
a landscape to support viable populations of wetland‐dependent wildlife, including amphibians.  

Consistent with the City’s Cumulative Impact Analysis (CIA) prepared by ESA dated October 2013, 
Ecology believes that by definition it is very unlikely that “isolated wetlands” exist within shoreline 
jurisdiction. In fact, section 4.5.2. of the CIA acknowledges that while unlikely, it might be possible 

                                                 
5 See Wetlands & CAO Updates:  Guidance for Small Cities (Western Washington Version), Ecology Publication #10‐06‐002, 
January 2010 
6 As described in Ecology’s comment letter to the City, WDFW defines riparian areas as the area adjacent to flowing or 
standing freshwater aquatic systems. Riparian habitat encompasses the area beginning at the ordinary high water mark and 
extends to that portion of the terrestrial landscape that is influenced by, or that directly influences, the aquatic ecosystem. 
In riparian systems, the vegetation, water tables, soils, microclimate, and wildlife inhabitants of terrestrial ecosystems are 
often influenced by perennial or intermittent water. Simultaneously, adjacent vegetation, nutrient and sediment loading, 
terrestrial wildlife, as well as organic and inorganic debris, influence the biological and physical properties of the aquatic 
ecosystem. Riparian habitat includes the entire extent of the floodplain and riparian areas of wetlands that are directly 
connected to stream courses or other freshwater. 
7 Ecology Publication #05‐06‐006, March 2005, sections 5.3.3 and 5.3.4 
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for an isolated wetland to exist, they state: “it could be argued that any wetland within the 
shoreline jurisdiction is still within or adjacent to the riparian area…”  

In addition, Section 4.5.2 of the Cumulative Impacts Analysis cautions that: “The allowance may 
create a tendency for applicants to claim that some wetlands are isolated and non‐riparian, which 
could put an administrative burden on City staff to determine if wetlands in question are in fact 
isolated and not adjacent to a riparian area.”  

The SMP‐Guidelines at WAC 173‐26‐191 (2) (a) (ii) requires that master program regulations “be 
sufficient in scope and detail to ensure the implementation of the Shoreline Management Act, 
statewide shoreline management policies of this chapter, and the local master program policies.”  

Therefore, Ecology cannot approve the incorporation of provision 21A.50.320 (1) into the updated 
SMP, as the standards do not provide sufficient detail related to anticipated effects and/or 
potential cumulative impacts resulting from implementation of the amended provisions within the 
City’s shoreline areas. 

Finding 

Ecology finds that the proposed SMP amendments as approved by the City under Ordinance 02013‐350 cannot 
be approved as submitted, but can be modified to be consistent with applicable SMP‐Guideline requirements as 
identified by Ecology’s required changes listed in attachment B. Ecology also finds the proposed SMP 
amendments would be improved through adoption of recommended changes listed in attachment C.   
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CONCLUSIONS	OF	LAW	

After review by Ecology of the complete record submitted and all comments received, Ecology 
concludes that the City’s proposal, subject to and including Ecology’s required changes (attachment 
B), could be considered consistent with the policy and standards of RCW 90.58.020 and RCW 
90.58.090 and the applicable SMP‐Guidelines (WAC 173‐26‐171 through 251 and .020 definitions).   

Ecology concludes that the proposed SMP amendment, subject to the required changes in 
attachment B, can satisfy the intent of the provision for no net loss of shoreline ecological functions 
provided in WAC 173‐26‐201 (2) (c). 

Ecology concludes that recommended changes in attachment C will further clarify and improve the 
proposed SMP amendment.   

Ecology concludes that those SMP segments relating to shorelines of statewide significance provide 
for the optimum implementation of Shoreline Management Act policy (RCW 90.58.090 (5). 

Ecology concludes that the City of Sammamish complied with the purpose and intent of local 
amendment requirements contained in WAC 173‐26‐100, including conducting public hearings, 
notice, consultation with parties of interest and solicitation of comments from tribes, government 
agencies and Ecology. 

Ecology concludes that the City of Sammamish complied with the requirements of RCW 90.58.130 
and WAC 173‐26‐090 regarding public and agency involvement in the SMP amendment process.  

Ecology concludes that the City of Sammamish complied with requirements of Chapter 43.21 (C) 
RCW, the State Environmental Policy Act. 

Ecology concludes that the City of Sammamish’s limited SMP amendment submittal to Ecology was 
complete pursuant to the requirements of WAC 173‐26‐110 and WAC 173‐26‐201 (3) (a) and (h) and 
as demonstrated through the SMP Submittal Checklist submitted by the City.  

Ecology concludes that procedural requirements for state review and approval of shoreline master 
program amendments have been followed, as set forth in WAC 173‐26‐120. 
 
DECISION	AND	EFFECTIVE	DATE	

Based on the preceding, Ecology has determined the proposed amendments will be consistent with 
the policy of the Shoreline Management Act, the applicable guidelines and implementing rules, once 
changes set forth in attachment B are accepted by the City. 

As provided in RCW 90.58.090 (2) (e) (ii) the City may choose to submit an alternative to all or part of 
changes required by Ecology.  If Ecology determines that the alternative proposal is consistent with 
the purpose and intent of Ecology’s original changes and with RCW 90.58, then the department shall 
approve the alternative proposal and that action shall be the final action on the amendment.  

As provided in RCW 90.58.090 (7) Ecology’s final approval of the proposed amendment will become 
effective fourteen days from the date of Ecology’s written notice of final action.  
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The following changes are necessary to comply with the SMA (RCW 90.58) and the SMP Guidelines (WAC 173‐26, Part III);  
 

ITEM  PROVISION  TOPIC  BILL FORMAT CHANGES [underline‐additions; strikethrough‐deletions]  ECOLOGY ‐ DISCUSSION/RATIONALE 

1  25.01.060 
Incorporation 
by reference 

25.01.060 Relationship to Plans, Policies and Regulations  

 (5) The following provisions of the Sammamish Municipal Code are adopted as part of this SMP, 

and attached herein: SMC 13 (Surface Water Management, adopted by Ord 2011‐304, on May 

16, 2011), SMC 21.10.120 (Historic Resources, adopted by Ord 2008‐240, on Dec 16, 2008) and 

sections of the City’s Critical Areas Ordinance as described within this program 25.01.070 

(adopted by Ord 2005‐193, on December 20, 2005 and revised by Ord 2009‐264 on October 6, 

2009, and Ord 2009‐274 on December 1, 2009, and Ord 02013‐350 on July 9, 2013).  

Ecology’s guidelines at WAC 173‐26‐ 191(2) (a) require that documents incorporated by reference 
must indicate the specific ordinance that will apply. This change is the mechanism for formally 
acknowledging the critical area ordinance amendments adopted July 9, 2013 that will apply 
within shoreline areas.  

2  25.01.070 
Exceptions to 
critical areas 
regulations 

25.01.070 Critical Areas Regulations Incorporated by Reference  

Provisions of the Sammamish Critical Areas Ordinance codified in SMC 21A.50 exclusive of SMC 

21A.50.050 (Complete exemptions), SMC 21A.50.060 (Partial Exemptions), SMC 21A.50.070 

(Exceptions), and SMC 21A.50.400 (Sunset provisions) are considered part of this SMP.  

In shoreline jurisdiction, the critical area shall be implemented consistent with the following: 

 Under 21A.50.320 (1) and 21A.15.1410, isolated wetlands shall be determined by the 

United States Army Corps of Engineers.   

 Pilot projects under 21A.50.320 (3) shall require approval of a shoreline conditional use 

permit if located within shoreline jurisdiction. The applicant shall obtain all necessary 

state and federal authorizations for isolated wetland impacts prior to beginning any 

ground disturbing activities or timber harvest. 

Regulations addressing isolated wetlands: This change is required because under the City’s Critical 
Areas Code 21A.50.320 (1) and 21A.15.1410, federal authority in determining Clean Water Act 
(CWA) jurisdiction is deferred to a “qualified professional.” This change would be inconsistent 
with a 2001  US Supreme Court decision" (Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County v. United 
States Army Corps of Engineers et al., 531 U.S. 159). As established by the Court in 2001, the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) has authority to determine CWA jurisdiction, 
including the authority to designate a wetland as “isolated” or not a jurisdictional water of the 
United States. Further, as described in previous communication to the City (letters dated October 
3, 2012 and April 23, 2013), the wetland rating system is not an appropriate tool for determining 
hydrological isolation or regulatory authority of isolated wetlands. A qualified professional can 
assess the likelihood of jurisdiction, but lacks the authority to make a regulatory decision affecting 
the jurisdiction of the CWA. Therefore, the identified change is necessary to assure consistency 
with SMP‐Guidelines requirements at WAC 173‐26‐186 (8) (b) and WAC 173‐26‐221 related to 
designing SMP provisions to achieve no net loss of shoreline ecological functions and consistency 
with wetland development standards, Further confirmation of “isolated” wetland determination 
from state and/or federal agencies is recommended in the City’s Cumulative Impact Analysis (ESA, 
2013; 22). 

Requirement for a CUP for pilot projects: As described in the City’s Cumulative Impact Analysis 
(ESA, 2013) and in Ecology’s Findings & Conclusions (attachment A), “isolated wetlands” are not 
expected to be found within shoreline jurisdiction. Despite this conclusion, the City has adopted a 
Pilot Program as defined under section 21A.50.320 (3). Therefore, to accommodate the City’s 
request, Ecology has incorporated this requirement for a shoreline Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 
that would be required for review of any isolated wetland alterations within shoreline jurisdiction. 
A shoreline CUP requires that a unique or unanticipated proposal demonstrate consistency with 
the local master program and shoreline management act goals through evaluation of CUP 
approval criteria listed in WAC 173‐27‐160. This criteria includes consideration of “cumulative 
impacts”, which  would be appropriate in this case, as the City’s CIA (ESA, 2013) did not anticipate 
the occurrence of isolated wetlands within shoreline jurisdiction and therefore did not attempt to 
characterize potential cumulative impacts resulting from this provision. 
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ITEM  PROVISION  TOPIC  BILL FORMAT CHANGES [underline‐additions; strikethrough‐deletions]  ECOLOGY ‐ DISCUSSION/RATIONALE 

3  25.01.080  Effective Date 

25.01.080 Effective Date  

This Program and all amendments thereto shall become effective immediately upon fourteen 

days from the date of the Department of Ecology’s written notice of final approval by the 

Department of Ecology. 

 

Required for consistency with RCW 90.58.090 (7). 

 

Exhibit 2



ATTACHMENT C ‐ DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO THE CITY OF SAMMAMISH SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM ‐ 02013‐350 

 

Page 1 of 4 

 

The following changes are recommended to the City pursuant to WAC 173‐26‐120 (7) 
 

ITEM  PROVISION  TOPIC  BILL FORMAT CHANGES [underline‐additions; strikethrough‐deletions]  ECOLOGY ‐ DISCUSSION/RATIONALE 

A 
21A.50.290 (1) 

& (2) 

Revised 
Wetland Rating 

System 

(1)  Wetlands shall be rated according to the Washington State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington 
(Department of Ecology, 2004 2014, or as may be amended or revised by the Department from time to time). This 
document contains the definitions, methods and a rating form for determining the categorization of wetlands described 
below:  

(a) Category 1. Category 1 wetlands include those that receive a score of greater than or equal to 70 23‐27 based 
on functions, or those that are rated Category 1 based on special characteristics as defined in the rating form. 

(b) Category 2. Category 2 wetlands include those that receive a score of 51 through 69 20‐22 based on 
functions, or those that are rated Category 2 based on special characteristics as defined in the rating form. 

(c) Category 3. Category 3 wetlands include those that receive a score of 30 through 50 16‐19 based on 
functions. 

(d) Category 4. Category 4 wetlands score less than 30 9‐15 points based on functions.  

(2) The following standard buffers shall be established from the wetland edge 

                    Wetland Category  Standard Buffer Width (ft) 

Category I:  Natural Heritage or bog wetland  215 

Habitat score 29‐36 8‐9  200 

Habitat score 20‐28 5‐7  150 

Not meeting above criteria  125 

Category II:  Habitat score 29‐36 8‐9  150 

Habitat score 20‐28 5‐7  100 

Not meeting above criteria  75 

Category III:  Habitat score 20‐28 5‐7  75 

Not meeting above criteria  50 

Category IV:  Habitat score 20‐28 5‐7  All Land Use Types ‐ 50 

Category III and IV:  Subject to SMC 21A.50.320 
 

The recommended changes reflect the new scoring system 
used in the revised 2014 Wetland Rating System. The City has 
already adopted an automatic update provision and is using 
the latest manual – these changes clarify areas where the code 
will be implemented consistent with the latest version of the 
manual and will ensure ensure consistency with SMP‐Guideline 
requirements under WAC 173‐26‐221 (2) (c) (i) (B). 

B 
21A.50.290 (7) 

(c) 
Buffer 

averaging 

(c) The buffer width is not reduced to less than 5075 percent of the standard buffer width at any location;  The identified change reducing administrative buffer reductions 
to less than 25‐percent is intended to ensure consistency with 
scientific documentation related to protection of shoreline 
ecological functions. 

C 
21A.50.290 (7) 

(f) 
Buffer 

averaging 

(df) Buffer averaging may be used in conjunction with buffer reduction options in this section, provided the total combined reduction 
does not reduce the buffer to less than 5075 percent of the standard buffer width at any location;  

Same rationale as item “B” above. 

D 
21A.50.290 (8) 

(a) 
Increased 
buffers 

(a) When a Category 1 or 2 wetland with a habitat score of greater than 29 8‐9 points [...]  Same rationale as item “A” above. 
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E  21A.50.290 (9) 
Buffer 

reduction 

(89)Buffer Reduction. Buffers may be reduced when buffer reductionimpacts are mitigated and result in equal or greater protection 
of the wetland functions. Prior to considering buffer reductions, the applicant shall demonstrate application of mitigation sequencing 
as required in SMC 21A.50.135. A plan for mitigating buffer‐reduction impacts must be prepared using selected incentive‐based 
mitigation options from the list below The following incentive options for reducing standard buffer widths shall be considered 
cumulative up to a maximum reduction of 5025  percent of the standard buffer width. In all circumstances where a substantial 
portion of the remaining buffer is degraded, the buffer reduction plan shall include replanting with native vegetation in the degraded 
portions of the remaining buffer area and shall include a five‐year monitoring and maintenance plan. 

Same rationale as item “B” above. 

F 
21A.50.290 (9) 

(i) 
Buffer 

reduction 

(hi) Percentages listed above may be added together to create a total buffer reduction; provided, that the total reduction does not 
exceed 50 25 percent of the standard buffer width; the remaining buffer shall be no less than 75% of the standard buffer. 

Same rationale as item “B” above. 

G  21A.50.320 (1) 
Isolated 
wetlands 

(1) Isolated wetlands, as designated by a qualified professional using the adopted Washington State Wetland rating 
System for Western Washington as defined consistent with SMC 21A.15.1410, and evaluated in a written and approved 
critical areas study meeting the requirements of SMC 21A.0.130, with a total area of up to 1,000 square feet may be 
exempted from the avoidance sequencing provisions of SMC 21A.50.135 (1) (a) and the provisions of SMC 21A.50.290 
and may be altered. 

Ecology recommends that the city amend this critical area 
code provision, which authorizes a qualified professional to 
“designate” isolated wetlands, which is a jurisdictional 
determination affecting implementation of the Clean Water 
Act (CWA). This appears to be inconsistent with a 2001  US 
Supreme Court decision (Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook 
County v. United States Army Corps of Engineers et al., 531 
U.S. 159). As established by the Court, the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACOE) are provided authority to 
determine CWA jurisdiction, including the authority to 
designate a wetland as “isolated” or not a jurisdictional water 
of the United States.  

Further, as described in previous communication to the City 
(letters dated October 3, 2012 and April 23, 2013),  the 
wetland rating system is not an appropriate tool for 
determining hydrological isolation or regulatory authority of 
isolated wetlands. A qualified professional can assess the 
likelihood of jurisdiction, but lacks the authority to make a 
regulatory decision affecting the jurisdiction of the CWA. 

Further confirmation of “isolated” wetland determination from 
state and/or federal agencies is a listed recommendation in 
the City’s Cumulative Impact Analysis (ESA, 2013; 22). 

Note: See required changes to SMP Section 25.01.070 in 
Attachment B. Ecology has required  changes to clarify that 
isolated wetlands within shoreline jurisdiction shall be 
determined by the USACOE. 

H 
21A.50.320 (2) 

(a) 
Small Cat. III & 
IV wetlands 

(a) The wetland does not score 15 4 points or greaterless for habitat in the adopted Western Washington Rating System; 
and ….  

[…] 

Same rationale as item “A” above. 
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I  21A.50.320 (3) 

Isolated 
Category III & 
IV wetland 

Pilot Program 

(3) Pilot Program. 

(a)  Establishment of Pilot Program. A Pilot Program is hereby established to allow isolated category III and IV 
wetlands to be exempted from the avoidance sequencing provisions of SMC 21A.50.135(1)(a) and the provisions of 
SMC 21A.50.290, subject to approval of a shoreline conditional use permit if located within shoreline jurisdiction and 
the provisions of this section.   

(b)  Purpose.  The purpose of this Pilot Program is to allow for limited alterations of low habitat value isolated 
category III and IV wetlands with an area of 4,000 square feet or less, to evaluate the effects of such alterations on 
hydrologic, habitat, and water quality functions and values.  

(c)  Application.  Applications for eligible projects meeting the provisions of subsections (d) through (g) below must 
be submitted within two calendar years from the effective date of the revision to the Sammamish Shoreline Master 
Program. 

(d)  Pilot Program Administration.  

(i)  Three (3) projects associated with the construction of a single family home are authorized by this pilot 
project, subject to the provisions of this section. 

(i)  Eligible projects shall be accepted in the order received.  To qualify for submittal, an applicant must have a 
complete application as described in the city’s application material and SMC 20.05, and completed any necessary 
preliminary steps prior to application as set forth in SMC 20.05.   

(ii)  In the event that an application for a project accepted into the Pilot Program is withdrawn by the applicant 
or cancelled by the director prior to the expiration of the Pilot Program, the next submitted application shall be 
accepted into the Pilot Program. 

(iii)  The director shall use the authority under SMC 20.05.100 to ensure expeditious processing of applications.  
In particular, the director shall set a reasonable deadline for the submittal of corrections, studies, or other 
information when requested; an extension may be provided based upon a reasonable request.  Failure by the 
applicant to meet a deadline shall be cause for the department to cancel/deny the application. 

(e)  Eligible Projects.  Subject to the limitation in the total number of projects in subsection (d) above, wetlands that 
meet the following criteria, may be exempted from the avoidance sequencing provisions of SMC 21A.50.135(1)(a) 
and the provisions of SMC 21A.50.290 and may be altered.  To be eligible, a critical areas study prepared by a 
qualified professional shall be approved by the director and shall document the following: 

(i)  The wetland is a category III or IV wetland that is hydrologically isolated from other aquatic resources; and 

(ii)  The total area of the isolated wetland is 4,000 square feet or less; and 

(iii)  The wetland is not adjacent to a riparian area; and 

(iv)  The wetland has a score of 15 4 points or less for habitat in the adopted Western Washington Rating System; 
and 

(v)   The wetland does not contain habitat identified as essential for local populations of priority species 
identified by Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife.; and 

(vi)  The applicant shall obtain all necessary state and federal authorizations for isolated wetland impacts prior to 

See required changes to SMP Section 25.01.070 in Attachment 
B. Ecology has required a CUP for pilot program projects within 
shoreline jurisdiction. The cross‐reference to that requirement 
is intended to prevent confusion over permit requirements 
under the Pilot Program. 

In addition, Ecology recommends the following amendment to 
the city’s critical area code to improve clarity and reduce 
potential for confusion. 

Recommended changes to provision (3) (e) (iv) will ensure 
consistency with the revised 2014 Wetland Rating System, 
similar to item “A” above. 

As Ecology commented during the SMP Update Review 
Process, riparian wetlands within the City’s shorelands cannot 
be considered to be isolated wetlands, because they are 
considered associated wetlands (October 3, 2012). This change 
would provide clarity in the city’s Critical Areas code. 

The change to provision (3) (e) (vi) reflects a recommendation 
from the City’s CIA (ESA, 2013;22) and will help to ensure 
consistency with the changes in item #3 (above) and item #7 
(below) in defining “isolated wetlands” and reliance on the 
appropriate authority in determining regulatory jurisdiction. 
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beginning any ground disturbing activities or timber harvest.  Isolated wetlands are those wetlands as defined 
consistent with SMC 21A.15.1410 

(f)   Mitigation.  Mitigation to replace lost wetland functions and values, consistent with SMC 21A.50.310 shall be 
prepared for review and approval by the director; and, 

J 
21A.50.330 (4) 

(c) 
Stream buffer 
averaging 

(c) The buffer is not reduced to less than 5075 percent of the standard buffer; and  Same rationale as item “B” above. 

K 
21A.50.330 (4) 

(e) 
Stream buffer 
averaging 

(ed)Buffer averaging may be used in conjunction with buffer reduction options in this section, provided the total combined reduction 
does not reduce the buffer to less than 5075 percent of the standard buffer width at any location. 

Same rationale as item “B” above. 

L  21A.50.330 (6) 
Stream buffer 
reduction 

(6) Buffer Reduction. Buffers may be reduced when buffer‐reduction impacts are mitigated and result in equal or great protection of 
the ecological stream functions.   

Prior to considering buffer reductions, the applicant shall demonstrate application of mitigation sequencing as required in SMC 
21A.50.135. A plan for mitigating buffer‐reduction impacts must be prepared using selected incentive‐based mitigation options from 
the list below, and is subject to approval by the City. The following incentive options for reducing standard buffer widths shall be 
considered cumulative up to a maximum reduction of 5025 percent of the standard buffer width. In all circumstances where a 
substantial portion of the remaining buffer is degraded, the buffer reduction plan shall include replanting with native vegetation in 
the degraded portions of the remaining buffer area and shall include a five‐year monitoring and maintenance plan. 

Same rationale as item “B” above. 

M 
21A.50.330 (6) 

(e) (ii) 
Stream buffer 
reduction 

(de) In‐stream habitat enhancement: 

(i) Up to 20 percent reduction in standard buffer width for log structure placement, bioengineered bank stabilization, or culvert 
removal; or 

(ii) Up to 3025 percent reduction in standard buffer width for improving fish passage and/or creation of side channel or 
backwater areas. 

Same rationale as item “B” above. 

N  21A.50.13[…] 

New validity of 
wetland 

delineation 
standard 

A wetland delineation completed over five years ago needs to be revisited. Revisiting a wetland delineation that is five or more years 
old does not necessarily mean that a new wetland delineation needs to be completed. It means that a field verification may need to 
be performed to determine whether the delineation is still accurate or whether it needs to be redone based on existing conditions. 

Wetlands can change significantly in a five‐year period, due to 
changes in hydrology, adjacent land uses, and plant species 
composition. Approved jurisdictional determinations by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers expire after five years. The 1987 
wetland delineation manual by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers has a requirement for comprehensive determinations 
to “quantitatively describe the vegetation in the past 5 years” 
(page 41, step 5).  
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The City of Sammamish (City) adopted Ordinance #02013‐350 on July 9, 2014 authorizing submittal of the updated Shoreline Master Program (SMP) to the Department of Ecology (Ecology) for 
review. Ecology notified the City of a complete submittal in a letter dated January 17, 2014, initiating formal review of the updated SMP. The Department of Ecology accepted public comments 
on the City’s updated SMP between September 12, 2014 and October 13, 2014. Notice of the comment period was provided to over 100 individuals listed as regional or local interested parties.  
Ecology received written comments from three individuals as summarized below.     
 

Please note, the statements below are not the opinions or comments of Ecology, but rather summary of issues raised in comments submitted to Ecology. 
  

Item 
No. 

Comment Topic  Name of Commenter  Comment (Ecology Summary)  Local Government Response (City of Sammamish Response) 

W‐1  Revisions to ECA 
Wetland and other 
critical area buffers 

Save Lake Sammamish 
(SLS) prepared by Erica 
Tiliacos 

The commenter suggests that the proposed 
amendments would “roll back important protections 
from the 2005 code…” and result in increased 
encroachments into wetland (and critical area) buffers, 
clearing without the need for a permit and piping of 
stormwater directly to Lake Sammamish.  

City of Sammamish Response: 

The City Council, in adopting the amendments to the Environmentally Critical Areas 
regulations, adopted regulations that were informed by the Best Available Science.  
The regulations, as amended, ensure environmental protection and provide 
flexibility for property owners on sites constrained by environmentally critical areas.   

Clearing is allowed only (SMC 21A.50.060) for the limited removal of non‐native or 
invasive noxious weeds in limited circumstances with appropriate controls to avoid 
impacts to critical areas or buffers. 

The amendments to the Environmentally Critical Areas regulations also reflect an 
update in the terminology used to reference the current wetland delineation and 
categorization methodology recommended by the Department of Ecology.  The City 
recognizes that this change may appear to be a “roll back” by the commenter; 
however the proposed change is supported by Best Available Science and is 
consistent with past Ecology guidance. 

The proposed allowance for direct discharge of stormwater from subdivisions 
located in the Erosion Hazard Near Sensitive Water Bodies (EHNSWB) overlay (SMC 
21A.50.225(5))  mischaracterizes the amendment.  Under the adopted amendment, 
direct discharge of treated stormwater to a receiving water body, in this case Lake 
Sammamish, may only be authorized under the Ecology compliant King County 
Surface Water Design Manual (SWDM), which the City of Sammamish has adopted.  
The proposed pilot program within the EHNSWB overlay allows for direct discharge 
of clean water, fully compliant with the adopted SWDM. The substantive change is 
the authorization of subdivision in the no‐disturbance area, where subdivision has 
previously been prohibited.  However, the proposed pilot program allowing 
subdivision would require a significant increase in water quality control and 
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Item 
No. 

Comment Topic  Name of Commenter  Comment (Ecology Summary)  Local Government Response (City of Sammamish Response) 

construction monitoring than would be otherwise required by the SWDM. 

W‐2  Revisions to ECA 
Exemptions  

Save Lake Sammamish 
(SLS) 

The commenter suggests that the proposed 
amendments would allow for one time exemptions that 
are excessive and would be allowed for accessory 
dwelling units as well as primary structures.  

City of Sammamish Response: 

The City Council, in adopting the amendments to the Environmentally Critical Areas 
regulations, adopted regulations that were informed by the Best Available Science.  
The regulations, as amended, ensure environmental protection and provide 
flexibility for property owners on sites constrained by environmentally critical areas.  
Accessory dwelling units are encouraged by the City and must meet all applicable 
environmental regulations. 

W‐3  Revisions to ECA 
Variance 

Save Lake Sammamish 
(SLS) 

The commenter argues that the SMP amendment will 
allow the City to consider shoreline variance requests to 
further reduce critical area protections below minimum 
standards provided in the 2005 CAO. Citing the result of 
shoreline variance requests since 2005, comments 
suggest that the proposed amendment will result in 
reduction of resource protection and will enable more 
inappropriate development along the City’s shoreline. 

City of Sammamish Response: 

In 2009, with the adoption of the Sammamish Shoreline Master Program, the 
Department of Ecology affirmed that the appropriate approach in requesting a 
“modification” to the ECA regulations within the shoreline jurisdiction is through a 
shoreline variance.  The proposed amendments to the ECA regulations do not reflect 
a change to this requirement.  

The approach used for considering such modifications outside of the shoreline 
jurisdiction is the Reasonable Use Exception process – which is considered under a 
similar set of criteria. 

Shoreline Variances allow the City (and other jurisdictions) to evaluate, on a case‐by‐
case basis, the appropriate balance of environmental protection and property rights, 
in those cases where ECA regulations would otherwise prevent reasonable use of a 
property.   

Generally, the City has issued more decisions approving shoreline variances than 
denying shoreline variances.  The approvals are a result of the City’s collaborative 
approach to land use review with an applicant before a decision is made, and often 
before an application is submitted.  The City is able to illustrate the challenges in a 
shoreline variance such that un‐approvable shoreline variances are not normally 
received.  Shoreline variance proposals that move forward to submittal reflect 
efforts by the City to guide the applicant in their application to minimize and 
mitigate impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 
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Item 
No. 

Comment Topic  Name of Commenter  Comment (Ecology Summary)  Local Government Response (City of Sammamish Response) 

W‐4  Revisions to ECA   
Small Cities Guidance 
inappropriate 

Save Lake Sammamish 
(SLS) 

The commenter notes that the 2005 ECA was based on 
Best Available Science (BAS). However, they argue that 
the proposed changes disregard the previous BAS as 
they only draw from the Small Cities Guidance and do 
not consider other relevant sources. Therefore, they 
conclude that the amendment is inconsistent in that the 
City has not considered all the scientific data/resources 
available.  

City of Sammamish Response: 

The City considered other Best Available Science sources in crafting the proposed 
revisions.  The record reflects that the City Council and Planning Commission 
reviewed the East Sammamish Basin and Non Point Action Plan, along with other 
Best Available Science material prepared by the City’s consultant AMEC Environment 
& Infrastructure.  A copy of the Best Available Science material considered was 
submitted to Ecology for review along with the Shoreline Master Program 
amendment. 

W‐5  Revisions to ECA   
Procedural concerns in 
review and adoption 

Save Lake Sammamish 
(SLS) 

Comments state that the review conducted by the 
Planning Commission was “flawed procedurally” as they 
focused too heavily on property rights and ease of 
administering new codes elements.  

SLS suggest that the Planning Commission did not 
adequately consider the City’s updated Best Available 
Science review as a part of their recommendation on the 
SMP amendment. 

In addition, SLS suggests that individual property owners 
had excessive influence in the development of the 
amendment outside of the public’s view. 

City of Sammamish Response: 

The review and recommendation by the Planning Commission to the City Council 
was procedurally consistent with the requirements of WAC 365‐195 and 365‐196.   

The record does not support the commenter’s assertions.  The Planning 
Commission’s recommendation was widely informed by the Best Available Science 
material and public comment. As potential amendments were evaluated, additional 
Best Available Science documents were generated by the consultant, AMEC, to 
further inform the Planning Commission’s recommendation process.  The Planning 
Commission held over 25 public meetings, several open houses and roundtable 
discussions, and received 280 written comments and more than 165 verbal 
comments.  All public comments were accepted and reviewed by the Planning 
Commission. 

To aid in deliberations, the Planning Commission developed an evaluation form, 
which considered the effects of a given amendment in the context of the 
amendments effects on the environment, on the property owner, and in 
“administrative” terms.  These effects were evaluated as to their qualitative positive 
or negative result – any amendment that resulted in a qualitatively significant 
environmental impact was generally not supported.   The City Council thoroughly 
reviewed the Planning Commission recommended amendments over 5 study 
sessions, held a public hearing on 3 different dates, and deliberated for 4 City 
Council meetings thereafter. 

W‐6  Revisions to ECA   
Mitigation banking 

Save Lake Sammamish 
(SLS) 

SLS argues that the City does not currently have a 
mitigation bank and therefore using King County’s In‐

City of Sammamish Response: 

The use of wetland mitigation banking is generally supported by Best Available 
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Comment Topic  Name of Commenter  Comment (Ecology Summary)  Local Government Response (City of Sammamish Response) 

Lieu‐Fee Program would likely not replace lost resources 
within City limits and thus would not satisfy the no‐net 
loss criteria. 

Science.  However, off‐site wetland mitigation banking is generally the least 
preferred mitigation approach (ref. SMC 21A.50.310(4) and SMC 21A.50.315) under 
the City’s mitigation sequencing approach. Therefore, it is expected that a qualifying 
use of mitigation bank credits will be very infrequent.   

The proposed ECA amendments require that any wetland mitigation bank used, be 
certified pursuant to WAC 173‐700, and would be subject to specific City review and 
approval on a case‐by‐case basis to ensure that appropriate mitigation for 
unavoidable impacts is provided.   

W‐7  Revisions to ECA   
Increased impacts to 
critical area buffers 

Save Lake Sammamish 
(SLS) 

SLS argue that more encroachments into buffers will be 
allowed through exemptions allowed by the SMP 
amendment, which will produce negative cumulative 
impacts within the shoreline jurisdiction. They note that 
this will be especially true on small lots in the City. 

City of Sammamish Response: 

The Sammamish October 2013 Cumulative Impact Analysis (CIA) prepared by ESA, 
addresses the concerns over negative cumulative impacts in general (section 4), and 
as specifically related to this comment.  The City understands that this comment is 
intended to address the provisions for “Existing Urban Development”, which is 
specifically discussed in sections 4.3 of the CIA document.  

The proposed amendments require the mitigation, consistent with Best Available 
Science, of lost functions and values resulting from the expanded exemptions. 

W‐8  Revisions to ECA   
Exemptions to small 
isolated wetlands 

Save Lake Sammamish 
(SLS) 

SLS does not support increasing the exemption of 
isolated wetlands to greater than 1,000 sq. ft., as they 
argue the change would have a detrimental effect upon 
amphibians and storm flow attenuation. 

City of Sammamish Response: 

The Sammamish October 2013 Cumulative Impact Analysis (CIA) prepared by ESA, 
addresses the concerns over negative cumulative impacts in general (section 4), and 
as specifically related to this comment.  The City understands that this comment 
related to the provisions for “Small Isolated Wetlands”, which is specifically 
addressed under sections 4.5 of the CIA document.   

The proposed amendments that allow for impacts to small isolated wetlands do 
require mitigation consistent with Best Available Science. 

W‐9  Revisions to ECA   
Proposed use of 1987 
Army Corps Delineation 
Manual 

Save Lake Sammamish 
(SLS) and Ilene Stahl for 
Friends of Pine Lake 

Commenter’s suggest that the City continue to use the 
1997 Ecology Wetland Delineation Manual and not 
switch to the 1987 Army Corps Manual. 

City of Sammamish Response: 

This comment appears to be inconsistent with the Best Available Science 
recommendations provided by AMEC Environment and Infrastructure and relevant 
state guidance and law.  The 1987 Army Corps Manual and the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) Interim Regional Supplement for Western Mountains, 
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Valleys, and Coast Region (USACE, 2010) is used to conduct wetland delineation; the 
Washington State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington (Department of 
Ecology, 2004, or as may be amended or revised by the Department from time to 
time) is used for wetland categorizations.  The City understands that this approach is 
effectively required by the Department of Ecology. 

W‐10  Revisions to ECA   Pilot 
programs in Erosion 
and LHA near Lake 
Sammamish 

Save Lake Sammamish 
(SLS) 

SLS opposes exemptions and/or a pilot program that 
would allow new development within areas delineated 
as “Special Overlay Zones”. As a part of their opposition, 
they argue that the pilot program would be 
inappropriate since existing studies show that allowing 
development in these sensitive areas will increase 
erosion, phosphorous loading and potential landslides. 

Further they state that pipes and associated 
infrastructure to service development will destabilize 
slopes and potentially impact downslope properties and 
the lake. 

In conclusion they are concerned that piping storm 
water directly into Lake Sammamish will lead to water 
quality degradation and create flashier lake levels. The 
comments also reference findings from a related 
Shoreline Hearings Board Case (SHB no. 93‐40), 
supporting many of their water quality concerns. 

City of Sammamish Response: 

This comment appears to focus primarily on the pilot program created for the 
Erosion Hazard Near Sensitive Water Body (EHNSWB) overlay.  As noted above, the 
regulations adopted by the City Council ensure environmental protection and 
provide flexibility for property owners on sites constrained by environmentally 
critical areas.   

The BAS documentation generally supports allowing for limited development, 
subject to increased erosion and sediment control.  Concerns over impacts to Lake 
Sammamish were prominent in the City Council review – consequently the City 
Council determined that a pilot program to “try out” the proposed amendments to 
the EHNSWB overlay would be appropriate.   

The pilot program requires full compliance with the adopted SWDM and the NPDES 
permits issued by Ecology.  In addition, the pilot program incorporates a number of 
different Low Impact Development techniques that are intended to further reduce 
the risk of erosion and sediment into Lake Sammamish.  In particular, the pilot 
program requires the removal of 80% of all new total phosphorous using all known 
and reasonable techniques, a requirement for 50% open space, and a limit in overall 
site impervious surface of 30%. 
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Summary of amendments proposed through April 27, 2016 

 

 

“Normal Text” is existing code language 

“Strikethrough Text” is existing language that will be deleted 

“Underline Test” is code language that will be added 

“…” indicates that there is additional code language that has been omitted 

 

#  Commenter  Code Section  Current Regulation  Proposed Amendment 

1  Ecology 
Required 
Amendment 
(Attachment B) 

25.01.060  (5) The following provisions of the Sammamish 
Municipal Code are adopted as part of this SMP, and 
attached herein: SMC 13 (Surface Water 
Management, adopted by Ord 2011‐304, on May 16, 
2011), SMC 21.10.120 (Historic Resources, adopted 
by Ord 2008‐240, on Dec 16, 2008) and sections of 
the City’s Critical Areas Ordinance as described 
within this program 25.01.070 (adopted by Ord 
2005‐193, on December 20, 2005 and revised by Ord 
2009‐264 on October 6, 2009, and Ord 2009‐274 on 
December 1, 2009). 

(5) The following provisions of the Sammamish 
Municipal Code are adopted as part of this SMP, and 
attached herein: SMC 13 (Surface Water 
Management, adopted by Ord 2011‐304, on May 16, 
2011), SMC 21.10.120 (Historic Resources, adopted 
by Ord 2008‐240, on Dec 16, 2008) and sections of 
the City’s Critical Areas Ordinance as described 
within this program 25.01.070 (adopted by Ord 
2005‐193, on December 20, 2005 and revised by Ord 
2009‐264 on October 6, 2009, and Ord 2009‐274 on 
December 1, 2009, and Ord 02013‐350 on July 9, 
2013). 

2a  Ecology 
Required 
Amendment 
(Attachment B) 

25.01.070  Provisions of the Sammamish critical areas ordinance 
codified in Chapter 21A.50 SMC, exclusive of SMC 
21A.50.050 (Complete exemptions), 21A.50.060 
(Partial exemptions – Critical areas), 21A.50.070 
(Exceptions), and 21A.50.400 (Sunset provisions) are 
considered part of this SMP. 

Provisions of the Sammamish critical areas ordinance 
codified in Chapter 21A.50 SMC, exclusive of SMC 
21A.50.050 (Complete exemptions), 21A.50.060 
(Partial exemptions – Critical areas), 21A.50.070 
(Exceptions), and 21A.50.400 (Sunset provisions) are 
considered part of this SMP. 
In shoreline jurisdictions, the environmentally critical 
area regulations shall be implemented consistent 
with the following: 
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#  Commenter  Code Section  Current Regulation  Proposed Amendment 

1.  Under 21A.50.320(1) and 21A.15.1410, 
isolated wetlands shall be determined by the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers. 

1.2. Pilot projects under 21A.50.320(3) shall 
require approval of a shoreline conditional 
use permit if located within the shoreline 
jurisdiction.  The applicant shall obtain all 
necessary state and federal authorizations 
for isolated wetland impacts prior to 
beginning any ground disturbing activities or 
timber harvest. 

2b  Staff 
Recommended 
Alternative 
Amendment 

21A.50.320(3)  (3) Pilot Program. 
(a) Establishment of Pilot Program. A pilot 
program is hereby established to allow isolated 
category III and IV wetlands to be exempted from 
the avoidance sequencing provisions of SMC 
21A.50.135(1)(a) and the provisions of SMC 
21A.50.290, subject to the provisions of this 
section. 
(b) Purpose. The purpose of this pilot program is 
to allow for limited alterations of low habitat 
value isolated category III and IV wetlands with an 
area of 4,000 square feet or less, to evaluate the 
effects of such alterations on hydrologic, habitat, 
and water quality functions and values. 
(c) Application. Applications for eligible projects 
meeting the provisions of subsections (3)(d) 
through (g) of this section must be submitted 
within two calendar years from the effective date 
of the revision to the Sammamish shoreline 
master program. 
(d) Pilot Program Administration. 

(3) Pilot Program. 
(a) Establishment of Pilot Program. A pilot 
program is hereby established to allow isolated 
category III and IV wetlands to be exempted from 
the avoidance sequencing provisions of SMC 
21A.50.135(1)(a) and the provisions of SMC 
21A.50.290, subject to the provisions of this 
section. 
(b) Purpose. The purpose of this pilot program is 
to allow for limited alterations of low habitat 
value isolated category III and IV wetlands with an 
area of 4,000 square feet or less, to evaluate the 
effects of such alterations on hydrologic, habitat, 
and water quality functions and values. 
(c) Application. Applications for eligible projects 
meeting the provisions of subsections (3)(d) 
through (g) of this section must be submitted 
within two calendar years from the effective date 
of the revision to the Sammamish shoreline 
master program. 
(d) Pilot Program Administration. 
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#  Commenter  Code Section  Current Regulation  Proposed Amendment 

(i) Three projects associated with the 
construction of a single‐family home are 
authorized by this pilot project, subject to the 
provisions of this section. 
(ii) Eligible projects shall be accepted in the 
order received. To qualify for submittal, an 
applicant must have a complete application as 
described in the City’s application material and 
Chapter 20.05 SMC, and completed any 
necessary preliminary steps prior to application 
as set forth in Chapter 20.05 SMC. 
(iii) In the event that an application for a project 
accepted into the pilot program is withdrawn by 
the applicant or cancelled by the director prior 
to the expiration of the pilot program, the next 
submitted application shall be accepted into the 
pilot program. 
(iv) The director shall use the authority under 
SMC 20.05.100 to ensure expeditious 
processing of applications. In particular, the 
director shall set a reasonable deadline for the 
submittal of corrections, studies, or other 
information when requested; an extension may 
be provided based upon a reasonable request. 
Failure by the applicant to meet a deadline shall 
be cause for the department to cancel/deny the 
application. 

(e) Eligible Projects. Subject to the limitation in 
the total number of projects in subsection (3)(d) 
of this section, wetlands that meet the following 
criteria may be exempted from the avoidance 
sequencing provisions of SMC 21A.50.135(1)(a) 
and the provisions of SMC 21A.50.290 and may be 

(i) Three projects associated with the 
construction of a single‐family home are 
authorized by this pilot project, subject to the 
provisions of this section. 
(ii) Eligible projects shall be accepted in the 
order received. To qualify for submittal, an 
applicant must have a complete application as 
described in the City’s application material and 
Chapter 20.05 SMC, and completed any 
necessary preliminary steps prior to application 
as set forth in Chapter 20.05 SMC. 
(iii) In the event that an application for a project 
accepted into the pilot program is withdrawn by 
the applicant or cancelled by the director prior 
to the expiration of the pilot program, the next 
submitted application shall be accepted into the 
pilot program. 
(iv) The director shall use the authority under 
SMC 20.05.100 to ensure expeditious 
processing of applications. In particular, the 
director shall set a reasonable deadline for the 
submittal of corrections, studies, or other 
information when requested; an extension may 
be provided based upon a reasonable request. 
Failure by the applicant to meet a deadline shall 
be cause for the department to cancel/deny the 
application. 

(e) Eligible Projects. Subject to the limitation in 
the total number of projects in subsection (3)(d) 
of this section, wetlands that meet the following 
criteria may be exempted from the avoidance 
sequencing provisions of SMC 21A.50.135(1)(a) 
and the provisions of SMC 21A.50.290 and may be 
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#  Commenter  Code Section  Current Regulation  Proposed Amendment 

altered. To be eligible, a critical areas study 
prepared by a qualified professional shall be 
approved by the director and shall document the 
following: 
(i) The wetland is a category III or IV wetland 
that is hydrologically isolated from other 
aquatic resources; and 
(ii) The total area of the isolated wetland is 
4,000 square feet or less; and 
(iii) The wetland is not adjacent to a riparian 
area; and 
(iv) The wetland has a score of 15 points or less 
for habitat in the adopted Western Washington 
rating system; and 
(v) The wetland does not contain habitat 
identified as essential for local populations of 
priority species identified by the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

(f) Mitigation. Mitigation to replace lost wetland 
functions and values, consistent with SMC 
21A.50.310, shall be prepared for review and 
approval by the director; and 
(g) Monitoring. Monitoring of the effect on 
biologic, hydrologic, and water quality, and 
assessment of the performance of required 
mitigation shall be provided by the applicant for 
five years following the completion of pilot 
projects authorized by this section. Annual 
monitoring reports shall be provided to the City 
for review and approval. Monitoring shall include 
the collection and analysis of data for the purpose 
of understanding and documenting changes in 
natural ecosystems, functions and features 

altered. To be eligible, a critical areas study 
prepared by a qualified professional shall be 
approved by the director and shall document the 
following: 
(i) The wetland is a category III or IV wetland 
that is hydrologically isolated from other 
aquatic resources; and 
(ii) The total area of the isolated wetland is 
4,000 square feet or less; and 
(iii) The wetland is not adjacent to a riparian 
area; and 
(iv) The wetland has a score of 15 points or less 
for habitat in the adopted Western Washington 
rating system; and 
(v) The wetland does not contain habitat 
identified as essential for local populations of 
priority species identified by the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

(f) Mitigation. Mitigation to replace lost wetland 
functions and values, consistent with SMC 
21A.50.310, shall be prepared for review and 
approval by the director; and 
(g) Monitoring. Monitoring of the effect on 
biologic, hydrologic, and water quality, and 
assessment of the performance of required 
mitigation shall be provided by the applicant for 
five years following the completion of pilot 
projects authorized by this section. Annual 
monitoring reports shall be provided to the City 
for review and approval. Monitoring shall include 
the collection and analysis of data for the purpose 
of understanding and documenting changes in 
natural ecosystems, functions and features 
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#  Commenter  Code Section  Current Regulation  Proposed Amendment 

including, but not limited to, gathering baseline 
data. 
(h) No subsequent exemption from the avoidance 
sequencing provisions of SMC 21A.50.135(1)(a) or 
21A.50.290 is authorized for the property 
participating in this pilot program. 
(i) Effective Date. The pilot program described in 
this subsection (3) shall take effect following the 
adoption of the pilot program into a Department 
of Ecology approved Sammamish shoreline 
master program.  

including, but not limited to, gathering baseline 
data. 
(h) No subsequent exemption from the avoidance 
sequencing provisions of SMC 21A.50.135(1)(a) or 
21A.50.290 is authorized for the property 
participating in this pilot program. 

(i) Effective Date. The pilot program described in this 
subsection (3) shall take effect following the 
adoption of the pilot program into a Department of 
Ecology approved Sammamish shoreline master 
program. 

3  Ecology 
Required 
Amendment 
(Attachment B) 

25.01.080   This program and all amendments thereto shall 
become effective immediately upon final approval by 
the Department of Ecology. 

This program and all amendments thereto shall 
become effective immediately fourteen days from 
the date of the Department of Ecology’s written 
notice of upon final approval by the Department of 
Ecology. 

4  Ecology 
Recommended 
Amendment 
(Attachment C) 

21A.50.290(1) 
& (2) 

(1) Wetlands shall be rated according to the Washington 

State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington 

(Department of Ecology, 2004, or as may be amended 

or revised by the Department from time to time). This 

document contains the definitions, methods and a rating 

form for determining the categorization of wetlands 

described below: 

(a) Category 1. Category 1 wetlands include those 

that receive a score of greater than or equal to 70 

based on functions, or those that are rated 

(1) Wetlands shall be rated according to the Washington 

State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington 

(Department of Ecology, 20042014, or as may be 

amended or revised by the Department from time to 

time). This document contains the definitions, methods 

and a rating form for determining the categorization of 

wetlands described below: 

(a) Category 1. Category 1 wetlands include those 

that receive a score of greater than or equal to 70 

23-27 based on functions, or those that are rated 
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#  Commenter  Code Section  Current Regulation  Proposed Amendment 

Category 1 based on special characteristics as 

defined in the rating form. 

(b) Category 2. Category 2 wetlands include those 

that receive a score of 51 through 69 based on 

functions, or those that are rated Category 2 

based on special characteristics as defined in the 

rating form. 

(c) Category 3. Category 3 wetlands include those 

that receive a score of 30 through 50 based on 

functions. 

(d) Category 4. Category 4 wetlands score less 

than 30 points based on functions. 

(2) The following standard buffers shall be established 

from the wetland edge: 

Wetland Category 

Standard 

Buffer Width 

(ft) 

Category I: Natural Heritage 

or bog wetlands 

215 

Category 1 based on special characteristics as 

defined in the rating form. 

(b) Category 2. Category 2 wetlands include those 

that receive a score of 51 through 6920-22 based 

on functions, or those that are rated Category 2 

based on special characteristics as defined in the 

rating form. 

(c) Category 3. Category 3 wetlands include those 

that receive a score of 30 through 5016-19 based 

on functions. 

(d) Category 4. Category 4 wetlands score less 

than 30 equal to or less than 15 points based on 

functions. 

(2) The following standard buffers shall be established 

from the wetland edge: 
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#  Commenter  Code Section  Current Regulation  Proposed Amendment 

Habitat score 29 

– 36 

200 

Habitat score 20 

– 28 

150 

Not meeting 

above criteria 

125 

Category II: Habitat score 29 

– 36 

150 

Habitat score 20 

– 28 

100 

Not meeting 

above criteria 

75 

Category III: Habitat score 20 

– 28 

75 

Not meeting 

above criteria 

50 

Category IV:   All land use 

types – 50 

Wetland Category 

Standard 

Buffer Width 

(ft) 

Category I: Natural Heritage 

or bog wetlands 

215 

Habitat score 29 

– 368-9 

200 

Habitat score 20 

– 285-7 

150 

Not meeting 

above criteria 

125 

Category II: Habitat score 29 

– 368-9 

150 

Habitat score 20 

– 285-7 

100 

Not meeting 

above criteria 

75 

Category III: Habitat score 20 

– 288-9 

75 
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#  Commenter  Code Section  Current Regulation  Proposed Amendment 

Category III 

and IV:  

Subject to SMC 21A.50.320 

 

Not meeting 

above criteria 

50 

Category IV:   All land use 

types – 50 

Category III 

and IV:  

Subject to SMC 21A.50.320 

5  Ecology 

Recommended 
Amendment 
(Attachment C) 

21A.50.290 (7) 
(c) 

The buffer width is not reduced to less than 50 
percent of the standard buffer width at any location 

The buffer width is not reduced to less than 50 75 
percent of the standard buffer width at any location 

6  Ecology 

Recommended 
Amendment 
(Attachment C) 

21A.50.290 (7) 
(f) 

Buffer averaging may be used in conjunction with 
buffer reduction options in this section, provided the 
total combined reduction does not reduce the buffer 
to less than 50 percent of standard buffer width at 
any location. 

Buffer averaging may be used in conjunction with 
buffer reduction options in this section, provided the 
total combined reduction does not reduce the buffer 
to less than 50 75 percent of standard buffer width 
at any location. 

7 
Ecology 

Recommended 
Amendment 
(Attachment C) 

21A.50.290 (8) 
(a) 

When a Category 1 or 2 wetland with a habitat score 
of greater than 29 points (per Washington State 
Wetland Rating System for Western Washington – 
Department of Ecology 2009 or as revised) is located 
within 200 feet of the wetland subject to the 
increased buffer; 

When a Category 1 or 2 wetland with a habitat score 
of greater than 29 8 points (per Washington State 
Wetland Rating System for Western Washington – 
Department of Ecology 2009 or as revised) is located 
within 200 feet of the wetland subject to the 
increased buffer; 

8 

Ecology 

Recommended 
Amendment 
(Attachment C) 

21A.50.290 (9) 

Buffer Reduction. Buffers may be reduced when 
buffer reduction impacts are mitigated and result in 
equal or greater protection of the wetland functions. 
Prior to considering buffer reductions, the applicant 
shall demonstrate application of mitigation 
sequencing as required in SMC 21A.50.135. A plan 
for mitigating buffer‐reduction impacts must be 

Buffer Reduction. Buffers may be reduced when 
buffer reduction impacts are mitigated and result in 
equal or greater protection of the wetland functions. 
Prior to considering buffer reductions, the applicant 
shall demonstrate application of mitigation 
sequencing as required in SMC 21A.50.135. A plan 
for mitigating buffer‐reduction impacts must be 
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#  Commenter  Code Section  Current Regulation  Proposed Amendment 

prepared using selected incentive‐based mitigation 
options from the list below. The following incentive 
options for reducing standard buffer widths shall be 
considered cumulative up to a maximum reduction 
of 50 percent of the standard buffer width. In all 
circumstances where a substantial portion of the 
remaining buffer is degraded, the buffer reduction 
plan shall include replanting with native vegetation 
in the degraded portions of the remaining buffer 
area and shall include a five‐year monitoring and 
maintenance plan. 

prepared using selected incentive‐based mitigation 
options from the list below. The following incentive 
options for reducing standard buffer widths shall be 
considered cumulative up to a maximum reduction 
of 50 25 percent of the standard buffer width. In all 
circumstances where a substantial portion of the 
remaining buffer is degraded, the buffer reduction 
plan shall include replanting with native vegetation 
in the degraded portions of the remaining buffer 
area and shall include a five‐year monitoring and 
maintenance plan. 

9  Ecology 

Recommended 
Amendment 
(Attachment C) 

21A.50.290 (9) 
(i) 

Percentages listed above may be added together to 
create a total buffer reduction; provided, that the 
total reduction does not exceed 50 percent of the 
standard buffer width. 

Percentages listed above may be added together to 
create a total buffer reduction; provided, that the 
total reduction does not exceed 50 25 percent of the 
standard buffer width; the remaining buffer shall be 
no less than 75% of the standard buffer. 

10 

Ecology 

Recommended 
Amendment 
(Attachment C) 

21A.50.320 (1) 

Isolated wetlands, as designated by a qualified 
professional using the adopted Washington State 
Wetland Rating System for Western Washington in a 
written and approved critical areas study meeting 
the requirements of SMC 21A.50.130, with a total 
area of up to 1,000 square feet may be exempted 
from the avoidance sequencing provisions of SMC 
21A.50.135(1)(a) and the provisions of SMC 
21A.50.290 and may be altered. 

Isolated wetlands, as designated by a qualified 
professional using the adopted Washington State 
Wetland Rating System for Western Washingtonas 
defined consistent with SMC 21A.15.1410, and 
evaluated in a written and approved critical areas 
study meeting the requirements of SMC 21A.50.130, 
with a total area of up to 1,000 square feet may be 
exempted from the avoidance sequencing provisions 
of SMC 21A.50.135(1)(a) and the provisions of SMC 
21A.50.290 and may be altered. 

11 
Ecology 

Recommended 
Amendment 
(Attachment C) 

21A.50.320 (2) 
(a) 

(2) Category III and IV wetlands with a total area of 
4,000 square feet or less may have the buffer 
reduced by 15 feet, provided: 

(a) The wetland does not score 15 points or 
greater for habitat in the adopted Western 
Washington rating system; and 

(2) Category III and IV wetlands with a total area of 
4,000 square feet or less may have the buffer 
reduced by 15 feet, provided: 

(a) The wetland does not score 15 4 points or 
greater less for habitat in the adopted Western 
Washington rating system; and 

12  Ecology  21A.50.320 (3)  (3) Pilot Program.  (3) Pilot Program. 
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Recommended 
Amendment 
(Attachment C) 

(a) Establishment of Pilot Program. A pilot 
program is hereby established to allow isolated 
category III and IV wetlands to be exempted 
from the avoidance sequencing provisions of 
SMC 21A.50.135(1)(a) and the provisions of 
SMC 21A.50.290, subject to the provisions of 
this section. 

… 
(e) Eligible Projects. Subject to the limitation in 
the total number of projects in subsection 
(3)(d) of this section, wetlands that meet the 
following criteria may be exempted from the 
avoidance sequencing provisions of SMC 
21A.50.135(1)(a) and the provisions of SMC 
21A.50.290 and may be altered. To be eligible, 
a critical areas study prepared by a qualified 
professional shall be approved by the director 
and shall document the following: 

(i) The wetland is a category III or IV wetland 
that is hydrologically isolated from other 
aquatic resources; and 
(ii) The total area of the isolated wetland is 
4,000 square feet or less; and 
(iii) The wetland is not adjacent to a riparian 
area; and 
(iv) The wetland has a score of 15 points or 
less for habitat in the adopted Western 
Washington rating system; and 
(v) The wetland does not contain habitat 
identified as essential for local populations 
of priority species identified by the 
Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife. 

(a) Establishment of Pilot Program. A pilot 
program is hereby established to allow isolated 
category III and IV wetlands to be exempted 
from the avoidance sequencing provisions of 
SMC 21A.50.135(1)(a) and the provisions of 
SMC 21A.50.290, subject to approval of a 
shoreline conditional use permit if located 
within shoreline jurisdictions and the provisions 
of this section. 

… 
(e) Eligible Projects. Subject to the limitation in 
the total number of projects in subsection 
(3)(d) of this section, wetlands that meet the 
following criteria may be exempted from the 
avoidance sequencing provisions of SMC 
21A.50.135(1)(a) and the provisions of SMC 
21A.50.290 and may be altered. To be eligible, 
a critical areas study prepared by a qualified 
professional shall be approved by the director 
and shall document the following: 

(i) The wetland is a category III or IV wetland 
that is hydrologically isolated from other 
aquatic resources; and 
(ii) The total area of the isolated wetland is 
4,000 square feet or less; and 
(iii) The wetland is not adjacent to a riparian 
area; and 
(iv) The wetland has a score of 15 4 points or 
less for habitat in the adopted Western 
Washington rating system; and 
(v) The wetland does not contain habitat 
identified as essential for local populations 
of priority species identified by the 
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#  Commenter  Code Section  Current Regulation  Proposed Amendment 

Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife; and. 
(vi) The applicant shall obtain all necessary 
state and federal authorizations for isolated 
wetland impacts prior to beginning any 
ground disturbing activities or timber 
harvest.  Isolated wetlands are those 
wetlands as defined consistent with SMC 
21A.50.1410. 

13  Ecology 

Recommended 
Amendment 
(Attachment C) 

21A.50.330 (4) 
(c) 

The buffer width is not reduced to less than 50 
percent of the standard buffer; 

The buffer width is not reduced to less than 50 75 
percent of the standard buffer; 

14  Ecology 

Recommended 
Amendment 
(Attachment C) 

21A.50.330 (4) 
(e) 

Buffer averaging may be used in conjunction with 
buffer reduction options in this section, provided the 
total combined reduction does not reduce the buffer 
to less than 50 percent of the standard buffer width 
at any location. 

Buffer averaging may be used in conjunction with 
buffer reduction options in this section, provided the 
total combined reduction does not reduce the buffer 
to less than 50 75 percent of the standard buffer 
width at any location. 

15 

Ecology 

Recommended 
Amendment 
(Attachment C) 

21A.50.330 (6) 

(6) Buffer Reduction. Buffers may be reduced when 
buffer‐reduction impacts are mitigated and result in 
equal or greater protection of the ecological stream 
functions. Prior to considering buffer reductions, the 
applicant shall demonstrate application of mitigation 
sequencing as required in SMC 21A.50.135. A plan 
for mitigating buffer‐reduction impacts must be 
prepared using selected incentive‐based mitigation 
options from the list below, and is subject to 
approval by the City. The following incentive options 
for reducing standard buffer widths shall be 
considered cumulative up to a maximum reduction 
of 50 percent of the standard buffer width. In all 
circumstances where a substantial portion of the 
remaining buffer is degraded, the buffer reduction 

(6) Buffer Reduction. Buffers may be reduced when 
buffer‐reduction impacts are mitigated and result in 
equal or greater protection of the ecological stream 
functions. Prior to considering buffer reductions, the 
applicant shall demonstrate application of mitigation 
sequencing as required in SMC 21A.50.135. A plan 
for mitigating buffer‐reduction impacts must be 
prepared using selected incentive‐based mitigation 
options from the list below, and is subject to 
approval by the City. The following incentive options 
for reducing standard buffer widths shall be 
considered cumulative up to a maximum reduction 
of 50 25 percent of the standard buffer width. In all 
circumstances where a substantial portion of the 
remaining buffer is degraded, the buffer reduction 
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#  Commenter  Code Section  Current Regulation  Proposed Amendment 

plan shall include replanting with native vegetation 
in the degraded portions of the remaining buffer 
area and shall include a five‐year monitoring and 
maintenance plan. 

plan shall include replanting with native vegetation 
in the degraded portions of the remaining buffer 
area and shall include a five‐year monitoring and 
maintenance plan. 

16  Ecology 

Recommended 
Amendment 
(Attachment C) 

21A.50.330 (6) 
(e) (ii) 

Up to 30 percent reduction in standard buffer width 
for improving fish passage and/or creation of side 
channel or backwater areas. 

Up to 30 25 percent reduction in standard buffer 
width for improving fish passage and/or creation of 
side channel or backwater areas. 

17  Ecology 
Recommended 
Amendment 
(Attachment C) 

21A.50.13XX  No current limit on the wetland delineation.  A wetland delineation completed over five years ago 
needs to be revisited. Revisiting a wetland 
delineation that is five or more years old does not 
necessarily mean that a new wetland delineation 
needs to be completed. It means that a field 
verification may need to be performed to determine 
whether the delineation is still accurate or whether it 
needs to be redone based on existing conditions. 

18  Staff 
Recommended 
Amendment 

21A.50.327  On development proposal sites that contain Type F 
or Np streams and/or wetlands with a high habitat 
score greater than or equal to 29, that are also 
located within 200 feet of an on‐site or off‐site Type 
F or Np stream and/or wetland with a high habitat 
score greater than or equal to 29, a fish and wildlife 
habitat corridor shall be set aside and protected as 
follows: 

On development proposal sites that contain Type F 
or Np streams and/or wetlands with a high habitat 
score greater than or equal to 298, that are also 
located within 200 feet of an on‐site or off‐site Type 
F or Np stream and/or wetland with a high habitat 
score greater than or equal to 298, a fish and wildlife 
habitat corridor shall be set aside and protected as 
follows: 

19  Staff 
Recommended 
Amendment 

21A.15.469  “Fish and wildlife habitat corridors” means those 
corridors set aside and protected for preserving 
connections between habitats on development 
proposal sites that contain Type F or Np streams 
and/or wetlands with a high habitat score greater 
than or equal to 29 on the Washington State 
Wetland Rating System for Western Washington 
(Department of Ecology 2004 or as revised) that are 
located within 200 feet of an on‐site or off‐site Type 

“Fish and wildlife habitat corridors” means those 
corridors set aside and protected for preserving 
connections between habitats on development 
proposal sites that contain Type F or Np streams 
and/or wetlands with a high habitat score greater 
than or equal to 29 8 on the Washington State 
Wetland Rating System for Western Washington 
(Department of Ecology 2004 2014 or as revised) 
that are located within 200 feet of an on‐site or off‐
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#  Commenter  Code Section  Current Regulation  Proposed Amendment 

F or Np stream and/or wetland with a high habitat 
score greater than or equal to 29 on the Washington 
State Wetland Rating System for Western 
Washington. Fish and wildlife habitat corridors do 
not increase streams buffers, except as required to 
provide a connection between two features as 
described above. 

site Type F or Np stream and/or wetland with a high 
habitat score greater than or equal to 29 8 on the 
Washington State Wetland Rating System for 
Western Washington. Fish and wildlife habitat 
corridors do not increase streams buffers, except as 
required to provide a connection between two 
features as described above. 

20  Staff 
Recommended 
Amendment 

21A.50.060 
and  
25.08.100(2) 

The following developments, activities, and uses are 
allowed in critical areas and associated buffers and 
building setbacks as specified in the following 
subsections, provided such activities are otherwise 
consistent with this program and other applicable 
regulations. The director may apply conditions to an 
underlying permit or approval to ensure that the 
activities are consistent with the provisions of this 
chapter. 
(1) Maintenance of Existing Improvements. Existing 
single detached dwelling units, other structures, 
landscaping, and other existing uses that do not 
meet the requirements of this chapter, which were 
legally established according to the regulations in 
place at their time of establishment, may be 
maintained and no critical areas study or review is 
required. 
(2) Modifications of Existing Improvements. 
Addition, expansion, reconstruction or revision of 
existing building(s) or other structures is subject to 
the following: 

(a) Modification or Replacement. Structural 
modification or replacement of legally 
established structures that do not meet the 
building setback or buffer requirements for 
wetlands, streams, fish and wildlife habitat 

Subject to the limitations set forth in subsection (1) 
below, Tthe following developments, activities, and 
uses are allowed in critical areas and associated 
buffers and building setbacks as specified in the 
following subsections, provided such activities are 
otherwise consistent with this program and other 
applicable regulations.  The director may apply 
conditions to an underlying permit or approval to 
ensure that the activities are consistent with the 
provisions of this chapter. 
(1) Change of Use and Existing Improvements.  
Approval of a preliminary subdivision, short 
subdivision or binding site plan shall require that an 
existing improvements, or nonconformance, as that 
term is defined in SMC 21A.15.800, be removed or 
discontinued prior to recording of the final plat, final 
short plat, or binding site plan in the following 
circumstances: 

(a)   The existing improvements or 
nonconformance is located within 
environmentally critical areas or buffers.  This 
includes, but is not limited to, a nonconformance 
within an area proposed to be included in an 
averaged or reduced buffer; and, 
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#  Commenter  Code Section  Current Regulation  Proposed Amendment 

conservation areas, wildlife habitat corridors, or 
landslide hazard areas is allowed if the 
modification, replacement or related activity 
does not increase the existing footprint of the 
structure lying within the critical area, buffer or 
building setback area, and there is no increased 
risk to life or property. 
(b) Expansions of Single Detached Dwelling Units 
and Accessory Dwelling Units. Structural 
modification of, addition to, or replacement of 
legally created single detached dwelling unit(s) 
and accessory dwelling unit(s) and associated 
impervious surfaces that do not meet the 
applicable building setback or buffer 
requirements for wetlands, streams, fish and 
wildlife habitat conservation areas, or landslide 
hazard areas are allowed a one‐time up to 1,000 
square foot increase in the existing total footprint 
of the single detached dwelling unit(s) and 
accessory dwelling unit(s) and associated 
impervious surface areas lying within the buffer 
or building setback subject to the following: 

… 

(b) Removal of the existing improvement or 
nonconformance will result in a reduced impact 
to environmentally critical areas; or 

(c) One of or more of the following criteria are 
met:  

i. Removal or discontinuance of the 
existing improvement or 
nonconformance is necessary to meet 
water quality, drainage, or re‐vegetation 
requirements or to qualify for incentives. 

ii. The existing improvement or 
nonconformance is a use no longer 
allowed in the zoning designation or 
would be incompatible with a proposed 
use. 

iii. Removal or discontinuance of the 
existing improvement or 
nonconformance is necessary for public 
health, safety, or welfare, including but 
not limited to adequate sanitation, 
access, and/or safe walking conditions 
for school children. 

(21) Maintenance of Existing Improvements. Existing 
single detached dwelling units, other structures, 
landscaping, and other existing uses that do not 
meet the requirements of this chapter, which were 
legally established according to the regulations in 
place at their time of establishment, may be 
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#  Commenter  Code Section  Current Regulation  Proposed Amendment 

maintained and no critical areas study or review is 
required. 
 
(23) Modifications of Existing Improvements. 
Addition, expansion, reconstruction or revision of 
existing building(s) or other structures is subject to 
the following: 

(a) Modification or Replacement. Structural 
modification or replacement of legally 
established structures that do not meet the 
building setback or buffer requirements for 
wetlands, streams, fish and wildlife habitat 
conservation areas, wildlife habitat corridors, or 
landslide hazard areas is allowed if the 
modification, replacement or related activity 
does not increase the existing footprint of the 
structure lying within the critical area, buffer or 
building setback area, and there is no increased 
risk to life or property. 
(b) Expansions of Single Detached Dwelling Units 
and Accessory Dwelling Units. Structural 
modification of, addition to, or replacement of 
legally created single detached dwelling unit(s) 
and accessory dwelling unit(s) and associated 
impervious surfaces that do not meet the 
applicable building setback or buffer 
requirements for wetlands, streams, fish and 
wildlife habitat conservation areas, or landslide 
hazard areas are allowed a one‐time up to 1,000 
square foot increase in the existing total 
footprint of the single detached dwelling unit(s) 
and accessory dwelling unit(s) and associated 
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#  Commenter  Code Section  Current Regulation  Proposed Amendment 

impervious surface areas lying within the buffer 
or building setback subject to the following: 

… 

21  Staff 
Recommended 
Amendment 

25.07.010‐2 
Impervious 

surface 

(max.) 

R-4, no 

additional 

% for lots 

under 

9,076 

square 

feet 

40% R-4, no 

additional 

% for lots 

under 

9,076 

square 

feet 

40% Impervious 

surface 

(max.) 

Minimum 

Yard Area 

R-4, no 

additional 

% for lots 

under 

9,076 

square 

feet45% 

4060% R-4, no 

additional 

% for lots 

under 

9,076 

square 

feet45% 

4060% 

22  Staff 
Recommended 
Amendment 

25.07.080(2)(c)  For shoreline residential areas, impervious surface 
allowances shall be in accordance with R‐4 zoning 
requirements, with the exception that no additional 
impervious surface percentage is allowed for lots 
less than 9,076 square feet. See SMC 21A.25.030, 
Note (4)(c). 

For shoreline residential areas, 45% of the lot shall 
be yard area.  For purposes of this section, “yard” is 
any surface area that is not structured or hardened.  
Yard areas may be landscaped, contain uncovered 
decks of less than 18 inches above grade, or artificial 
turf, but do not include areas covered by pervious 
concrete or other similar materials.  impervious 
surface allowances shall be in accordance with R‐4 
zoning requirements, with the exception that no 
additional impervious surface percentage is allowed 
for lots less than 9,076 square feet. See SMC 
21A.25.030, Note (4)(c). 

23  Staff 
Recommended 
Amendment 

25.07.080(2)(d) For urban conservancy areas, the maximum amount 
of impervious surface shall not exceed 40 percent of 
the lot area above OHWM. 

For urban conservancy areas, the maximum 
minimum amount of impervious surface shall not 
yard area shall be exceed 460 percent of the lot area 
above OHWM. For purposes of this section, “yard” is 
any surface area that is not structured or hardened.  
Yard areas may be landscaped, contain uncovered 
decks of less than 18 inches above grade, or artificial 
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#  Commenter  Code Section  Current Regulation  Proposed Amendment 

turf, but do not include areas covered by pervious 
concrete or other similar materials.   

24  Staff 
Recommended 
Amendment 

20.05.020(4)  LAND USE DECISION TYPE 
… 

Type 

2 

Decision by 

director 

appealable to 

hearing 

examiner, no 

further 

administrative 

appeal 

Short plat; road variance 

decisions rendered in 

conjunction with a short plat 

decision; zoning variance; 

conditional use permit; 

shoreline substantial 

development permits 

(SSDPs); procedural and 

substantive SEPA decision; 

site development permit; 

approval of residential 

density incentives; reuse of 

public schools; reasonable 

use exceptions under SMC 

21A.50.070(2); preliminary 

determinations under SMC 

20.05.030(3); critical areas 

exceptions and decisions to 

require studies or to 

approve, condition or deny a 

LAND USE DECISION TYPE 
… 

Type 

2 

Decision by 

director 

appealable to 

hearing 

examiner, no 

further 

administrative 

appeal 

Short plat; road variance 

decisions rendered in 

conjunction with a short plat 

decision; zoning variance; 

conditional use permit; 

shoreline substantial 

development permits 

(SSDPs); procedural and 

substantive SEPA decision; 

site development permit; 

approval of residential 

density incentives; reuse of 

public schools; reasonable 

use exceptions under SMC 

21A.50.070(2); preliminary 

determinations under SMC 

20.05.030(3); critical areas 

exceptions and decisions to 

require studies or to 

approve, condition or deny a 
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#  Commenter  Code Section  Current Regulation  Proposed Amendment 

development proposal based 

on the requirements of 

Chapter 21A.50 SMC; 

binding site plan; unified 

zone development plan 

under Chapter 21B.95 SMC3 

…   

Type 

4 

Recommendation 

by director, 

hearing and 

decision by 

hearing examiner 

appealable to the 

State Shoreline 

Hearings Board 

Shoreline variances; 

shoreline conditional use 

permits 

development proposal based 

on the requirements of 

Chapter 21A.50 SMC; 

binding site plan; unified 

zone development plan 

under Chapter 21B.95 SMC3 

…   

Type 

4 

Recommendation 

by director, 

hearing and 

decision by 

hearing examiner 

appealable to the 

State Shoreline 

Hearings Board 

Shoreline variances; 

shoreline substantial 

development permits 

(SSDPs); shoreline 

conditional use permits 
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Meeting Date:  May 3, 2016  Date Submitted:  April 26, 2016 

 
Originating Department:  Public Works 

 
Clearances: 

☐  Attorney  ☐  Community Development  ☐  Parks & Recreation 

☐  Admin Services  ☐  Eastside Fire and Rescue  ☐  Police 

  City Manager  ☐  Finance & IT    Public Works 

 
Subject:     Approval of 2016 Pavement Program – Management Program, Overlays Project‐ 

Construction 
 
Action Required:     Authorize the City Manager to award and execute a contract with Watson Asphalt 

Paving Co., Inc. for the construction of the 2016 Pavement Program ‐ Overlays 
Project. 

 
Exhibits:     Exhibit 1.   2016 Pavement Overlay Project Vicinity Map 

Exhibit 2.   2016 Pavement Overlay Project Bid Summary 
 

 
Budget:      2016 Street Fund Adopted Budget Line Item 101‐000‐542‐30‐48‐51:  

$3,750,000.00 
 

 
Summary Statement: 
The Public Works Department recommends that the City Council authorize the City Manager to award 
and  execute  a  contract  with Watson  Asphalt  Paving  Co.,  Inc.,  the  lowest  responsible  bidder,  for 
construction of  the  2016  Pavement Program  – Overlays  Project  for  arterial  and  local  streets  in  an 
amount of $3,033,069.10 and administer a construction contingency in the amount of $300,000.00. 
 
Background: 
This project provides for pavement rehabilitation through Hot Mix Asphalt (HMA) overlays and localized 
pavement patching.  Besides overlaying the streets during the annual overlay project,  the contractor’s 
crews also repair broken curbs, sidewalks, and rebuild the sidewalk ramps to meet the most current ADA 
(Americans with Disabilities Act) guidelines. The streets to be overlaid were selected based on pavement 
condition  records  created  through  the  City’s on‐going  computerized pavement management  program, 
which  takes account of  the history of maintenance, age of  streets,  condition of pavement, and visual 
inspection.  The  City  also  takes  into  consideration,  roads  that  may  be  conflicted  with  other 
utility/development projects.  
 

City Council Agenda Bill 

Bill #8



 

 

 
 
Financial Impact: 
 
The work to be performed is anticipated to fit within the adopted 2016 budget. 
 

Program Budget (101‐000‐542‐30‐48‐51)  $ 3,750,000.00

2016 Construction Contract Budget Amount  $ 3,033,069.10

Management Reserve   $ 300,000.00

The Remaining Budget for 2016 Pavement 
Management Program Items 1 

$ 416,930.90   

 
1Remaining budget is allocated to construction management, pavement patching, crack sealing, material 
testing, design assistance for localized pavement repairs and a city wide pavement condition survey. 
 
Recommended Motion:  
 
Move to authorize the City Manager to award and execute a contract with Watson Asphalt Paving Co., 
Inc. for construction of the 2016 Pavement Program – Overlays Project in an amount of $ 3,033,069.10 
and to administer a construction contingency in the amount of $ 300,000.00 
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Exhibit 1: 2016 Pavement Overlay Project
Vicinity Map
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Bid Opening
City of Sammamish Public Works Department

Project:  2016 Pavement Program - Overlays

Bid Date & Time:  Apr. 14th, 2016, 2:00 pm

Sig
ned P
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l
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Bid
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Bidder Total Bid Price

1 Lakeside Industries Inc. √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ $3,241,150.55

2 Lakeside Industries Inc. A $252,326.50

3 Lakeside Industries Inc. B $228,209.25

4 Total Lakeside Industries Inc. $3,721,686.30

5 Watson Asphalt Paving √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ $3,033,069.10

6 Watson Asphalt Paving A $233,593.70

7 Watson Asphalt Paving B $214,581.70

8 Total Watson Asphalt Paving $3,481,244.50

9

10

Engineer's Estimate: $3,200,000.00
1Form must be submitted within one hour after published bid submittal time.
2Form must be submitted within 48 hours after the published bid submittal time. budget: $3,000,000.00
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2015 Year End
Financial Report

May 3, 2016

1

City Manager's Report



2015 Year End Financial Report
May 3, 2016

Agenda

• Biennial Budget Overview

• 2015 Year End Report

• Revenue

• Expenditures

• 2016 First Quarter Monitoring
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City Manager's Report



2015 Year End Financial Report
May 3, 2016

• Transparency & full 
disclosure

• Reviewed by GFOA 
staff and Special 
Review Committee 

• City achievement since 
2009

Jennifer Dilley, CPA
Accounting Manager

Jodee Bass
Finance Specialist II
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City Manager's Report



2015 Year End Financial Report
May 3, 2016

Chris Gianini, CPA
Deputy Finance Director

Allison Gubata
Administrative Assistant

• Budget documents of the 
very highest quality

• National Advisory Council 
on State & Local Budgeting

• GFOA best practices

• City achievement since 
2003‐2004 Biennium
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City Manager's Report



2015 Year End Financial Report
May 3, 2016

Biennial Budget Overview

• Biennial Budget (2 year) since 2001‐2002

• Updated @ mid‐biennium

• Considerable savings versus adopting 
annual budgets

• 2 year appropriation w/ annual spending 
plans
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City Manager's Report



2015 Year End Report

2015 Year End Financial Report
May 3, 2016
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2015 Year End Financial Report
May 3, 2016

Revenues

Budget Actual Variance

50,826,544        53,647,537      2,820,993        5.6%

Expenditures
Budget Actual Variance

81,586,885        63,546,066      18,040,819      22.1%

2015 Financial Report Summary
(All Funds - Not Including Interfund Transfers)
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2015 Year End Financial Report
May 3, 2016

Revenue Description Budget Actual Variance % Variance

Property Tax 22,855,000$      22,947,416$       92,416$               0.40%

Sales & Use Tax 3,600,000          4,327,162            727,162               20.20%

Surface Water Fees 3,553,854          3,713,183            159,329               4.48%

Street Fuel Tax 999,000              1,030,525            31,525                 3.16%

Local Crim Justice Sales Tax 1,133,000          1,259,247            126,247               11.14%

Investment Interest Earnings 156,000              259,000                103,000               66.03%

Building Permits 1,098,000          957,291                (140,709)             (12.82%)

Cable Franchise Fee 625,000              676,253                51,253                 8.20%

Liquor Profits & License Fees 526,000              565,744                39,744                 7.56%

Building Plan Check Fees 686,200              949,359                263,159               38.35%
35,232,054$    36,685,180$     1,453,126$       4.12%

Real Estate Excise Tax 3,500,000$        5,194,396$          1,694,396$         48.41%

Traffic Impact Fees 3,500,000          2,540,413            (959,587)             (27.42%)

Parks Impact Fees 675,000              712,330                37,330                 5.53%

7,675,000$        8,447,139$          772,139$             10.06%

Other Revenues (NO I/F Transfers) 7,919,490$        8,515,218$          595,728$             7.52%

TOTAL REVENUES 50,826,544$      53,647,537$       2,820,993$         5.55%

Total Top 10 Operating

Top 3 Capital Recurring

2015 Revenue Summary

8

City Manager's Report



2015 Year End Financial Report
May 3, 2016

 $‐

 $200

 $400

 $600

 $800

 $1,000

 $1,200

Building Permits Plan Check Fees Site Plan Review Other Dev Fees

$
 i
n
 T
h
o
u
sa

n
d
s

General Fund Highlights‐Development Revenue
Budget vs. Actual

9

City Manager's Report



2015 Year End Financial Report
May 3, 2016

 $‐

 $500

 $1,000

 $1,500

 $2,000

 $2,500

 $3,000

 $3,500

 $4,000

 $4,500

 $5,000

Sales Tax Criminal Justice Sales Tax

$
 in

 T
h
o
u
sa
n
d
s

Operating Budget Revenue Highlights
Budget vs. Actual

10

City Manager's Report



2015 Year End Financial Report
May 3, 2016

 $‐

 $1,000

 $2,000

 $3,000

 $4,000

 $5,000

 $6,000

REET Parks Impact Fees Transportation Impact Fees

$
 i
n
 T
h
o
u
sa

n
d
s

CIP Highlights‐Development Revenue
Budget vs. Actual

11

City Manager's Report



2015 Year End Financial Report
May 3, 2016

12

City Manager's Report



2015 Year End Financial Report
May 3, 2016

13

City Manager's Report



2015 Year End Financial Report
May 3, 2016

 $‐

 $500

 $1,000

 $1,500

 $2,000

 $2,500

 $3,000

 $3,500

 $4,000

Federal Transportation Grant Parks Contributions (YMCA) SWM Developer Contribution

$
 i
n
 T
h
o
u
sa

n
d
s

CIP Highlights‐Other Revenue
Budget vs. Actual

14

City Manager's Report



2015 Year End Financial Report
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Fund Budget Actual Variance % Variance

General Fund 27,420,603$        24,410,817$     3,009,786$          10.98%

Street Fund 5,689,281             4,958,227         731,054                12.85%

Surface Wtr Mgmt 2,574,756             2,457,289         117,467                4.56%

35,684,640$        31,826,333$     3,858,307$          10.81%

Gen Government CIP 9,730,000$           6,114,958$       3,615,042$          37.15%

Parks CIP  26,128,482           21,617,303       4,511,179            17.27%

Transportation CIP 5,343,961             1,437,145         3,906,816            73.11%

Surface Wtr Mgmt CIP 2,406,558             551,019             1,855,539            77.10%

43,609,001$        29,720,425$     13,888,576$        31.85%

Equipment Rental 190,979$              201,315$           (10,336)$              (5.41%)

Technology Replacement 1,170,765             942,658             228,107                19.48%

Risk Management 379,500                 303,335             76,165                  20.07%

1,741,244$           1,447,308$       293,936$              16.88%

G.O. Debt Service 552,000$              552,000$           ‐$                       0.00%

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 81,586,885$        63,546,066$     18,040,819$        22.11%

Figures do not include interfund transfers

2015 Expenditure Summary‐All Funds

Operating Funds

CIP Funds

Internal Service Funds
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Expenditure Description Budget Actual Variance % Variance

Personnel 10,912,561$    10,501,686$      (410,875)$          (3.77%)

Supplies 1,122,300        881,172              (241,128)             (21.49%)
Services & Charges 11,172,594      9,458,642           (1,713,952)         (15.34%)

Intergovernmental 1,333,194        1,165,407           (167,787)             (12.59%)
EF&R Contract 6,146,673        6,082,869           (63,804)               (1.04%)

Police Contract 5,086,578        5,026,877           (59,701)               (1.17%)
Capital 45,260,985      29,877,413        (15,383,572)       (33.99%)

Debt Service 552,000            552,000              ‐                       0.00%

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 81,586,885$   63,546,066$    (18,040,819)$   (22.11%)

Figures do not include interfund transfers

2015 Expenditure Summary‐by Expenditure Type
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2015 Highlights – CIP Funds
Community and Aquatics Center
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2015 Highlights – CIP Funds
Community and Aquatics Center 

January 2015 December 2015

18

City Manager's Report



2015 Year End Financial Report
May 3, 2016

2015 Highlights – CIP Funds
Big Rock Park
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2015 Highlights – CIP Funds
228th Avenue Intelligent Transportation System (ITS)

2015 Year End Financial Report
May 3, 2016
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2015 Highlights – CIP Funds
Inglewood Glen Drainage
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Beginning Ending

Fund Balance Revenues Expenditures Fund Balance

001 General Fund 22,244,298$         35,397,179$         44,925,425$     12,716,052$   

101 Street Fund 6,130,211             6,425,082             5,106,277          7,449,016        

201 Debt Service Fund ‐                          552,000                 552,000             ‐                     

301 Gen Gov CIP Fund 8,793,748             6,223,718             11,139,958       3,877,508        

302 Parks CIP Fund 13,950,775           19,961,350           22,002,303       11,909,822      

340 Transportation CIP Fund 21,262,384           6,092,756             2,374,145          24,980,995      

408 SWM Operating Fund 1,675,280             3,818,585             3,351,964          2,141,901        

438 SWM Capital Fund 2,783,783             1,218,549             551,019             3,451,313        

501 Equipment Rental Fund 761,778                 374,190                 201,315             934,653            

502 Technology Fund 339,113                 1,108,605             942,658             505,060            

503 Risk Management Fund 203,304                 379,856                 303,335             279,825            

Total 78,144,674$         81,551,870$         91,450,399$     68,246,145$   

2015 Budgeted Ending Fund Balance 47,384,333$   

Difference 20,861,812$   

2015 Ending Fund Balance

Fund
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Carryforward Summary

2015 Total Under Expenditure 18,040,819$     

  General Fund 207,635$                 

  Street Fund 659,012                   

  Technology Fund 158,000                   

  General Government CIP 3,500,000                

  Parks CIP 4,426,068                

  Transportation CIP 3,906,191                

  Surface Water Capital Fund 1,377,444                

Total Carry Forwards 14,234,350$     

2015 Total Realized Savings 3,806,469$        

2015 Budget $109.5M

2015 Expenditures $91.5M
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CIP Funds Highlights

Community Center (Parks)
Town Center Contingency (General)
Sahalee Way (Transportation)
Capital Project Contingencies (Parks & Transportation)

$3,300,000
$3,500,000
$1,008,500

$626,500

2015 Under Expenditure 13,888,576$     

  General Government CIP 3,500,000                

  Parks CIP 4,426,068                

  Transportation CIP 3,906,191                

  Surface Water Capital Fund 1,377,444                

Total Carry Forwards 13,209,703$     

2015 Realized Savings 678,873$           
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Operating Funds Highlights

Trails, Bikeways & Paths Plan Update (GF)
Retrofit sidewalks, streetlights, signals (Street)
Right of Way Inventory (Street)
Website Redesign (Tech)
Human Resources System

$150,000
$192,000
$467,000
$ 75,000
$ 83,000

2015 Under Expenditure 3,968,947$        

  General Fund 207,635$                 

  Street Fund 659,012                   

  Technology Fund 158,000                   

Total Carry Forwards 1,024,647$        

2015 Realized Savings 2,944,300$        
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2016 First Quarter Monitoring

Highlights

2015 Year End Financial Report
May 3, 2016
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2015 Annual YTD @ 3/31 Percent Balance
ACTUAL Revenue Description BUDGET ACTUAL collected To Go Projection
22,947,416$          Property Tax 26,880,000$  1,271,451$    4.73% 25,608,549$  26,880,000$ 

4,327,162               Sales & Use Tax 4,364,444       1,126,201      25.80% 3,238,243      4,364,444     

3,713,183               Surface Water Fees 4,466,043       198,662          4.45% 4,267,381      4,466,043     

1,030,525               Street Fuel Tax 1,255,000       257,106          20.49% 997,894          1,255,000     

1,259,247               Local Crim Justice Sales Tax 1,455,290       337,725          23.21% 1,117,565      1,455,290     

259,000                  Investment Interest Earnings 156,000           108,466          69.53% 47,534            156,000         

957,291                  Building Permits 1,228,600       344,990          28.08% 883,610          1,228,600     

676,253                  Cable Franchise Fee 775,000           171,093          22.08% 603,907          775,000         

565,744                  Liquor License Fees 607,450           160,854          26.48% 446,596          607,450         

949,359                  Building Plan Check Fees 672,800           174,448          25.93% 498,352          672,800         

36,685,180$       41,860,627$  4,150,996$   9.92% 37,709,631$ 41,860,627$ 

5,194,396$            Real Estate Excise Tax - #1 & #2 3,440,000$     1,131,856$    32.90% 2,308,144$    3,440,000     

2,540,413               Traffic Impact Fees 2,550,000       1,038,191      40.71% 1,511,809      2,550,000     

712,330                  Parks Impact Fees 886,000           334,948          37.80% 551,052          886,000         

8,447,139$         6,876,000$   2,504,995$   36.43% 4,371,005$   6,876,000$   

8,515,216$            Other Revenues (NO Transfers) 4,670,840$     1,173,796$    25.13% 3,497,044$    4,670,840$   

53,647,535$       TOTAL REVENUES 53,407,467$  7,829,787$   14.66% 45,577,680$ 53,407,467$ 

Source:  March 2016 Financial Management Report (FMR)

Total Top 10 Operating

Top 3 Capital Recurring

2016 Q1 Revenue Highlights
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2015 Annual YTD @ 3/31 Percent Balance
ACTUAL Expenditure Category BUDGET ACTUAL Expended To Go Projection
10,501,687$  Personnel 12,595,044$    2,850,137$   22.63% 9,744,907$    12,595,044$  

881,172          Supplies 1,239,190        202,273         16.32% 1,036,917       1,239,190       

9,458,642       Services & Charges 12,587,859      1,290,838      10.25% 11,297,021    12,587,859     

1,165,407       Intergovernmental 1,474,152        147,589         10.01% 1,326,563       1,474,152       

6,082,869       EF&R Contract 7,409,000        2,083,225      28.12% 5,325,775       7,409,000       

5,186,931       Police Contract 6,400,000        ‐                  0.00% 6,400,000       6,400,000       

29,877,413    Capital 26,915,539      2,190,799      8.14% 24,724,740    26,915,539     

552,000          Debt Service 549,333            ‐                  * 549,333          549,333           

63,706,121$ TOTAL EXPENDITURES 69,170,117$   8,764,861$  12.67% 60,405,256$ 69,170,117$  

Source:  March 2016 Financial Management  Report (FMR)

2016 Q1 Expenditure Highlights
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2015‐2016 Ending Fund Balance
2015 2016 Projected Ending

Balance Revenues 2015 CF 2016 Budget Fund Balance

001 General Fund $12,716,052 $38,955,924 $207,635 $39,585,836 $11,878,505

101 Street Fund 7,449,016 7,563,400 659,012 6,993,560 7,359,844

201 Debt Service Fund 0 549,333 0 549,333 0

301 Gen Gov CIP Fund 3,877,508 799,000 3,500,000 25,000 1,151,508

302 Parks CIP Fund 11,909,822 3,138,000 4,426,068 4,200,000 6,421,754

340 Transportation CIP Fund 24,980,995 4,695,000 3,906,191 19,576,383 6,193,421

408 SWM Operating Fund 2,141,901 4,468,543 0 4,096,525 2,513,919

438 SWM Capital Fund 3,451,313 1,700,000 1,377,444 2,660,842 1,113,027

501 Equipment Rental Fund 934,653 372,833 0 215,779 1,091,707

502 Technology Fund 505,060 976,000 158,000 1,037,400 285,660

503 Risk Management Fund 279,825 416,800 0 456,825 239,800

Total $68,246,145 $63,634,833 $14,234,350 $79,397,483 $38,249,145

2016 Budgeted Ending Fund Balance 31,621,683

2015‐2016 Unanticipated Ending Fund Balance: $6,627,462

Fund

Expenditures
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2015‐2016 Ending Fund Balance

Projected Ending Fund Balance $38,249,145

Add:  2016 General Fund Contingencies $3,000,000

Add:  Town Center Infrastructure Reserves 3,500,000

Subtotal $6,500,000

Adjusted 2016 Ending Fund Balance $44,749,145
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Questions/Comments?

THANK YOU
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2015 Budget Carry Forward
May 3,  2016

Department Budget Actual Variance % Variance

City Council 274,800$                      258,820$               15,980$            5.82%

City Manager 626,730                        626,629                 101                     0.02%

Finance 993,550                        952,737                 40,813               4.11%

Legal Services 847,000                        1,326,582              (479,582)           (56.62%)

Administrative Services 882,800                        725,411                 157,389            17.83%

Facilities 780,400                        751,032                 29,368               3.76%

Police Services 5,394,198                    5,307,314              86,884               1.61%

Fire Services 6,150,673                    6,086,878              63,795               1.04%

Public Works 914,181                        1,151,534              (237,353)           (25.96%)

Social & Human Services 191,500                        185,234                 6,266                 3.27%

Community Development 3,068,961                    2,823,504              245,457            8.00%

Parks & Recreation 3,686,500                    3,517,393              169,107            4.59%

Non‐Departmental 3,609,310                    697,749                 2,911,561         80.67%

TOTAL GENERAL FUND 27,420,603$                24,410,817$         3,009,786$      10.98%

Figures to not include interfund transfers

2015 General Fund Expenditure Summary
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2015 Year End Balance
(Including Carryforwards)

2015 2015

Budget Actual $ %

Beginning Balance $78,144,674 $78,144,674 $0

Revenue $78,730,877 $81,551,870 $2,820,993 3.6%

Expenditures ($109,491,218) ($91,450,399) $18,040,819

To 2016 Budget (14,234,350) (14,234,350)

subtotal ($109,491,218) ($105,684,749) $3,806,469 (3.5%)

Ending Balance $47,384,333 $54,011,795 $6,627,462

Variance
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