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Dear Reader:
The Canyon Park Subarea is located in the Snohomish County portion of the City of Bothell.
The study area includes the current Canyon Park Subarea plus an extended portion of the
study area in Thrashers Corner north of Maltby Road that lies in the Bothell municipal
urban growth area in unincorporated Snohomish County. The study area is traversed by
major transportation routes SR 527 and I-405, and the state regulated stream North Creek.
It contains the Canyon Park Business Center and several large light manufacturing, life
sciences, bio-medical device, and other high-technology businesses, as well as commercial
and residential areas.
The City of Bothell proposes to update its subarea plan for the Canyon Park neighborhood,
including its Regional Growth Center (RGC), to comply with new Puget Sound Regional
Council (PSRC) Centers framework criteria. The Canyon Park Subarea Plan is part of the
City’s Imagine Bothell… Comprehensive Plan. The subarea plan update would create
opportunities for employment, residential, and mixed-use development through revisions
to applicable goals, policies, land use designations, zoning districts, development
regulations, and capital plans, including transportation, parks, and other infrastructure
investments. In addition, the City intends to designate a Planned Action consistent with
RCW 43.21C.440 and SEPA rules in WAC 197-11 to facilitate future growth by streamlining
the environmental review process for development consistent with the subarea plan and
mitigation identified in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The City also intends to
establish recovery of expenses towards the preparation of an environmental impact
statement per RCW 43.21C.428.
The EIS analyzes impacts to the natural environment, land use patterns and policies,
aesthetics and urban design, socioeconomics, transportation and greenhouse gas
emissions, public services (fire and police protection, parks, and schools), and utilities
(water, sewer, and stormwater).
The EIS evaluates alternatives for each natural and built environmental topic and each
alternative’s ability to meet the Canyon Park vision for an economic and multi-faceted
center that respects the natural environment and provides multiple modes of travel.
Alternatives under study over a long-term period up to 2044 include:

▪

The No Action Alternative is a SEPA Required Alternative, and assumes growth
according to current trends.

▪

The Business Plus Alternative would add about the same number of residents as the
No Action Alternative and a much higher number of jobs.

▪

The Live/Work Alternative anticipates the greatest residential population capacity and
a substantial addition of jobs in an extended mixed use land use pattern.

▪

A “Mitigated” Live/Work Alternative explores similar mixed uses with a smaller RGC
boundary, about 25% lower growth, and greater transportation mitigation than the
Live/Work Alternative.

▪

The Preferred “Middle Ground” Alternative also provides lower growth than other
Action Alternatives blending a relatively high residential population capacity with job
opportunities in a smaller RGC boundary and with greater transportation mitigation
than other studied alternatives.

This Final EIS completes the environmental review process for the proposed Subarea Plan
and associated development regulations and is for a source for the Planned Action
Ordinance. A Planned Action Ordinance allows future development proposals in the
Subarea to meet adopted City codes and EIS mitigation measures without the requirement
of State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) review. The Final EIS provides responses to
comments received and clarifications and corrections regarding the Draft EIS following a
comment period in December 2019-January 2020. The Final EIS evaluates the Preferred
“Middle Ground” Alternative in the range of the Draft EIS Alternatives.
For more information on the Canyon Park Subarea Plan Update process, please see the
City’s project website http://www.bothellwa.gov/1176/Canyon-Park-Visioning.
Thank you for your interest in this project. If you have any questions, please contact
Michael Kattermann at michael.kattermann@bothellwa.gov.
Sincerely,

Jeffrey N. Smith, Development Services Manager, SEPA Responsible Official
City of Bothell, Community Development Department
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Canyon Park Subarea Plan and Planned Action

The City of Bothell proposes to update its subarea plan for the Canyon Park neighborhood,
including its Regional Growth Center (RGC), to comply with new Puget Sound Regional
Council (PSRC) Centers framework criteria. The Canyon Park Subarea Plan is part of the
City’s Imagine Bothell… Comprehensive Plan. The subarea plan update would create
opportunities for employment, residential, and mixed-use development through revisions
to applicable goals, policies, land use designations, zoning districts, development
regulations, and capital plans, including transportation, parks, and other infrastructure
investments.
In addition, the City intends to designate a Planned Action consistent with RCW 43.21C.440
and SEPA rules in WAC 197-11 to facilitate future growth by streamlining the environmental
review process for development consistent with the subarea plan and mitigation identified
in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The City also intends to establish recovery of
expenses towards the preparation of an environmental impact statement per RCW
43.21C.428.
This EIS considers a range of alternatives that illustrate how to implement the community’s
vision for an economic and multi-faceted center that respects the natural environment and
provides multiple modes of travel:

▪

No Action, a SEPA Required Alternative, assumes growth according to current trends.
Between years 2012 and 2018 the area appears to have added about 4,400 jobs, largely
in existing buildings, and has generally achieved the 2035 job target. Residential permit
applications and interest increased as well. Under current City Plans and development
regulations, there is capacity to add over 4,500 residents and about 4,800 jobs in new
structures by year 2035 and beyond the current planning horizon. This alternative
retains current Future Land Use designations and zoning, which allow a mix of
employment and residential uses through most of the study area. Current RGC
boundaries are 733 acres and include areas of wetlands. The updated subarea plan,
proposed revisions to the RGC boundary, incentives and regulations, investments in
amenities and infrastructure, and planned action would not be adopted.

▪

The Business Plus Alternative would add about the same number of residents as the
No Action Alternative (4,500) and a much higher number of jobs (17,350) by years
2043/44. This alternative focuses most future growth in employment but allows select
areas of mixed-use at shopping areas in Thrasher’s Corner and to the southwest of I-
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405. Development evaluated includes revisions to (1) height allowances for mixed-use
development, (2) minimum densities for residential uses, (3) minimum intensities for
employment uses, and (4) parking standards for businesses and housing uses; added
investments in transit, roads, bicycle pedestrian facilities, and trail connections; and
transitions to newer stormwater standards. The RGC boundary would be revised to 613
acres to meet Puget Sound Regional Council Criteria. Amendments integrating the
Subarea Plan would be made to the City’s Imagine Bothell… Comprehensive Plan,
development regulations, and capital plans.

▪

The Live/Work Alternative anticipates the greatest residential population capacity at
nearly 7,200 and a substantial addition of jobs at nearly 15,300 by years 2043/44. This
alternative offers the most locations where mixed-use residential and retail or
residential and office could be located. Revisions to development standards for both
businesses and housing uses, and added investments in both infrastructure and
amenities, are similar to the Business Plus Alternative. Revisions to the RGC boundary
would be the same as the Business Plus Alternative. Amendments integrating the
Subarea Plan would be made to the City’s Imagine Bothell… Comprehensive Plan,
development regulations, and capital plans.

▪

“Mitigated” Live/Work Alternative: To explore additional mitigation of impacts, a
“Mitigated” Live/Work Alternative has been developed with a smaller RGC boundary of
565 acres, and 25% lower growth by years 2043/44 than the Live/Work Alternative. It
also includes greater transportation demand management (TDM) measures, greater
infrastructure investments, and level of service (LOS) policy options. It reduces impacts
and is in the range of the Business Plus and Live/Work alternatives.

▪

The Preferred “Middle Ground” Alternative combines elements of the Draft EIS
Alternatives. It is similar to the Mitigated Live/Work with a smaller RGC boundary at 563
acres, and a land use pattern that allows for targeted mixed uses at existing shopping
centers and along the Bothell-Everett Highway. Some blocks emphasize office uses near
I-405 and closer to the business park, similar to the Business Plus Alternative. Areas
outside the RGC would retain their No Action zoning. Similar to the Mitigated Live-Work
Alternative the Preferred “Middle Ground” Alternative includes greater TDM measures,
greater infrastructure investments, and LOS policy options. It reduces impacts the more
than other Action Alternatives by having a larger share of residential growth similar to
the Live/Work Alternative and job growth similar to the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative
by years 2043/44. There is a near 1:1 jobs/housing balance under the Preferred
Alternative that reduces trips compared to the other Action Alternatives.

The Canyon Park Subarea is located in the Snohomish County portion of the City of Bothell.
The Canyon Park Subarea as defined in the Comprehensive Plan is fully within the city
limits. For the purposes of the Subarea Plan Update, a study area has been defined that
includes the current Canyon Park Subarea plus an extended area north of Maltby Road that
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lies both within the Bothell municipal urban growth area and within unincorporated
Snohomish County.
The full study area under review is encompassed to the north by Thrashers Corner,
including shopping areas to the north and south of SR 524; to the east by the general
alignment, if extended, of 31st Avenue SE; to the south by 228th Street SE, including
commercial areas on both sides; and to the west by the general alignment, if extended, of
8th Avenue SE.
The study area is traversed by major transportation routes SR 527and I-405, and the state
regulated stream North Creek. It contains the Canyon Park Business Center and several
large light manufacturing, life sciences, bio-medical device, and other high-technology
businesses as well as commercial and residential areas. In total, the study area equals
nearly 1,040 acres.

City of Bothell

Winter 2021

City of Bothell, Community Development Department

Jeffrey N. Smith, Development Services Manager
City of Bothell, Community Development Department
18415 101st Avenue NE
Bothell, WA 98011
jeff.smith@bothellwa.gov | 425-806-6407

Michael Kattermann, Community Development Director
City of Bothell, Community Development Department
18415 101st Avenue NE
Bothell, WA 98011
michael.kattermann@bothellwa.gov | 425-806-6401
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The following City of Bothell actions would be required to implement the Proposal:

▪

Adoption of updated Canyon Park Subarea Plan as part of the Imagine Bothell…
Comprehensive Plan.

▪

Adoption of Zoning and Development Regulation Amendments within the Bothell
Municipal Code.

▪

Adoption of a Planned Action ordinance.

Consistency edits in the Comprehensive Plan and Municipal Code would also be
considered.
Prior to City action, Puget Sound Regional Council will review for consistency with the new
Centers framework criteria and the State of Washington Department of Commerce will
coordinate state agency review of the legislative proposal.
After City action, the likely permits to be acquired by individual development proposals
include but are not limited to land use permits, construction permits, building permits, and
street use permits.

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has been prepared under the direction of the
City of Bothell. The following consulting firms provided research and analysis associated
with this EIS:

▪

BERK: Land use patterns and policies, socioeconomics, public services, Planned Action
ordinance, and SEPA compliance; alternatives support.

▪
▪

Fehr & Peers: Transportation and greenhouse gas emissions.

▪
▪

Perteet: Utilities and stormwater.

MAKERS: Consultant prime firm, alternatives, urban design/aesthetics, subarea plan,
and outreach.
The Watershed Company: Natural environment.

December 6, 2019

January 13, 2020

December 7, 2020
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No additional environmental review of the proposal is anticipated with the completion of
the Final EIS. Once adopted, the City will make a determination of consistency of planned
actions based on application materials including a planned action environmental checklist.

See relevant reports and studies associated with the Canyon Park Subarea Plan at:
http://www.bothellwa.gov/1176/Canyon-Park-Visioning.

Copies of this Final EIS were distributed to agencies, organizations, and individuals noted
on the Distribution List following this Fact Sheet.
The Final EIS can be reviewed and downloaded at the project website at:
http://www.bothellwa.gov/1176/Canyon-Park-Visioning.
Copies of the Final EIS are also available for review at the Bothell Community Development
Department at 18415 101st Avenue NE, Bothell, WA 98011; please contact the Responsible
Official. Flash drives or a limited number of hard copies for public distribution are also
available and may be purchased for the cost of reproduction by contacting the Responsible
Official.
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The Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) distribution list includes the following
agencies and individuals that have received a notice of availability:
Tribes

Counties

Education

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe

Cascadia College

Tulalip Tribes

King County Dept. of
Development and
Environmental Services

Federal

King County Comprehensive
Plan Manager

University of
Washington-Bothell

Army Corp of Engineers
Federal Emergency Mgmt. Agency
US Coast Guard
US Postal Service
Multi-County Agencies
Puget Sound Clean Air Agency

King County Deputy Director
Regional Planning
King County Wastewater
Treatment Division
Seattle and King County
Public Health

Northshore School
District

Transit Agencies
Community Transit
Sound Transit
WSDOT

Snohomish County

Puget Sound Partnership

Snohomish County Health
District

Puget Sound Regional Council

Snohomish County Planning

Alderwood Water and
Wastewater

State of Washington Agencies

Cities

King County Wastewater
Treatment Division

Washington Dept. of Ecology

City of Brier

Puget Sound Energy

Washington Parks and Recreation
Commission

City of Kirkland

Snohomish PUD

Washington State Dept. of Agriculture
Washington State Dept. of Health
Washington State Dept. of Social and
Health Services
Washington State Dept. of Archaeology
and Historic Preservation
Washington State Dept. of Commerce

Utilities

City of Lake Forest Park
City of Kenmore
City of Edmonds
City of Lynnwood
City of Everett
City of Mill Creek
City of Woodinville

Washington State Dept. of Fish and
Wildlife
Washington State Dept. of Natural
Resources
Washington State Dept. of the Attorney
General
Washington State Dept. of
Transportation
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Stakeholders

Owners

Interested Persons

Ascent Aerospace

Business Property
Development

Dennis Honey

Canyon Hills Church

See also Chapter 5: All
commenters are added
as interested persons if
not already listed.

Ascot Developments
CBRE
Chamber
Fuji Film Sonosite
Hinds / Bock
Homeowners association
Juno
Kinesis bio-tech
Life Sciences of Washington
Lockheed Martin
Main Street properties
Owner's Association
Philips

CBRE
CHCC
Clise Properties

Ruth Burrus

J. Martin, Owner
Kidder Mathews
MJS Investors
Northshore School District
ROIC
SCP
Taylor Development
Van Ness Feldman

ROIC – property owner
Seattle Genetics
Snohomish Economic Alliance
Steelwave LLC
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Action Alternatives

Activity Units

AWWD
BAT
BMC
BMP
BRT
CARAs
CC&R
CIPP
CIP
COBMap
CPTED
ERU
ETL
FEMA
FFAs
FONSI
FWHCAs
GMA
gpd
KCDNRP
LIPA
LOS
MFTE
Micro-transit

NEPA
NPDES
PHS
PSRC
PRV
R-AC
RGC
SEPA
SMP

Proposals which assume growth above current City Plans and
development regulations, including the Business Plus Alternative,
Live/Work Alternative, and Mitigated Live/Work Alternative.
A measurement of density comprising the sum of population and jobs
within a defined area. Used by PSRC for Regional Growth Center
calculations.
Alderwood Water and Wastewater District
Business access transit
Bothell Municipal Code
Best management practice
Bus Rapid Transit
Critical aquifer recharge areas
Covenants, conditions, and restrictions
Cured in place pipe
Capital Improvement Program
City of Bothell Interactive Map
Crime prevention through environmental design
Equivalent residential unit
Express toll lane
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Frequently flooded areas
Findings of No Significant Impact
Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas
Growth Management Act
Gallons per day
King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks
Local infrastructure project area
Level of service
Multi-family tax exemption
A form of demand responsive transportation that offers flexible
routing and scheduling, such as bike and scooter shares, small-scale
circulator shuttles, or on-demand vans/vanshares.
National Environmental Policy Act
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Priority habitats and species
Puget Sound Regional Council
Pressure reducing valve
Residential-Activity Center
Regional Growth Center
State Environmental Policy Act
Shoreline Master Program
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SOV
SWIFT
SWMA
TDM
TDR
TMDL
TNCs
TOD
TSMO
USEPA
WAC
WDFW
WRIA
WSDOT
WTD

Single-occupancy vehicles
Community Transit’s Bus Rapid Transit brand
Surface water management areas
Transportation demand management
Transfer of development rights
Total maximum daily load
Transportation network companies
Transit-oriented development
Transportation system management and operations
United States Environmental Protection Agency
Washington Administrative Code
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Watershed Resource Inventory Area
Washington State Department of Transportation
Wastewater Treatment Division
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1 Summary

The City of Bothell proposes to update its subarea plan for the Canyon Park neighborhood,
including its Regional Growth Center (RGC), to comply with new Puget Sound Regional
Council (PSRC) Centers framework criteria. The Canyon Park Subarea Plan is part of the City’s
Imagine Bothell… Comprehensive Plan. The subarea plan update would create opportunities
for employment, residential, and mixed-use development through revisions to applicable
goals, policies, land use designations, zoning districts, development regulations, and capital
plans, including transportation, parks, and other infrastructure investments.
In addition, the City intends to designate a Planned Action consistent with RCW 43.21C.440
and SEPA rules in WAC 197-11. The Planned Action will facilitate future growth by
streamlining the environmental review process for development consistent with the
subarea plan and mitigation identified in the EIS. The City also intends to establish recovery
of expenses towards the preparation of an environmental impact statement per RCW
43.21C.428.
To evaluate the natural and built environment implications of the proposed Subarea Plan
Update and associated development regulations, the City identified alternatives that vary
the type and location of growth in the study area. The alternatives include the current plan
called the No Action Alternative, a Business Plus Alternative focusing mostly on added jobs,
and a Live/Work Alternative growing both housing and jobs. A Mitigated Live/Work
Alternative is similar to the full Live/Work Alternative, but assumes a lower level of housing
and job growth to reduce impacts to transportation, public services, and utilities. A
Preferred Alternative mixes and matches elements of the Draft EIS Alternatives and is
examined in the Final EIS.

The Final EIS completes the Draft EIS. Collectively they describe and evaluate the
alternatives across a range of environmental topics. The Final EIS does not repeat all of the
analysis found in the Draft EIS and both should be read together. The Final EIS is structured
as follows:

▪
▪

Chapter 1: Summary

▪

Chapter 3: Environmental Evaluation of Preferred Alternative

Chapter 2: Preferred Alternative Description
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▪
▪
▪

Chapter 4: Clarifications and Corrections to Draft EIS
Chapter 5: Responses to Comments on Draft EIS
Chapter 6: References

This Summary Chapter presents a summary of the EIS. For more context and analysis,
please see the detailed chapters following.

The current Comprehensive Plan and Subarea Element applicable to Canyon Park has a
horizon year of 2035. The No Action Alternative assumes continuation of the City’s current
land use plan and zoning; however, the City found that the job growth between 2012 and
2018 had already met the City’s 2035 employment target for the area but largely in existing
buildings. Considering trends as well as available capacity to add buildings in the study
area, the No Action Alternative assumed land use growth up to the capacity of the current
land use plans for Canyon Park.
The Action Alternatives propose to address the next horizon year for the City’s
Comprehensive Plan which was 2043 consistent with RCW 36.70A.130. The Growth
Management Act (GMA) was amended in 2020 to change the horizon year for the next
periodic reviews of Comprehensive Plans by jurisdictions in the Central Puget Sound to
2044 instead of 2043. As it is a minor change in the timeline, and given the unexpected
slow economy in 2020, the extension of one year would not markedly change the proposed
alternative growth levels.
Last, for a comparable future analysis, all alternatives – No Action and Action Alternatives –
were studied in a regional transportation model that anticipates a horizon year of 2045.
That allows for comparable background growth and regional travel patterns considering
the Regional Growth Strategy.

The Canyon Park Subarea is located in the Snohomish County portion of the City of Bothell.
The Canyon Park Subarea boundaries as defined in the Comprehensive Plan is fully within
the city limits. For the purposes of the Subarea Plan Update, a study area has been defined
that includes the current Canyon Park Subarea plus an extended portion of the study area
north of Maltby Road that lies in the Bothell municipal urban growth area in
unincorporated Snohomish County. See Figure 1.
The full study area under review is encompassed to the north by Thrashers Corner,
including shopping areas on both sides of SR 524; to the east by 31st Ave SE and the general
alignment, if extended, of 30th Avenue SE; to the south by 228th Street SE, including
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commercial areas on both sides; and to the west by the general alignment, if extended, of
8th Avenue SE.
The study area is traversed by major transportation routes SR 527 and I-405, and the state
regulated stream North Creek. It contains the Canyon Park Business Center and several
large light manufacturing, life sciences, bio-medical device, and other high-technology
businesses, as well as commercial and residential areas. In total, the study area equals
nearly 1,040 acres. See Figure 1 on the following page.
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Figure 1.

Canyon Park Study Area

Source: City of Bothell, 2018; MAKERS, 2019.
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The City of Bothell has been reviewing conditions and trends with a consultant team and
engaging community members to refine a vision, identify potential actions, and strategize
steps forward. The planning process has included the following steps as further detailed in
Appendix A:

▪

Existing conditions report. The report identifies Canyon Park’s baseline conditions
and provides information to share with Canyon Park stakeholders and local
government representatives to refine the Vision Report’s goals.

▪

Community engagement. Surveys, discussions with business and property owners,
public workshops, and public hearings provide opportunities to influence the
alternatives analysis and selection and plan implementation strategies.

▪

Land use alternatives. Alternatives have been developed to understand implications
of potential future scenarios.

▪

Analysis and preferred alternative. The team analyzed and presented the
alternatives to the public in the Draft EIS published December 2019 and received
comments. The Planning Commission held study sessions and a hearing, and
developed a Preferred Alternative called the “Middle Ground”, which was shared with
the City Council. The Preferred Alternative is evaluated in this Final EIS.

▪

Subarea plan. The subarea plan addresses recommendations on policies and
measures to support land use regulations and design guidelines updates, RGC needs, a
multimodal transportation hub, economic development, affordable housing, mixed-use
and people-oriented character, infrastructure actions, environmental enhancements,
and accessible open space and recreation.

▪

Environmental analysis. The Draft EIS identified environmental impacts of the
alternatives and mitigation measures to ensure compliance with the State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). The Final EIS shares the Preferred “Middle Ground”
Alternative and updated mitigation measures.

▪

Implementation strategy. The subarea plan will recommend implementation
measures and draft updated policies, development regulations, and design guidelines.

The Draft EIS together with this Final EIS provide information the City, public, and
government agencies with environmental information to be considered in the decisionmaking process. The Draft EIS also allowed the public and government agencies to
comment on proposals and alternatives, and the Final EIS provides responses to the
comments. Collectively, the Draft and Final EIS describe:

▪
▪

Proposed actions and alternatives.
Existing conditions of the study area.
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▪
▪
▪

Impacts that may occur if an alternative were implemented.
Mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate adverse impacts.
Potential significant, unavoidable, and adverse impacts.

The EIS presents a qualitative and quantitative analysis of potential environmental impacts
resulting from the proposal and alternatives. The purpose of this EIS is to describe
environmental impacts to assist the public and City of Bothell officials in deciding upon the
magnitude and nature of future growth, zone standards, infrastructure investments, and
mitigation measures appropriate in Canyon Park.
This EIS also identifies potential beneficial outcomes, where alternatives incorporate
existing environmental features (e.g., streams and wetlands) in a sustainable manner,
improve environmental characteristics (e.g., stormwater quality), and emphasize improved
access and multimodal travel by transit, foot, and bike.
This Final EIS completes the environmental review process for the proposed Subarea Plan
and associated development regulations and is a foundation for the Planned Action
Ordinance; see Appendix B. The Final EIS provides responses to comments received
regarding the Draft EIS along with clarifications and corrections. It evaluates a Preferred
Alternative in the range of the Draft EIS Alternatives. References to the Final EIS are to this
document whereas references to the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) include both
the Draft EIS and the Final EIS.

Bothell undertook Phase 1, a visioning process with the Canyon Park community in 2017 to
2018. During the visioning phase, the City engaged community members in three ways:
A Stakeholder Work Group, primarily comprised of property and business owners,
helped the City develop a vision for the area. The group also verified economic and
infrastructure conditions and an assessment of the center’s development potential.
A Public Open House allowed residents and employees to offer their thoughts on vision
priorities, area challenges, and specific opportunities.
An online mapping and commenting tool collected Canyon Park residents and
employees’ issues, needs, priorities, and general themes.
During Phase 2, which involves developing a draft subarea plan and EIS, Bothell sought
public input in the following ways:
Administered an online survey directed toward property and business owners checking
in on the Phase 1 vision and asking about next steps for their engagement (January 2019).
Administered an online survey receiving 333 responses from the general community
confirming priorities and interests (March 2019).
Issued a Determination of Significance and Scoping Notice on April 8, 2019 and
provided a scoping comment period for 21 days until April 29, 2019.
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Held a community scoping meeting on April 25, 2019 with a presentation and
interactive exercises around land use and transportation options for the area.
Met with the Canyon Park Owners Association (CPBOA) to discuss potential land use
and transportation alternatives (July 2019).
Explored transportation options with an Interagency Transportation Advisory
Committee, comprised of relevant agencies’ representatives (August 2019).
Draft EIS Public Comment Period (December - January 2020)
9th Ave, 214th St, and 219th Pl Community Workshop (January 2020)
WSDOT Meeting (January 2020)
20th Avenue Workshop (February 2020)
ITAC #2 (February 2020)
CPBOA Briefing (February 2020 and July 2020)
Life Sciences Charrette (February 2020)
Draft Plan Open House (August 2020)
Planning Commission Study Sessions and Hearings (February to December 2020)
The EIS alternatives and topics were developed based on a review of scoping comments
and prior engagement results. See Draft EIS Appendix A for the scoping notice and
comment summary through December 2019 and Final EIS Appendix A for summaries of
events from January to December 2020.
This Final EIS includes responses to public comments received on the Draft EIS.

SEPA requires the statement of objectives that help identify the purpose and need for the
proposals and allow the City to compare how well the alternatives achieve them. The vision
for Canyon Park includes the following characteristics:

▪

An Economic Driver. Canyon Park serves as a regional business hub for the life
sciences and biomedical industries. It is a designated urban center and a place of
innovation and growth.

▪

A Multifaceted Neighborhood. Canyon Park is a dynamic neighborhood with a diverse
mix of housing, office, retail, light-manufacturing, and public space. It serves both
Bothell residents and employees coming from throughout the region.

▪

Connected to the Natural Environment. Canyon Park is defined by its unique access to
the natural environment and blend of urban wetlands, creeks, and interconnected trails.

▪

A Transportation Hub. Canyon Park is a transportation hub with infrastructure serving
employees and residents.
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A full set of goals and policies are listed in the Draft Subarea Plan Chapter 2: Concept.
Selected objectives to meet the vision include:
Foster and leverage Canyon Park as a Transportation Hub.
1.1. Improve multimodal infrastructure and circulation to make transit and non-car
modes attractive options.
1.2. Improve quality, reliability, and access to transit for employees and residents for
trips within, to, and from the subarea.
1.3. Improve quality, connectivity, and access to safe routes for people walking, biking,
and rolling throughout the subarea.
1.4. Strategically expand road/intersection capacity to improve traffic flows within the
subarea. Minimize business, resident, and ecological impacts to the maximum
extent feasible.
1.5. Improve street network connectivity by extending select Canyon Park streets to
relieve congestion on Bothell-Everett Highway and at choke points. Minimize
business, resident, and ecological impacts to the maximum extent feasible.
1.6. Encourage the highest density land uses to locate near high capacity transit.
1.7. Meet regional and county growth targets, and balance desired land use patterns
and transportation investments and policies.
Job center
2.1. Ensure that Canyon Park continues to grow as the regional hub for the biomedical,
life sciences and related industries.
2.2. Retain and grow existing and new businesses in Canyon Park, and continue to meet
the needs of both small and large businesses.
Housing for the workforce
3.1. Promote development of a diverse range of market rate and affordable housing in
Canyon Park and ensure that it meets the needs of the local workforce.
Parks and public space
4.1. Implement new public park space(s) with recreational uses and with investments in
signature public spaces.
4.2. Improve access to and crossings of North Creek to make it a unifying element of
Canyon Park.
Amenities and services
5.1. Increase the number of retail and service amenities that serve Canyon Park and the
surrounding area.
Natural environment
6.1. Maintain the high quality wetland and creek system.
These objectives were evaluated in the Draft EIS in relation to the alternatives. The
objectives are referenced in relation to the Preferred Alternative in this Final EIS.
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The EIS considers a range of alternatives that illustrate how to implement the community’s
vision for an economic and multi-faceted center that respects the natural environment and
provides multiple modes of travel:

▪

No Action, a SEPA Required Alternative, assumes growth according to current trends.
Between 2012 and 2018 the area appears to have added about 4,400 jobs, largely in
existing buildings, and has generally achieved the 2035 job target. Residential permit
applications and interest increased as well. Under current City Plans and development
regulations, there is capacity to add over 4,500 residents and about 4,800 jobs in new
structures by 2035 and beyond the current planning horizon. This alternative retains
current Future Land Use designations and zoning, which allow a mix of employment
and residential uses through most of the study area. Current RGC boundaries are 733
acres and include areas of wetlands. The updated subarea plan, proposed revisions to
the RGC boundary, incentives and regulations, investments in amenities and
infrastructure, and planned action would not be adopted.

▪

The Business Plus Alternative would add about the same number of residents as the
No Action Alternative (4,500) and a much higher number of jobs (17,350) by 2043/44.
This alternative focuses most future growth in employment but allows select areas of
mixed-use at shopping areas in Thrasher’s Corner and to the southwest of I-405.
Development evaluated includes revisions to (1) height allowances for mixed-use
development, (2) minimum densities for residential uses, (3) minimum intensities for
employment uses, and (4) parking standards for businesses and housing uses; added
investments in transit, roads, bicycle pedestrian facilities, and trail connections; and
transitions to newer stormwater standards. The RGC boundary would be revised to 613
acres to meet Puget Sound Regional Council Criteria. Amendments integrating the
Subarea Plan would be made to the City’s Imagine Bothell… Comprehensive Plan,
development regulations, and capital plans.

▪

The Live/Work Alternative anticipates the greatest residential population capacity at
nearly 7,200 and a substantial addition of jobs at nearly 15,300 by 2043/44. This
alternative offers the most locations where mixed-use residential and retail or
residential and office could be located. Revisions to development standards for both
businesses and housing uses, and added investments in both infrastructure and
amenities, are similar to the Business Plus Alternative. Revisions to the RGC boundary
would be the same as the Business Plus Alternative. Amendments integrating the
Subarea Plan would be made to the City’s Imagine Bothell… Comprehensive Plan,
development regulations, and capital plans.

▪

“Mitigated” Live/Work Alternative: To explore additional mitigation of impacts, a
“Mitigated” Live/Work Alternative has been developed with a smaller RGC boundary of
565 acres, and 25% lower growth by years 2043/44 than the Live/Work Alternative. It
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also includes greater transportation demand management (TDM) measures, greater
infrastructure investments, and level of service (LOS) policy options. It reduces impacts
and is in the range of the Business Plus and Live/Work alternatives.

The Preferred “Middle Ground” Alternative evaluated in this Final EIS combines
elements of the Draft EIS Alternatives. It is similar to the Mitigated Live/Work with a smaller
RGC boundary, and a land use pattern that allows for targeted mixed uses at shopping
centers and along the Bothell-Everett Highway. Some blocks emphasize office uses near I405 and closer to the business park, similar to the Business Plus Alternative. Areas outside
the RGC would retain their No Action zoning.
Similar to the Mitigated Live-Work Alternative the Preferred “Middle Ground” Alternative
includes greater TDM measures, greater infrastructure investments, and LOS policy options
than the other studied alternatives. It reduces impacts more than the other Action
Alternatives by having a larger share of residential growth similar to the Live/Work
Alternative and jobs similar to the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative by years 2043/44. There
is a near 1:1 jobs/housing balance that reduces vehicle trips compared to the other Action
Alternatives.

While the No Action Alternative would allow growth consistent with current plans and
regulations, the City of Bothell would not adopt an updated subarea plan, incentives and
regulations, and planned action. Table 1 compares features of the evaluated alternatives.
See Chapter 2 for a finer-grained description of potential changes to development standards.
Table 1.

Potential Alternative Features
No Action
Alternative

Features
Potential Changes to
Land Use

(Current Canyon
Park Subarea Plan)

Per current
Comprehensive
Plan and Zoning.
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Business Plus
Alternative
▪ Allow range of
employment and
residential uses,
with more
employment
accommodated in
the central
subarea and mixed
use in shopping
centers.
▪ Remove residential
as a permitted use
from business-

Live/Work &
Mitigated
Live/Work
Alternatives
▪ Allow range of
employment and
residential uses,
with more mixeduse nodes in the
north, central,
and south near
transit facilities.
Employment is
focused in the
west, central, and
east.
▪ Remove
residential as a

Preferred
Alternative
Similar to
Live/Work and
Mitigated
Live/Work
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No Action
Alternative
Features

(Current Canyon
Park Subarea Plan)

Business Plus
Alternative
oriented areas (a
larger area in this
alternative).
▪ Require affordable
housing or a fee in
lieu where
development
capacity increases,
and incentivize
creation of
affordable housing
elsewhere.

Live/Work &
Mitigated
Live/Work
Alternatives

Preferred
Alternative

permitted use
from businessoriented areas (a
smaller area in
this alternative).
▪ Require
affordable
housing or a fee
in-lieu where
development
capacity
increases, and
incentivize
creation of
affordable
housing
elsewhere.

Potential Changes to
Development
Standards

Current plan and
code. No
changes
proposed.

Change height, floor area ratios, density,
parking rates, and other standards to
increase opportunities for job and housing
investments. See Table 6 in Chapter 2.

Similar to Action
Alternatives –
see application
by zone in
Chapter 2.

Potential
Investments in
Transportation,
Parks, Stormwater,
& Business
Retention/Expansion

Implement
current capital
plans. Consider
transferring
some private
roads into public
ownership.

▪ Implement current capital plans and
additional investments.
▪ Transfer select private business park
roads into public ownership.
▪ City may invest in signature spaces and
require development adjacent to parks to
have active, lively edges to contribute to
the park’s character.
▪ Onsite open space standards may be
amended for commercial and residential
uses.
▪ Impact fees would contribute to
systemwide park improvements.
▪ Implement a regional stormwater
treatment system to improve water
quality.
▪ Add ecological enhancements along
North Creek and other wetlands areas.
▪ Help identify tools to help retain and
expand existing businesses, such as
technical assistance, relocation programs,
and small business grant/loan programs.

Similar to Action
Alternatives –
see additional
description of
transportation
and parks
proposals
below.
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No Action
Alternative
Features

(Current Canyon
Park Subarea Plan)

Business Plus
Alternative

Live/Work &
Mitigated
Live/Work
Alternatives

Regional Growth
Center

Keep current
subarea plan.
Retain current
boundaries of
about 733 acres.

Prepare a new subarea plan.

Potential Growth
‘No Action’ Above
Current
Approximate of
15,000 Employees &
Residents in Full
Study Area (12,600 in
RGC)

Approx. 9,271
combined jobs
and population
added per
current plans.

Combined jobs and
population added:

Combined jobs and
population added:

▪ Full Area: 21,818
▪ RGC: 21,221

Live/Work

RGC combined
population and
jobs equals
approx. 8,242.*

▪ Business Plus and Live/Work: Provide RGC
of about 613 acres.
▪ Mitigated Live/Work: Provide RGC of
about 565 acres with minimum activity
units.

▪ Full Area: 22,472
▪ RGC: 21,875
Mitigated Live/Work

Preferred
Alternative
Similar to
Mitigated
Live/Work
Alternative. RGC
boundary is 563
acres with
minimum
activity units.
Combined jobs
and population
added:
▪ Full Area:
15,467
▪ RGC: 13,740

▪ Full Area: 15,302
▪ RGC: 13,683

*Range is 8,195 to 8,242, a 1% difference due to disaggregation by blocks/analysis zone and rounding. See Draft
EIS Table 21 (page 3-36) for details regarding land capacity estimates.
Source: MAKERS, 2019; BERK, 2019.

The No Action Alternative would retain current Future Land Use designations and zoning.
Current zoning allows a mix of employment and residential uses through most of the study
area, as shown in Figure 2. As shown in Figure 3, the Business Plus Alternative would focus
most future growth in employment, but selected areas of mixed-use would be allowed at
shopping areas in Thrasher’s Corner and to the southwest of I-405. Per Figure 3, the
Live/Work Alternative would offer more locations where mixed-use residential and retail or
residential and office buildings could be located. The Mitigated Live/Work Alternative would
have a similar land use pattern as illustrated in Figure 3, but the RGC boundary would be
reduced and modified.
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Figure 2.

Current Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map

Source: City of Bothell, 2019; BERK, 2019.
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Figure 3.

Draft EIS Alternatives—Business Plus, Live/Work, and Mitigated Live/Work
Business Plus

Live Work

Mitigated Live Work

Source; MAKERS, 2019.

The Preferred Alternative land use pattern blends the proposals of the alternatives studied
in the Draft EIS as illustrated on Figure 4.

▪

At Thrasher’s Corner south of Maltby Road/SR 524, residential mixed use is proposed
like all Action Alternatives; the area north of Maltby Road/SR 524 would be similar to
County plans for mixed uses and would not be part of the Subarea Plan or RGC
boundary, similar to the No Action Alternative.

▪

Between Thrasher’s Corner and I-405 along Bothell-Everett Highway Office/Residential
Mixed Use is a blend of the mostly residential mixed use designations in Live/Work
Alternative and mostly employment designations in Business Plus Alternative.

▪

South of I-405, there are mixed uses like the Draft EIS Alternatives but more
employment within 500 feet of the interchange and more residential around 228th St SE,
addressing the Draft EIS analysis of residential compatibility and air quality.1

▪

East of Bothell-Everett Highway and west of 20th Avenue SE there would be Office
Residential Mixed Use with a transition to employment areas in a pattern blending the
Draft EIS Alternatives.

▪

Areas west of Bothell-Everett Highway (south of 217th Pl SE) and east of 20th Avenue SE
would be employment focused similar to the Draft EIS Alternatives.

See Draft EIS Section 3.2.1 Land Use Patterns and Policies at “Current and Planned Uses and State Routes” and
Section 3.2.2 “Use and Roadway Compatibility” addressing the potential approach of dense landscaping and green
infrastructure and orientation and location of residential uses in mixed use developments to reduce the potential for
localized air quality effects and improve compatibility; see also Final EIS Section 3.2.2 Preferred Alternative Evaluation
at “Use and Roadway Compatibility.”
1
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Figure 4.

Preferred “Middle Ground” Alternative

Source: MAKERS, 2020.
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Subarea Plan. The No Action Alternative retains the current Canyon Park Subarea Plan
that is an element of the Imagine Bothell…Comprehensive Plan. The Action Alternatives all
assume an update of the Subarea Plan to meet PSRC requirements for a RGC. As part of an
integrated planning process, the City has considered community engagement and the Draft
EIS evaluation and prepared a Preferred Alternative around which a Draft Subarea Plan is
organized. The Draft Subarea Plan is available at the project website for public review:
http://www.bothellwa.gov/1176/Canyon-Park-Visioning.
The Draft Subarea Plan addresses:

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Background: Purpose, Study Area, Planning Context, Community Desires
Concept: Vision and Urban Design Framework, Goals and Policies
Process
Existing Conditions
Land Use
Urban Design and Community Livability
Economic Development
Natural Environment
Transportation
Implementation

Other Comprehensive Plan Amendments. With an updated Subarea Plan, some
consistency edits will be needed to other elements of the Imagine Bothell…Comprehensive
Plan. These include but are not limited to Land Use, Transportation, and Capital Facilities,
as well as other consistency amendments. For additional description see Chapter 2 and
Section 3.2 Land Use Patterns and Policies.

Proposed investments in parks and transportation facilities are meant to provide amenities
to create a livable environment and to support meeting the City’s levels of service and
relieve congestion. Features and differences of the alternatives are highlighted below.

All Alternatives: Development under all alternatives would provide park impact fees to
contribute to public parks to help realize the City’s park system per the Parks, Recreation,
and Open Space Plan. It would be difficult to acquire new parkland given land values, but to
the extent that current parks and trails can be improved to meet the City’s desired level of
service it could help address new demand for parks and trails resulting from the additional
employees and residents in the subarea.
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City Council adopted the 2020 Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PROS) Plan on February
4, 2020 via Resolution 1398 and is amending the Comprehensive Plan to match the 2020
PROS Plan revised LOS standards. Per the Imagine Bothell… Comprehensive Plan,
acquisition of land for neighborhood parks is the City’s highest priority park project. This
continues to be high priority in the 2020 PROS Plan, though no near-term funding is
identified and all acquisition projects are considered long-term priorities (2026+).2 There is
currently no land acquisition proposed specifically in Canyon Park. Locally, developers
would create public spaces with new or re-development, and impact fees would support
system improvements.
Action Alternatives: The Action Alternatives would additionally shape park and public
space investments as follows:

▪

New Parks and Spaces: Conceptual locations for public gathering spaces are highlighted in
Draft EIS Section 3.3 Aesthetics and Urban Design as modified in Figure 4 for the
Preferred Alternative. The City may invest in signature spaces or encourage public/private
partnerships to achieve the signature spaces. The City would require development
adjacent to parks to have active, lively edges to contribute to the park’s character.

▪

North Creek as unifying element: The City would invest in and encourage private
development to create a signature public space near North Creek and connections to
the creek.

All Alternatives: North Creek Trail and 17th Avenue SE would see improvements to
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure.
Action Alternatives: Growth would necessitate a greater emphasis on non-motorized
forms of travel, increasing the importance of investing in pedestrian and bicycle
infrastructure. Through-block connections, required with redevelopment, would improve
connectivity. Development standards encouraging buffered sidewalks and active ground
floors along the major pedestrian and bicycle paths to transit would likely result in safer
and more comfortable routes. The City would likely invest in additional pedestrian and
bicycle infrastructure, and possibly micro-transit like bicycle or scooter share, or inter-park
transit shuttle.

All Alternatives: All alternatives would implement roadway and intersection
improvements identified in the Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element. Without
mitigation, all three concurrency study corridors would not meet the City’s LOS E standard
and are expected to operate at LOS F conditions. The SR 527 and SR 524 state routes have
an LOS E-mitigated standard which mean congestion should be mitigated when the LOS

2

See the potential project list on page 101 of the 2020 PROS Plan.
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falls below LOS E. For the purposes of this EIS analysis, an LOS E standard was assumed.
Multiple individual intersections on state routes are expected to operate at LOS F and not
meet the LOS E standard by the year 2043/44. The I-405 northbound ramp intersection,
which, is designated as part of the I-405 highway of statewide significance, would not meet
the LOS D standard.
Preferred “Middle Ground” Alternative: The Action Alternatives will generate more new
PM peak hour vehicle trips compared to the No Action Alternative (5,000-11,000 vehicle
trips in the Action Alternatives versus 4,000 trips under No Action), with the Preferred
Alternative at the lowest of the Action Alternatives. The existing public street network likely
cannot accommodate this increase in PM peak hour trips without increasing travel times.
Further, because the main business park is limited to three main access points internal
private streets will also be affected. Without mitigation, two or three concurrency corridors
are expected to operate at LOS F conditions, with multiple individual intersections expected
to operate at LOS F conditions. Mitigation strategies proposed reference the WSDOT
Transportation System Management and Operations (TSMO) philosophy to operate the
existing transportation system as safely and efficiently as possible such as prioritizing high
quality transit, active transportation, travel demand management, and mobility on
demand. Specific mitigations strategies to address these impacts include:

▪

Reduced land use growth. The Mitigated Live/Work reduced growth by 25% compared
to the Live/Work Alternative. The Preferred Alternative has a similar lower level of
growth; its greater housing and jobs balance produces the lowest new vehicle trips of
all Action Alternatives.

▪
▪

Optimized corridor traffic signal timing and offsets.

▪

Add transportation improvement projects planned in the Comprehensive Plan and
proposed mitigation projects shown in Figure 6 and non-motorized improvements in
Figure 7.

▪

Alter transportation LOS policy to accept higher vehicle delays or change the method by
which LOS is measured (such as shift from average vehicle delay to average person
delay). Of the range of LOS options summarized in the Draft EIS, this Final EIS considers
exemption of some intersections in a corridor or an increase in acceptable delay. These
LOS measures are not included in the Preferred Alternative but are part of a menu of
options for consideration by City decision makers.

Require TDM strategies and program to encourage travel by modes other than singleoccupant vehicles. This can include developing a TDM program with a coordinator to
manage it, subsidized transit passes, charging for parking, reducing parking supply,
implementing a circulator shuttle to/from the park-and-ride, encouraging telework, etc.

See Figure 5 for a description of each tactic to provide mitigation.
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Achieved by
Mitigated
Live/Work and
Preferred
Alternatives.

Further invest in
non-auto travel,
e.g., microtransit
or shuttle.
Increase incentives
and requirements
to alter commute
trips.
Reduce commute
trips by 14%.

Consider the
potential impacts
of investments
and costs to
balance growth
and transportation
improvements.
Change City's LOS
policy where no
further investment
is desired or
feasible.

ADD IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS
BEYOND COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Reduce growth to
45 activity units
per acre.

ALTER TRANSPORTATION
LOS POLICY

Process to Allow for Live/Work Center with Less Capital Investment
REQUIRE TRANSPORTATION
DEMAND MANAGEMENT (TDM)

ACHIEVE MINIMUM
NEEDED GROWTH

Figure 5.

Provide a more
connected system.
Improve access
and circulation.
Improvements to
emphasize transit
reliability and speed.

Given the number of trips generated to and from the study area under Action Alternatives,
new access points and streets could provide a more connected system and help distribute
trips during peak commute hours. A number of street locations were considered for new
road connections to SR 524 to the north, 9th Avenue SE to the west, and 228th Street SE to
the south.
North-south connection to SR 524. The 20th Avenue SE connection near Fred Meyer to the
north was chosen because, despite wetland impacts, this connection provides an important
link between the RGC and SR 524 and is capable of providing further connections to the
urban village to the north in Snohomish County. Two other options were considered: 23rd
Avenue SE or 30th Drive, both of which are less desirable than 20th Avenue SE because of
greater potential wetland impacts, neighborhood impacts, and the 30th Drive connection
was more lengthy and had steep slope impacts. A 23rd Avenue SE extension south to 228th
Street SE was also considered but was not moved forward because of wetland impacts.
East-west connections. Connections to the west would allow some vehicles to avoid two
of the most congested intersections on SR 527 (at SR 524 and at 228th Street SE). Despite
associated wetland impacts, the 214th Street SE and 219th Place SE connections were
chosen over a potential connection at 220th Street SE and at 217th Street SE because:

▪

The 220th Street SE connection would add even more traffic to the congested
intersection of SR 527/220th Street SE, which also serves as the main access point to the
planned I-405 direct access ramps.

▪

A 217th connection would add a new closely spaced intersection and would require a
new driveway in the business park potentially affecting operations on SR 527.

Another connection that was not assumed in the mitigation project list for the Mitigated
Live Work Alternative is the 219th Place connection from 9th Avenue SE to the Philips and
Juno parking lots. The connection may have potential wetland impacts. However, it was
assumed in the Preferred Alternative as it is a short connection that improves street access
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and circulation for the subarea and would help alleviate vehicle demand on SR 527 by
providing another vehicle route for about 200 peak hour trips destined to the west.
Planned and potential new vehicle transportation improvement projects are shown in Figure
6 and described in Table 2. All alternatives include the Comprehensive Plan projects and
WSDOT’s I-405 Express Toll Lane projects shown in yellow, with the proposed mitigation
projects in this EIS shown in blue. Other vehicle improvement projects to improve the local
traffic operations are shown in pink, and areas for future exploration are shown in green.
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Figure 6.

Planned and Potential New Vehicle Transportation Improvement Projects—
Preferred Alternative

Source: MAKERS, 2020.
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Table 2.
No.

Transportation Project Map Descriptions
Project

Description

Status

Comprehensive Plan Projects
C-1

9th Ave SE Widening:
228th St SE to SR 524

Widen 9th Ave SE from 228th St SE to SR 524 to Collector
Arterial standard (3-lanes) with improved pedestrian/bike
facilities and improvements to the 228th St SE and SR 524
intersections. At 9th Ave SE and SR 524 add a second
northbound left turn lane from 9th Ave SE to SR 524.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-2

SR 527 (211th St SE to
north of SR 524)

Add a third northbound through lane. Add a southbound
left turn lane from SR 527 at SR 524 (2 left).

Planned,
Unfunded

C-3

SR 527: Add a
southbound lane
between SR 524 & 220th
St SE

Add a third southbound lane, and associated intersection
revisions.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-4

220th St SE & SR 527
Intersection

WSDOT planned intersection improvements as part of
project C-6. This may include a City-planned project to add
a second eastbound left turn lane on 220th St SE to
northbound SR 527.

WSDOT
Project
Funded, City
Project
Unfunded

C-5

WSDOT I-405, SR 522
Vicinity to SR 527 Express
Toll Lanes Improvement
Project

Add one ETL in each direction of I-405 between south of
SR 522 and SR 527, as well as build direct access ramps at
SR 522 and near SR 527 at 17th Avenue SE.

Funded

Improvements include a sidewalk and cycle track on the
east side and bikes lanes on the west side of 17th Ave,
17th Ave SE street improvements between 220th St SE
and SR 527, and intersection improvements at 220th St SE
/17th Ave SE.

C-6

WSDOT I-405, SR 527 to I- Add one ETL in each direction of I-405 between SR 527
5 Express Toll Lane
and I-5. Full reconstruction of the SR 527 interchange with
Project
HOV lane connections.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-7

228th St SE & Fitzgerald
Rd intersection

Adds eastbound right turn pocket.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-8

228th St SE & 29th Dr SE
intersection

Adds westbound right turn pocket.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-9

228th St SE / 31st Ave SE
Intersection

Add a westbound dedicated right turn lane.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-10

Fitzgerald Rd: 240th St SE
to 228th St SE

Widen road and add curb, gutter, and sidewalks.

Planned,
Unfunded

NA

ST, I-405 Bus Rapid
Transit

Planned BRT route connect the subarea to Lynnwood to
the north and Kirkland/Bellevue to the south. Project not
mapped.

Planned,
Funded

Mitigation Projects
M-1

SR 524 (Maltby Rd)/ SR
527 Intersection
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No.

Project

Description

Status

M-2

20th Ave SE Extension

Extend 20th Ave SE to Maltby Road and install a traffic
Proposed
signal at SR 524. Include pedestrian and bike facilities, add
a pedestrian-activated crosswalks at 214th St SE (or a
signal if carrying transit) concurrent with the street
extension.

M-3

214th St SE Extension

Extend 214th St SE west to 9th Avenue SE, including a
Proposed
traffic signal at 9th Ave SE and pedestrian/bicycle facilities.

M-4

214th St SE & SR 527
Intersection

Add channelized westbound right turn lane and dual
westbound left turn lane. Replaces project C-4.

Proposed

M-5

17th Ave SE/220th St SE
Intersection

Add westbound dual left-turn lanes and a new
southbound receiving lane on 17th Ave SE.

Proposed

Other Operational Improvements
O-1

219th Place Extension

Allow private property owners to improve 219th Pl SE to
9th Avenue SE and open access to the properties
northwest of the I-405/527 interchange.

Proposed

O-2

Traffic Control for Three
Private Intersections

26th Ave SE/220th St SE – Signalize intersection. Modify
the northbound approach with a left-turn pocket (up to
300 feet long), shared left/through lane, and add an
eastbound right turn pocket (up to 150 feet long). A
roundabout could also be considered.

Proposed

20th Ave SE/220th St SE – Signalize intersection. Add a
westbound right-turn pocket (up to 500 feet long) and
northbound left-turn and right-turn pockets (up to 300
feet long).
223rd St SE/29th Dr SE – Signalize intersection. Add an
eastbound left-turn pocket (up to 350 feet long) and
northbound left-turn pocket (up to 250 feet long). A
roundabout could also be considered.
O-3

26th/29th Ave SE
Rechannelization

Rechannelize road to three lanes when constructing
bicycle facility.

Proposed

Further Exploration or Study
1

SR 527 Corridor Study

Study to solidify a regional vision for SR 527 function,
Proposed
performance, and design, particularly for transit. As part
of this study, explore potential intersection improvements
at 228th Street SE/Bothell-Everett Highway.

2

WSDOT SR 527
Interchange 17th Ave
SE/228th St SE
Connection

Construct I-405 Express Toll Lane and bus access ramps
on the south side of I-405 which connect to 228th Street
SE. This is part of the I-405 Master Plan, however, this
subarea plan treats it as a future project because the
timeline is unknown and likely beyond the 2044 plan
horizon.

Planned,
Unfunded

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020.

A map of the non-motorized improvement projects are shown in Figure 7, which includes a
network of bicycle infrastructure improvements and pedestrian crossing and route
improvements. Non-motorized project details are in the proposed Subarea Plan.
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Figure 7.

Priority Non-motorized Transportation Improvement Projects—Preferred
Alternative

Source: MAKERS, 2020.
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The benefits and disadvantages of the supplemental transportation investments
associated with the Preferred Alternative are described conceptually in Table 3. See Section
3.1 for more information.
Table 3.

Transportation Mitigation Projects Summary—Preferred Alternative
Potential Benefits

Potential Impacts & Considerations

Project

Supports
businesses &
community
members who
commute by car

Supports
multimodal
transportation

Non-vehicular
transportation

Wetlands &
streams

Businesses/
community

M-4.

Medium:

Medium:

Low:

Low:

Low:

214th St SE & SR
527 intersection
modification

Provides additional
vehicle capacity
in/out of business
park. Average delay
decreases by 53
seconds, but still
expected to operate
at LOS F.
(corresponds with
214th street
extension).

Rechannelization
would result in
some
improvements to
pedestrian
crossings.

Increases
crossing
distance for
North Creek
Trail over 214th
St SE.

Minor impacts to
wetlands and
Maltby Hill Creek.

Minor right-ofway impacts to
business on
northeast
corner (and
potentially
southwest
corner).

M-1.

Medium:

Low:

None

Medium:

SR 527/SR 524
intersection
modification

Provides additional
vehicle capacity and
improves vehicle
access to the study
area. Average delay
decreases by about
59 seconds, but still
expected to operate
at LOS F.

Design may
include
pedestrian and
bicycle
infrastructure and
reduce pedestrian
wait time at the
intersection.

Mixed:
Pedestrian
crossings would
be even longer
distances.

M-3.

High:

Medium:

High:

High:

High:

214th St SE
street
extension

Provides improved
mobility with a
more connected
street system
to/from the study
area.

Potential
improvement if
pedestrian and
bicycle
infrastructure is
included.

Increases
vehicle traffic
through
neighborhood.

Impact to
wetlands and
buffers. One new
Royal Anne Creek
stream crossing.
Opportunity to
upgrade fish
passage to North
Creek, North
Creek tributary,
and Royal Anne
Creek stream
crossings. Would
require impact to
areas that were
subject to
previous
mitigation
activities and
preservation
commitments.

Right-of-way
strip needs
throughout
the corridor.
Unidentified
right-of-way
needed near
four
residences on
west end at 9th
Ave SE.

Reduces new
vehicle trips on SR
527 and SR 524.
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$

$$

Right-of-way
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needed on
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properties.
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Potential Benefits

Potential Impacts & Considerations

Project

Supports
businesses &
community
members who
commute by car

Supports
multimodal
transportation

Non-vehicular
transportation

Wetlands &
streams

Businesses/
community

M-3.

Low:

High:

None

Medium:

Medium:

214 St SE
ped/bike trail
only

No vehicular access
provided except
potentially
emergency vehicles.

Connects the 9
Ave S community
to Canyon Park
for people
walking, biking,
and rolling.

(This improves
pedestrian/
bicycle access.)

Impact to
wetland/stream
buffers. One new
stream crossing
required.

Easement or
right-of-way
needed for
trail on private
residential
properties.

M-2.

High:

Medium:

None

High:

None

$$$

20th Ave SE
street
extension
(behind Fred
Meyer)

Provides additional
vehicle routing
options to/from the
study area.

Potential
improvement
with additional
crossing of SR 524
if pedestrian and
bicycle
infrastructure is
included.
Potential
improvement to
local transit if
buses routed to
20th Ave SE.

(This improves
pedestrian/
bicycle access.)

Impact to
wetlands. One
new stream
crossing
required. Would
require impact to
areas that were
subject to
previous
mitigation
activities and
preservation
commitments.

Medium: Increases
capacity for vehicles
traveling to/from
the study area, and
improves access to
the I-405 direct
access ramps.

Medium:

Low:

None

Medium:

$$

Increases capacity
for transit,
however this
increases the
intersection
pedestrian
crossing lengths.

Increases size of
intersection and
pedestrian
crossing
distances.

O-1.

Medium:

Low:

None

219 Pl SE
extension

Provides additional
route to a business
center.

Though it
provides a more
formalized
sidewalk to the
business cluster
for employee use,
it is unlikely to
provide a public
pedestrian/bicycle
path in the near
term.

th

Reduces vehicle
trips on SR 527 and
SR 524.
Improves
circulation around
Fred Meyer.

M-5. 17th Ave

SE/220th St SE
Intersection

th

th

Approx.
cost
($–$$$$)
$

Easement or
right-of-way
needed for
added travel
lanes.

Low:

Low:

$$

Relatively small
wetland and/or
wetland buffer
impacts.

Increases
vehicle trips on
219th Pl SE.
Right-of-way
needed on
furthest east
residential
property.

Sources: MAKERS, 2020; The Watershed Company, 2020; Perteet, 2020; Fehr & Peers, 2020.

A potential mitigation project that is not part of the Preferred Alternative but is considered
by the City for future study is an alternative intersection design at 228th Street/BothellEverett Highway (the junction of two major arterials and adjacent to the I-405 ramps) which
would feature displaced left turns to reduce conflicting movements and allow for more
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efficient signal phasing. The intersection experiences recurring peak hour congestion and
is essentially built out as a traditional intersection. An alternative intersection design for
future study that is not grade-separated would feature displaced left turns to reduce
conflicting movements and allow for more efficient signal phasing. This intersection
modification would likely require additional right-of-way along 228th Street directly east and
west of the intersection and traffic signal modifications. This concept could increase
intersection capacity; however, widening of 228th Street would also degrade the pedestrian
environment by lengthening crossings and affect local business access to the BothellEverett Highway.
Research from the FHWA has indicated that intersection delay could be reduced by up to
30% (FHWA, 2014). Even with a 30% decrease in delay, this intersection is still likely to see
LOS F operations, but delay would be reduced compared to if no changes were made at
this location. This concept could not be evaluated using the tools applied for this EIS
analysis and the effort to evaluate a cost/benefit analysis for this intersection exceeds the
likelihood that it would change the City’s recommendation to move forward this the
Canyon Park Subarea Plan changes. The City may still pursue improvement options at this
intersection in the context of an overall City Comprehensive Plan update.
Lastly, a potential transit project would consider installing Business Access and Transit
(BAT) lanes on SR 527 to improve transit service operations in the subarea. Widening of SR
527 to add a new dedicated transit lane could improve transit speed and reliability along
the corridor and encourage transit ridership, but would require substantial funding for
right-of-way acquisition. In the long term and pending support and a coordinated effort
among regional partners—Community Transit, WSDOT, Snohomish County, City of Mill
Creek, and City of Everett—is for BAT lanes on SR 527 through Bothell and Snohomish
County by converting the outside general purpose lanes to BAT lanes. Bothell strongly
supports this long-term goal to best leverage the regional investment in a robust,
functioning, and comprehensive transit system. Note that a conversion of a general
purpose lane to a BAT lane would improve transit operations in the area; however, it would
negatively affect vehicles using remaining general purpose lanes, since they would lose one
lane of roadway capacity. A change in LOS standard would need to be considered such as
accepting higher levels of delay, exempting certain intersections of the SR 527 corridor, or
changing the metric to be oriented more towards moving people over moving vehicles.

In addition to system level evaluations with the City’s level of service standards, the
Preferred Alternative includes some of the private street network potentially converting to
public streets. The private streets identified below when made public would likely be
collector level streets, but would not be part of the City’s concurrency corridors because
they are not corridors serving the entire community. Nevertheless, the City would require
future development using these private streets to make operational improvements to
provide for appropriate capacity, function, and safety, particularly at intersections. When
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the streets become public, other funding mechanisms like transportation impact fees could
be explored to help construct these projects. See Figure 8.
As referenced in the Draft EIS, private streets were evaluated with the Preferred
Alternative; the analysis is included in the Addendum in Appendix D.
The City and Business Park Owners have had discussions about the Owners funding the
curb-to-curb improvements of selected streets sufficient for those streets to satisfy current
City Standards, whereupon the City would then accept dedication and maintenance of
those selected streets. In general, the Owners would conduct an evaluation of the road
conditions identifying needed improvements, such as removing and replacing subsurface
materials where needed, installing new pavement, street markings, street lighting,
underground utilities (surface water pipe repairs), etc. Existing multimodal access,
sidewalks, pathways, and connections to North Creek Trail would continue to be owned
and maintained by property owners. See multimodal infrastructure above.
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Figure 8.

Spine Roads

Spine Roads

Source: MAKERS, 2020.
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An Ecological Impact Assessment, Mitigation Cost Estimate, and conceptual Mitigation
Opportunities were prepared as part of the development of the Preferred Alternative and
Draft Subarea Plan (similar to the analysis of roadway effects in Table 3. Mitigation
opportunities are summarized below and presented more fully in Appendix C.
Approximately 11 acres of privately owned land exists between North Creek and 228th
Street SE, bordered by the Salmon Run at Perry Creek Apartments and commercial
development on 29th Drive SE to the west and east, respectively. The land in this area is
relatively flat, vegetated with emergent plant species (including reed canary grass
dominant areas) and identified as wetland in Bothell’s GIS database. Based on a review of
aerial imagery, historic land uses appear to have resulted in channelization of North Creek
at this location. The associated wetland has also been disturbed.
At this preliminary stage, the conceptual North Creek habitat mitigation project could
broadly consist of the following elements:

▪

Creation of a sinuous North Creek overflow channel or complex of channels and
backwaters through the wetland;

▪
▪

Installation of native plants throughout wetland, riparian, and buffer areas; and
Installation of habitat features including large woody debris in the side channel(s),
downed wood in the wetland, standing snags, and wildlife nest boxes.

This type of mitigation project would likely qualify as a form of wetland mitigation called
‘rehabilitation.’ Wetland rehabilitation is “the manipulation of the physical, chemical, or
biological characteristics of a site with the goal of repairing natural or historic functions
[and processes] of a degraded wetland. Rehabilitation results in a gain in wetland function
but does not result in a gain in wetland acres. [Activities could involve breaching a dike to
reconnect wetlands to a floodplain or returning tidal influence to a wetland.]” (Ecology et al.
2006). While wetland rehabilitation is not specifically discussed in the current version of the
Bothell Municipal Code, it is consistent with Best Available Science found in current
interagency wetland mitigation guidance (Ecology et al. 2006) and is considered a viable
mitigation option.
A mitigation project at this site has the potential to improve watershed processes including
wildlife habitat conditions and corridors, increased and improved fish habitat including
rearing habitat for juvenile listed Chinook salmon, increased flood water attenuation,
sediment deposition, and water quality improvement.
Other smaller wetland mitigation opportunities are present within the Canyon Park
Subarea, although they do not match the areal and functional lift potential of the North
Creek mitigation area described previously. Several privately owned parcels could
potentially provide mitigation opportunities along 214th Street SE where removal of existing
structures or fill material would allow for wetland restoration activities.
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Degraded riparian areas, including riverine wetlands and upland stream buffers, are also
present along North Creek in the study area. Examples of such locations include areas
dominated by reed canary grass in the expansive riverine wetland area near Centennial
Park, and riparian areas overgrown with noxious weeds between approximately 220th
Street SE and the Salmon Run at Perry Creek Apartments. Enhancement of degraded
riparian habitat could serve as mitigation for some critical area impacts depending upon
type, location, and magnitude of impact.
If all local mitigation options are exhausted, the Keller Farm Mitigation Bank (KFMB) offers
another ecological mitigation opportunity for wetland, stream, and buffer impacts in the
study area. The KFMB is located in Redmond, Washington at the confluence of Bear, Evans,
and Perrigo Creeks. Canyon Park is within the service area in which the bank offers
mitigation credits. KFMB received final mitigation bank certification at the end of 2019 and
currently has mitigation credits available for use and transfer. Use of mitigation banks and
other non-permittee-responsible mitigation instruments is consistent with the US Army
Corps of Engineers’ current preferred method of mitigating impacts.

Current RGC boundaries are 733 acres and include areas of wetlands. Relevant PSRC
guidance promotes more compact RGC boundaries of up to 640 acres or a square mile.
The Business Plus and Live/Work Alternatives would add the Thrasher’s Corner intersection
and abutting properties to RGC boundaries and reduce the boundaries elsewhere,
particularly excluding wetland areas that are not allowed to develop. The result is an RGC
boundary of about 613 acres. The proposed boundary in the Mitigated Live/Work
Alternative is similar to those of other Action Alternatives, but refines areas further near
wetlands and roads, producing a boundary of 565 acres. The Preferred Alternative
addresses the smallest RGC boundary studied similar to the Mitigated Live/Work
Alternative at 563 Acres.
See Figure 9 to compare RGC boundary alternatives.
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Figure 9.

Comparison of RGC Boundary Alternatives

Source: City of Bothell, 2019; BERK, 2019.
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Based on the current zoning and buildable lands capacity method, the No Action Alternative
could accommodate about 4,500 residents and about 4,800 jobs. The Business Plus
Alternative has about the same number of residents and a much higher number of jobs at
17,350. The Live/Work Alternative would have a greater residential population of nearly 7,200
and high job count at nearly 15,300. The Preferred “Middle Ground” Alternative has a
population capacity close to the Live/Work Alternative and a job capacity close to but under
Mitigated Live/Work Alternative. Total Activity Units are closest to the Mitigated Live/Work
Alternative. Across all alternatives, nearly all the growth would be in the RGC (see Table 4).
Table 4.

Housing, Population, and Jobs by Alternative
Job Capacity

Total
Activity
Units

Dwelling
Capacity

Population
Capacity

Job Capacity

No Action EIS Assumption*

1,856

3,712

4,530

8,242

2,242

4,484

4,787

9,271

No Action: Capacity
Amended*

2,029

3,713

4,430

8,143

2,654

4,847

4,804

9,651

Mitigated Live/Work

2,816

4,225

9,458

13,683

3,614

5,496

9,805

15,302

Preferred

4,075

6,142

7,598

13,740

4,687

7,162

8,305

15,467

Business Plus

2,687

4,012

17,209

21,221

2,915

4,468

17,350

21,818

Live/Work

4,498

6,732

15,143

21,875

4,726

7,188

15,284

22,472

Total
Activity
Units

Alternative

Population
Capacity

Full Study Area

Dwelling
Capacity

Regional Growth Center (RGC)*

Note: *Based on the current zoning and buildable lands capacity method, the No Action Alternative could
accommodate about 4,484-4,847 residents in the full study area and about 4,787-4,804 jobs including the full
study area. As a slightly lower bookend the EIS assumptions were tested for No Action in the EIS.
Source: MAKERS, 2020; BERK, 2020.

The alternatives would provide capacity for growth that adds shares of population and jobs,
as follows in Table 5. The Preferred Alternative has a share of net population/jobs that is
similar to the No Action Alternative, but the total future share is most similar to the
Live/Work Alternative.
Table 5.

Balance of Population and Jobs Combined Capacity, Full Study Area—All Alternatives
Net Growth Share

Alternative

Existing + Future Share

Population

Jobs

Population

Jobs

No Action

48%

52%

31%

69%

Mitigated Live/Work

36%

64%

28%

72%

Preferred

46%

54%

29%

71%

Business Plus

20%

80%

21%

79%

Live/Work

32%

68%

28%

72%

Source: MAKERS, 2019; BERK, 2019.
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Public and private agencies have proposed development or infrastructure projects that are
under study, under permit review, or under construction in the study area. Larger efforts
include:

▪
▪

WSDOT I-405 - SR 522 Vicinity to SR 527 Express Toll Lanes Improvement Project

▪

Canyon Park Apartments: 561 dwellings are proposed at a site in proximity to 20th
Avenue SE and 220th Street SE Pre-Application

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Tract 18-19 Townhomes: 118 Townhome Units

Sound Transit Bus Rapid Transit (BRT): Bus Base North at 23rd Drive SE, an essential
public facility

Woodlands Campus at Canyon Park Short Plat
Juno Therapeutics Expansion Pre-Application
Peoples Public Storage multi-story self-storage facility at 21008 Bothell-Everett Highway
Medical Office facility at 21214 Bothell-Everett highway Pre-Application
New Chipotle building next to Red Robin/Fred Meyer

This is part of or in addition to major and minor tenant improvements to existing space in
the area totaling $116 million from 2015-2019.
The Canyon Park Subarea Planned Action EIS is addressing a legislative nonproject action
and the evaluation is areawide and cumulative in nature. Examples of cumulative analysis
contained in the EIS include:

▪

Land Use Patterns: Current and future land use patterns across the study area. Each
property is designated, and cumulatively analyzed for residential, employment, or
mixed use development.

▪

Job and Housing Growth: Current housing and jobs are identified, and cumulative
increases in population and job growth are evaluated, including consideration of
pipeline residential and employment development.

▪

Road Improvements: Current and future transportation investments including on
state routes across the study area were considered in the transportation analysis of the
studied subarea alternatives. Highways of statewide significance including I-405 are
essential public facilities and must also undergo review in accordance with lead agency
(WSDOT) procedures.

▪
▪

Regional Growth in Trips: The transportation model considers background growth.
Transit Base Site: The Sound Transit bus base site was previously planned for
residential uses, and now is proposed for a transportation and institutional use with
some level of jobs. The prior residential uses were addressed in the No Action
Alternative and employment uses are accounted for under Business Plus and the
Preferred Alternative. The bus base use specifically is an essential public facility, and
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must undergo permit review and a public hearing with the Hearing Examiner to find
consistent with city procedures. See Draft EIS Appendix A.

▪

Services and Utilities: The EIS considers city and special district system plans and
service standards to evaluate alternatives.

▪

Impacts Common to All Alternatives: Common mechanisms of impacts across the
whole study area were identified in the Draft EIS and summarized in this Final EIS for
each environmental topic. For example, the Natural Environment identified that as an
urban area most of the sites are developed with impervious surfaces, and that there
could be an incremental increase with proposed development, known and future.
Development proposals whether under current review or future review will be required
to be consistent with critical area, shoreline, and stormwater regulations and to provide
for mitigation sequencing.

The key issues facing decision makers include:

▪

Approval of a Subarea Plan Update including a vision, guiding principles, land use
concept and design principles.

▪

Approval of revised RGC boundaries, associated population and employment activity
units, and appropriate infrastructure and amenity investments to meet the Regional
Growth Strategy and Centers requirements of the Puget Sound Regional Council.

▪
▪
▪

Approval of a new set of development regulations.

▪

Type, location, cost, and financing of transportation improvements, including new
public streets.

▪
▪

Type and location of new public realm investments, to serve new growth.

▪

The potential for in progress development applications or proposals to alter the vision
of future uses in study area, such as the Sound Transit base or others.

Level of growth to be incentivized in a Planned Action and cost-recovery requirement.
A constrained and over-capacity roadway system that is anticipated to fail in the future
if no improvements or changes are made. This a regional issue that cannot be resolved
by Bothell alone.

Potential to change private roads to public roads and effect on cost, maintenance, and
other factors; and
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The Natural Environment section addresses the five regulated critical areas (wetlands,
critical aquifer recharge areas (CARAs), frequently flooded areas (FFAs), geologically
hazardous areas, and fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas (FWHCAs)) in the Canyon
Park Subarea. A combination of desktop review and field reconnaissance informed the
natural environment assessment. Publicly available information, GIS data, and field
observations were used to map approximate locations of regulated critical areas. The type,
magnitude, and likelihood of impacts occurring from the alternatives were assessed to
determine potential effects on the natural environment.

Regional growth has the potential to impact the following elements of the natural
environment in the study area.

Wetlands may be directly impacted by roads necessary to accommodate growth, resulting
in a loss of wetland area and associated wetland functions. Indirect wetland impacts
include intrusions by people and pets, increased noise and light, increased potential for
transport and establishment of nonnative plants and animals, and increased use of
fertilizers and pesticides in the landscape. Some effects of growth and redevelopment may
have positive effects on wetlands; for example, redevelopment may reduce or remove
existing impacts from wetland buffers.

Streams and Shorelines of the State may be directly affected by new or upgraded crossings
associated with new road infrastructure. Upgraded stream crossings would likely improve
existing stream habitat. New roads that would require new stream crossings would result
in in-stream and buffer impacts that would require compensatory mitigation in accordance
with applicable regulations.
Redevelopment may reduce or remove existing impacts from stream buffers. Furthermore,
since the subarea is already largely built out, redevelopment is likely to lead to
improvements in stormwater management. Decreased stormwater volumes and flow rates
and accompanying improvements in water quality would have positive effects on stream
habitats if installed. During construction, the primary pollution concerns would be
sediment transport, erosion, and fuel and other spills.
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Figure 10. Relocated Section of North Creek Tributary Junco Creek

Located behind (east of) 22745 29th Dr SE #200, northeast of the intersection of 228th St SE and 29th Dr SE.
Source: The Watershed Company, April 2017.

Since uplands are not explicitly protected by critical area regulations, build-out under all of
the alternatives would reduce the overall quantity of vegetated area in Canyon Park.
However, many vacant sites were severely modified in the past through land filling,
grading, and introduction of non-native plants and therefore offer very little wildlife value.
Current standards are expected to incentivize low-impact development techniques,
incorporation of landscaped areas, and reduction of impervious surfaces on highly
impervious lots, which may result in an increase in small vegetated patches that could
serve as habitat for urban wildlife species. Alteration of habitat area and increased
disturbance from some degree of urbanization is likely to affect wildlife species commonly
present in the subarea, including but not limited to birds, small mammals, deer, beavers,
and insects (including pollinators).
Beavers that are currently active in the study area may be impacted by new or improved
road infrastructure and development activities.
Population growth will likely result in some degradation of retained natural areas from
disturbance caused by human intrusion, litter, weeds, traffic, noise, and light. Wildlife
would also be affected by temporary impacts from construction activities.

Under the No Action Alternative, growth is relatively evenly distributed within the existing
RGC boundary and is not focused in specific areas within the RGC boundary. The current
RGC boundary includes high-value wetlands and intact habitat areas. Impacts to critical
areas within the current RGC boundary are expected to be largely prevented by applicable
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regulations; however, impacts from buffer intrusions and fragmentation may be higher in
this alternative as a result of the unfocused growth. The magnitude of direct and indirect
impacts to wetlands and wildlife habitat related to increased population is expected to be
the least under this alternative given the projected overall growth and the need for
additional roads. The No Action Alternative is expected to result in fewer stream benefits
than the Action Alternatives including the Mitigated Live/Work and Preferred Alternatives
because of fewer anticipated improvements to existing stormwater management in the
subarea with less redevelopment.
The Action Alternatives, including the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative and Preferred
Alternative, protect large patches of remaining habitat in the Canyon Park Subarea that
include wetlands and streams by focusing growth in other locations. However, these
alternatives also necessitate additional road infrastructure that would generate impacts to
wetlands, streams, and associated habitat. Construction of this infrastructure would not
occur (at least to a comparable magnitude) under the No Action Alternative. Under the
Action Alternatives, wetlands, plants, and animals would experience greater direct impacts
than under the No Action Alternative. While the Action Alternatives would likely result in
some new stream crossings, upgrades to existing crossings and stormwater quantity and
quality improvements are likely to benefit stream habitats if installed.

Many impacts to the natural environment will be mitigated through compliance with
applicable local, state, and federal regulations. For example, individual projects must
comply with local critical areas regulations, the City’s Surface Water Design Manual,
requirements for developing or redeveloping in special flood hazard areas, the Shoreline
Management Act, and federal standards for actions that could affect endangered species
or directly impact streams and wetlands (to name a few).
To prevent significant adverse impacts, and to maintain consistency the latest guidance
documents and recommendations related to wetland buffer widths and compensatory
mitigation standards, when deemed necessary, Best Available Science should be utilized to
supplement Bothell’s existing critical area regulations.
Other measures to mitigate impacts from growth in Canyon Park could include:

▪

Consider the development of an advance mitigation program for wetland, stream,
and/or buffer impacts that may result from transportation projects.

▪

Incorporate a performance standard for disturbance of vegetation on geological
hazardous areas that requires mitigation and restoration.

▪

Develop a stewardship program for retained natural areas.

▪
▪

Install interpretive signs near natural areas.
Consider creating development standards related to ongoing beaver presence and
activity in the subarea.
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▪

Apply more stringent stormwater requirements in this area that require flow control
and water quality facilities to be installed. This includes application of the 2019 Surface
Water Design Manual Level 3 flow control standard, as amended.

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to regulated critical areas are anticipated
under any alternative with incorporation of Best Available Science related to wetland
buffers and wetland compensatory mitigation standards. Other mitigation measures could
be incorporated to further reduce impacts anticipated from planned transportation
projects, new and infill development, and growth but are not necessary to prevent
significant adverse impacts.
The Action Alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative, would likely require substantial
wetland and stream mitigation efforts to avoid significant adverse impacts. Mitigation
activities would occur within or near the Canyon Park Subarea to the maximum extent
practical, but some mitigation may occur outside of the Canyon Park Subarea which could
lead to a net reduction in wetland area and associated wetland functions within Canyon Park.

The Land Use Patterns and Policies analysis addresses physical land use patterns within
and surrounding the Study Area, considering changes in type and intensity of land uses.
Existing land use pattern conditions are based on field reconnaissance, imagery review,
and Snohomish County parcel data. Future conditions consider the land use change and
transitions, differences in activity levels, and inconsistency with current plans and policies.

Consistent with the community’s vision, each alternative would reinforce the Canyon Park
Study Area as an employment center with housing choices. The growth of each alternative
when added to the existing jobs and population in the area would continue to emphasize
employment.
All alternatives would increase growth in the study area above current planning capacities,
increasing the level of residential activity in evenings and weekends and job activity
principally during the daytime (see Figure 11).
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Figure 11. Employment and Population Shares—All Alternatives

Source: BERK, 2020.

All studied alternatives would be consistent with Growth Management Act (GMA) goals. Each
alternative would add employment and housing opportunities to different degrees in the
Canyon Park Subarea, and particularly within the RGC. This is consistent with the GMA, which
promotes urban growth within urban areas to prevent sprawl. The studied alternatives
support other GMA goals by encouraging economic development, allowing housing choices,
conserving open space, and promoting environmental protection, among other goals.
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The No Action Alternative would retain the current Comprehensive Plan and Subarea Plan
and would not meet PSRC Centers criteria to have an updated subarea plan for the RGC.
The size and intensity of RGC activity units also would not meet PSRC criteria. Growth
capacity would be the lowest of the studied alternatives and there would be less activity in
the study area than under the Action Alternatives. Fewer infrastructure or service
investments are proposed, which would limit quality of life for current and future residents
and employees.
The Action Alternatives would update the Comprehensive Plan with the inclusion of a new
Subarea Plan designed to meet the PSRC Centers criteria. Dividing the capacity of each
Action Alternative, by the capacity of the No Action Alternative:

▪

The Business Plus Alternative would add the most capacity for jobs at about 3.6 times
the capacity of the No Action Alternative, while retaining a nearly equal population
capacity as the No Action Alternative.

▪

The Live/Work Alternative would increase the capacity for jobs by about 3.2 times that
of the No Action Alternative, and 1.6 times the population capacity of the No Action
Alternative.

▪

The Mitigated Live/Work Alternative would increase jobs 2.0 times the No Action
Alternative, and 1.2 times the population capacity of the No Action Alternative.

▪

The Preferred Alternative would increase job capacity by 1.7 times and 1.6 times the
population capacity of the No Action Alternative.

The Action Alternatives provide more growth capacity than the No Action Alternative and
could support the City’s next Comprehensive Plan Update and the future planning period
of 2043/44. However, Comprehensive Plan amendments would be needed to integrate the
new subarea plan, including a consistent land use plan and capital facilities plan.
The Mitigated Live/Work Alternative and the Preferred Alternative reduce the size of the
RGC compared to the Business Plus and Live/Work alternatives by removing several
unbuildable areas and the northern part of Thrasher’s Corner. This change reduces the
amount of residential and job growth required to meet density-per-acre-based RGC activity
unit minimums. With lower levels of job and residential growth, vehicular volumes will grow
less than the Business Plus and Live Work Alternatives, however traffic volumes will still be
greater than under No Action.

To reduce the increase in activity levels and still achieve policy consistency, the Mitigated
Live/Work Alternative was developed in the range of the other alternatives. The Mitigated
Live/Work Alternative has a similar land use pattern as the Live/Work Alternative except
that the level of growth in residents and jobs would be about 25% less. The Mitigated
Live/Work growth level is based on an even more compact RGC boundary of 565 acres, but
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would still be consistent with PSRC Centers criteria. The population and job activity unit
numbers under this alternative would meet the minimum PSRC requirements.
The Preferred Alternative is similar to the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative in having a lower
total number of job and population activity units; it has the greatest balance of housing and
jobs though like other alternatives jobs are higher. The Preferred Alternative has the
smallest RGC boundary at 563 acres.
The updated Subarea Plan with Action Alternatives would require consistency amendments
with the Comprehensive Plan, such as capital facilities plans and other text and policy
adjustments. The Preferred Alternative would include a new Draft Subarea Plan that would
replace the current Subarea Plan element of the Comprehensive Plan. The Future Land Use
designations would replace some in the RGC and the zoning map would also be changed.
Amended transportation levels of service and recommended improvements would be
added to the Transportation Element. The Capital Facilities Plan Element and detailed
investment plan may be amended with capital investments depending on timing, and
policies may reference regional stormwater incentives.
The Action Alternatives would require the development of new or revised zoning and
design regulations for the subarea. See Chapter 2 for more description of the Preferred
Alternative land use/zoning regulations.

Under all alternatives, additional growth and development will occur in the study area,
leading to increases in land use intensity. This transition is unavoidable but is not considered
significant or adverse within an urban area designated as a mixed-use and employment
center in the City’s Comprehensive Plan and the regional VISION 2040 Plan. Future growth is
likely to create temporary or localized land use compatibility issues as development occurs.
The potential impacts related to these changes may differ in intensity and location in each of
the alternatives. However, with existing and new development regulations, zoning
requirements, and design guidelines, no significant adverse impacts are anticipated.
All alternatives are generally consistent with the policy direction of VISION 2040 and the
City’s Comprehensive Plan and Subarea Plan. However, updates to some policies and maps
in both the Comprehensive Plan and the Subarea Plan will be needed under the Action
Alternatives to ensure full consistency.

The analysis compares the impact of development standards and proposed City
investments on the following aesthetic and urban design elements:
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▪
▪
▪

Visual impacts of development near abutting neighborhoods.
Potential shadows cast by future development on public open spaces.
Consistency with plan objectives relevant to Aesthetics and Urban Design to achieve a
holistic, multifaceted neighborhood and Regional Growth Center, including multimodal
access, signature public spaces, access and celebration of North Creek, and increased
retail and service amenities.

Existing buildings in the study area are between one and three stories, below current
allowed heights. Redevelopment under the No Action and Action Alternatives would see
taller buildings.
Figure 12. Aerial View of Canyon Park

Source: Google, 2019.

Visual impacts on residential zones. The Action Alternatives would reduce the required
setback from residential zones, such as near the Village Square subdivision immediately to
the east of Canyon Park Park-and-Ride, where Action Alternatives anticipate intense
redevelopment.
Shadows. Redevelopment may cast shadows on future pedestrian/bicycle facilities on 17th
Ave SE in the afternoon and evenings. Shadows are not expected to be much more
significant than tree shadows on the trail, and because of the north-south orientation of
the street, midday sun exposure would be preserved. Shadow impacts are not expected on
the two city parks—Centennial Park and Cedar Grove Park.
Consistency with plan objectives. The No Action Alternative does not achieve the Canyon
Park Vision and future Subarea Plan’s objectives, while the Action Alternatives are more
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likely to result in City and regional infrastructure investment, with development types and
patterns that would implement the Canyon Park Vision and future Subarea Plan objectives.

Visual impacts on residential zones. The Action Alternatives reduce required setbacks
from adjacent residential zones but would also be accompanied by new zone transition
design and development standards to ensure an appropriate transition.
Shadows. Office and flex buildings usually have larger building footprints than residential
buildings, which may increase shadow impacts in the Business Plus Alternative. The Action
Alternatives encourage redevelopment of the Canyon Park Park-and-Ride with potential
shadow impacts on future connections to the North Creek Trail (e.g., proposed cycle tracks
on 17th Ave SE).
Plan objectives. The No Action Alternative likely results in little change to the character
and function of the area, remaining auto-oriented and disconnected. Development may
not contribute to a unified vision or cohesive neighborhood, with residential development
that is unrelated to surrounding uses and disconnected from amenities and services.
To increase the likelihood of meeting plan objectives, the Action Alternatives set minimum
density standards, raise height limits around Thrasher’s Corner and the Canyon Park Place
shopping center, require public and private usable public space with redevelopment,
reduce parking requirements, and propose City investments such as numerous
transportation mitigation projects, coordination with regional transportation and transit
agencies, maintenance of infrastructure and public-private partnerships to achieve
redevelopment objectives, pedestrian infrastructure improvements, and dedication of
existing private streets once upgraded. The increase in vehicular volumes under the Action
Alternatives necessitates a shift to a more multimodal transportation network, compelling
investment in transit, pedestrian, and bicycle infrastructure throughout Canyon Park.
Development standards would require active ground floors in key places to create
neighborhood centers. To support those centers, a combination of private and public
investment would achieve signature public spaces, with at least one connecting to North
Creek, and redevelopment of the park-and-ride into a transit-oriented mixed-use
development connecting transit riders to the business park with a lively and comfortable
walking route. On key connections and corners in the business park, development would
be more likely to include ground floor retail and service amenities, making the
neighborhood more holistic and attractive to businesses.
Expected redevelopment in the Business Plus Alternative consists primarily of office and
flex buildings, while the Live/Work and Mitigated Live/Work Alternatives’ redevelopment is
mostly residential. The Preferred Alternative emphasizes office uses around I-405,
residential along SR 527, and employment uses elsewhere. The focus on additional jobs in
the Business Plus Alternative also adds more activity in the area during the day, assuming
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work shifts remain in daytime hours. The focus on residential development adds more 24hour activity and potentially more nonmotorized commutes within Canyon Park in the
Live/Work and Preferred Alternatives.

Visual impacts on residential zones. The Preferred Alternative includes design guidelines
and residential zone transition standards that will ensure high quality building aesthetics,
respect residential privacy, reduce the visual impact of tall buildings near residential
neighborhoods, and appropriately transition between larger- and smaller-scale
development.
Shadows. Along 17th Ave SE where park-and-ride redevelopment may occur, any potential
shadow impacts on the future cycle tracks would be mitigated by the benefits of a more
active pedestrian/bicycle path, such as evening lighting from buildings, more opportunities
for social gathering along the path, and more users making the area feel active and safe for
additional hours of the day.
The Preferred Alternative includes façade articulation standards including stepbacks for an
improved pedestrian friendly form and solar access, orientation, and setbacks to address
light/air access for multifamily development, and minimum common outdoor space
standards to provide for solar access.
Plan objectives. Generally, the Action Alternatives lead to a more multifaceted, holistic
neighborhood than the No Action Alternative by focusing ground floor activity and
improving the public realm in identified centers near transit and along pedestrian paths
between destinations. The greater level of growth necessitates a shift toward non-vehicular
transportation, meaning that the City and/or region will need to invest in pedestrian,
bicycle, transit, and micro-transit infrastructure and programs. Additionally, public
investment in signature public spaces and connections to North Creek Trail are essential to
meet plan objectives.

With mitigation—residential zone transition development standards, design guidelines, and
public investments in nonmotorized transportation and the public realm—Canyon Park
would likely develop with no significant visual impacts on residential zones, no significant
shadows on public spaces, and plan objectives met. The visual character of the subarea
would change significantly to support a multifaceted neighborhood. New public open
spaces, improvements to how buildings relate to the street and to each other, pedestrian
walkways, additional ground-level retail and amenities, and new investment in landscaping
and habitat protection would provide substantial aesthetic benefits and help develop a
stronger identity for the subarea.
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This EIS examines current socioeconomic characteristics of the Study Area including
population, housing, and jobs using local, state, and federal data. This analysis identifies
significant impacts using the following thresholds:

▪
▪
▪

Insufficient capacity to relocate displaced dwellings and population.
Insufficient production of dwellings needed, including affordable units.
Changes to employment mix resulting in involuntary economic displacement by
businesses.

Figure 13. Canyon Park Business Center

The Canyon Park Business Center, straddling North Creek, houses many smaller businesses.
Source: MAKERS, January 2019.

All alternatives provide capacity for housing, population, and employment growth. There is
a potential for displacement of existing jobs and, to a lesser extent, housing. However,
there is capacity to retain or replace existing housing or jobs since most sites are partially
developed with capacity for added floors or added structures.

The No Action Alternative would increase dwellings by 163% over existing dwellings and
add only 28% more jobs over existing levels. Growth assumptions under the No Action
Alternative would essentially apply past trends forward; while the zoning code allows multistory business and residential uses, the area is generally low-rise. The No Action Alternative
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would retain current building dimensional standards, and no minimum floor area ratio
would be required. The generally low- and mid-rise character of the area would remain.
While there are private covenants, codes, and restrictions that limit residential uses in
some areas, the Residential-Activity Center (R-AC) zoning that is most prevalent in the study
area allows residential uses. There is moderately dense residential development approved
or in the permit pipeline in the central study area that is competing for the same land that
businesses could potentially pursue for new or expanding businesses.
The Business Plus Alternative would increase dwellings by 212% and jobs by 147% above
existing levels. This alternative would provide the most jobs of any alternative. Greater
private investment is anticipated in response to the revised development regulations and
improved streets, parks, and other infrastructure. Development would also be incentivized
by facilitated permit review under the Planned Action Ordinance.
The Business Plus Alternative would change height, floor area ratios, density, parking rates,
and other standards to increase opportunities for job and housing investments. With some
minimum floor area ratios and investment in infrastructure and amenities, more
employment growth is projected. Employment type is anticipated to include more multi-story
office and greater intensity of manufacturing and retail.
The Live/Work Alternative would increase dwellings by 343% and jobs by 130% above
current levels. The incentives and investments that would attract new growth under the
Live/Work Alternative are similar to the Business Plus Alternative. The Mitigated Live/Work
Alternative would have lesser but still substantial growth, increasing dwellings by 263% and
jobs by 83% over current amounts.
The Preferred Alternative would increase dwellings by 343% and jobs by 71% over current
levels. It provides housing similar to the Live/Work Alternative and jobs closer to the
Mitigated Live/Work Alternative. The net change is a nearly equal amount of population
and jobs though jobs are a majority of the new activity units.

Action Alternatives advance an inclusionary housing program similar to Downtown. To
further bolster affordable housing opportunities and to retain and attract businesses, the
City could:

▪

Consider offering incentives to developers that retain current businesses for a period of
time or that offer business relocation assistance.

▪
▪

Offer a multi-family tax exemption (MFTE) in the Canyon Park Subarea.
Explore a program to ensure affordable office, manufacturing, and retail spaces are
available. The programs could consider financial incentives, technical assistance and
outreach, or integration of office/retail affordability with density or floor area ratio
incentives.
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In addition, to reducing growth pressures that could affect business displacement, the City
could moderate proposed growth while still increasing job and housing opportunities. For
example, the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative is similar to the full Live/Work Alternative in
its pattern and share of population and jobs, except that the RGC boundary would be
smaller and the growth levels less under the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative. The Preferred
Alternative has similar total activity units as the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative, providing
more housing choices in shopping centers and along Bothell-Everett Highway like the
Live/Work Alternative while retaining most of the area for jobs similar to the Business Plus
Alternative.

As the area develops, there may be displacement of existing jobs; however, there is
sufficient employment space under any alternative to relocate businesses and thus there
are no significant unavoidable adverse impacts. Though rents may increase for relocated
businesses within the study area, the customer base may also increase. Retail and service
jobs are anticipated to serve increased office and industrial workers. Potential growth in
housing may create more potential customers for retail businesses and more opportunities
for residents to live near their work.
Under all alternatives, displacement of existing residents in the study area is possible as
land is redeveloped. However, since there is limited underutilized or redevelopable land
with residential units the potential is low. All alternatives, particularly the Live/Work
Alternative, would substantially increase the capacity for housing that could better meet
demand. Increasing affordable housing programs, incentives for developers to provide
units affordable to a wide range of income groups, and investment in affordable housing
development would partially offset affordability pressures in the city and for employers in
the area, as well as meet affordable housing goals.

Auto/freight modes were evaluated for the expected PM peak traffic operations LOS at
study intersections and along the three adjacent concurrency corridors. The PM period was
evaluated as it represents the peak travel period of a typical weekday. A PM peak hour trip
generation analysis was completed for the proposed land use growth under each
alternative, and a travel demand model was used to forecast future year vehicle demand at
study intersections.
The City’s has an average corridor LOS E standard for identified intersections along its
concurrency corridors (SR 527, 228th Street, and SR 524 are within the study area).
Individual intersection delay can be longer or shorter, but the vehicle-weighted average
delay of the identified intersections along the corridor should meet the LOS E standard.
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The SR 527 and SR 524 corridor intersections also have a WSDOT standard of LOS Emitigated as they are regionally significant highways. This means that congestion should be
mitigated (such as transit) when p.m. peak hour LOS falls below LOS "E." For the purposes
of this EIS analysis, an LOS E standard was assumed. The I-405 ramp intersections have an
LOS D standard as part of the I-405 highway of statewide significance corridor.
Planning level metrics were qualitatively evaluated for transit (based on planned transit
service assumptions). Walking and biking modes were also qualitatively evaluated.
Figure 14. Existing Roads in the Study Area, 228th Street SE and 27th Avenue SE

Source: Google Maps, 2019.

Figure 15. Bike Lanes on SR 527 Adjacent to Canyon Park Business Park

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.

Study area PM peak period transportation greenhouse gas emissions per capita were
estimated from data extracted from the travel model. The vehicle miles travelled, stratified
by travel speeds, were converted to CO2 emissions using California Air Resources Board’s
EMFAC air quality model.

FINAL | December 2020

1-49

Canyon Park Subarea Planned Action EIS
Chapter 1 Summary

Under the No Action alternative, five individual intersections along state routes, as well as
the SR 527 and SR 524 corridors are expected to exceed the City’s LOS E standard for
concurrency corridors (and operate at LOS F). Because the Live/Work and Business Plus
alternatives anticipate more growth in the subarea than is expected under the No Action
Alternative, significant traffic impacts are expected along all three adjacent concurrency
corridors (SR 524, SR 527, and 228th Street), which are expected to operate at LOS F
conditions with increased delay compared to the No Action Alternative during the PM peak
hour. In addition, eight individual intersections along SR 524 and SR 527 and three
intersections on the 228th Street SE corridor are expected to operate at LOS F conditions,
including the I-405 northbound ramp intersection.
The Mitigated Live/Work Alternative would also result in LOS F conditions along SR 527 and
SR 524, but at lower average delay than the No Action Alternative. The 228th Street SE
corridor is expected to operate at LOS E conditions. In addition, seven individual
intersections along the corridors are expected to operate at LOS F conditions, including the
I-405 northbound ramp intersection (see Draft EIS Table 49, page 3-147).
The Preferred Alternative is similar to the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative in that it includes
TSMO strategies to reduce the Action Alternative impacts such as lower growth compared
to the other action alternatives, implements travel demand management strategies such as
creating a TDM program and coordinator to manage the program, subsidizing transit
passes, reducing supply for and charging for parking, as well as other transportation facility
improvement projects. For the Preferred Alternative, all three concurrency corridors would
meet the LOS E standard, however three individual intersections on SR 527 would operate
at LOS F and not meet the LOS E standard for state routes and LOS D standard for I-405
ramp intersections. The 228th Street/Bothell-Everett Highway and I-405 northbound ramp
intersections would operate at LOS F, but at lower delays compared to the No Action
Alternative so not traffic impact is identified. The queue at the I-405 ramp intersection
would be shorter than the offramp length so it would not affect freeway mainline
operations either. The 220th Street SE/SR 527 intersection would operate at LOS F with
delays less than the Live/Work or Business Plus alternatives, but higher delay than the No
Action Alternative, resulting in a significant traffic impact at this intersection.

The Live/Work Alternative is expected to add 10,900 new PM peak hour trips to the study
area. The Business Plus Alternative is expected to generate 9,060 new trips (about 17%
fewer new PM peak hours trips compared to the Live/Work Alternative). The additional
trips under each of these alternatives is higher than the 3,960 new PM peak hour trips
expected under the No Action Alternative. Both alternatives are expected to increase
congestion on the adjacent three concurrency corridors and result in LOS F operations
during the PM peak hours by the year 2043/44. The Mitigated Live/Work Alternative would

FINAL | December 2020

1-50

Canyon Park Subarea Planned Action EIS
Chapter 1 Summary

also result in LOS F conditions along SR 527 and SR 524 but at lower average delay than the
No Action alternative (see Draft EIS Table 49, page 3-147).
The Preferred Alternative (which assumed TDM strategies are in place) would generate
approximately 5,000 new PM peak hour trips, the lowest new trips compared to all Action
Alternatives, but still higher than the No Action Alternative. All three concurrency corridors
are expected to meet the city’s LOS E standard as it generates fewer trips than other action
alternatives, and includes mitigation strategies including transportation improvement
projects beyond what is in the Comprehensive Plan. Three intersections would still operate
at LOS F, however, with one significant traffic impact identified at 220th Street SE/SR 527
intersection.

Mitigation strategies proposed reference the WSDOT TSMO philosophy for the Action
Alternatives and include:

▪

Reduce the amount of land use growth assumed through ‘mitigated’ alternatives
including RGC acreage reductions. Land use density would still need to meet the RGC
required 45 activity units per acre.

▪

Require TDM program strategies to encourage travel by modes other than singleoccupant vehicles. This can include developing a Commute Marketing Program and
coordinator to manage TDM strategies for the subarea, subsidize transit passes, operate
a first-mile/last-mile shuttle, and charging for parking or reducing parking supply, among
others. The package of strategies in the Preferred Alternative analysis results in an
assumed 14% reduction in new vehicle trips.

▪
▪

Optimize corridor traffic signal timing and offsets.

▪

Include and plan for high capacity transit service (I-405 BRT and Swift Green Line) to
encourage a mode shift away from single-occupant vehicles.

▪

Improve transit hub and improve access to transit hub with the bicycle and pedestrian
facilities outlined in Figure 7.

▪
▪

Evaluate park-and-ride capacity needs.

▪

A combination of all or any of the above.

Coordinate with WSDOT and Snohomish County on the traffic signal operation and
coordination at the SR 527/220th Street SE and adjacent 17th Avenue SE/220th Street
SE intersections, which will carry the Canyon Park and I-405 direct access ramp traffic.

Implement the planned and proposed mitigation projects to the transportation network
(e.g., new roadway connections and intersection improvements) in Figure 6.

Two projects not included in the Preferred Alternative could also lessen the impact
identified at the 220th Street SE/SR 527 intersection: a future WSDOT project for I-405
Express Toll Lane ramps on the south side of I-405 connecting to 228th Street SE (Project 2
in Figure 6) would decrease peak hour vehicle demand; and a potential long term transit
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mitigation project to improve transit access by converting outside general purpose lanes
on SR 527 to BAT lanes in Bothell to Snohomish County through a regional transit planning
effort.
If some of the proposed mitigation projects are not implemented, there may be a need to
alter the transportation LOS policy to accept higher vehicle delays or change the method by
which LOS is measured (such as shift from average vehicle delay to average person delay).
Of the range of LOS options summarized in the Draft EIS, the most likely approach
considers exemption of some intersections in a corridor or an increase in acceptable delay.

Under the No Action Alternative, the SR 527 and SR 524 corridors are expected to exceed
the City’s LOS E concurrency corridor standard. This is due to both growth expected in the
subarea, as well as growth in the region. Because the Live/Work and Business Plus
alternatives anticipate more growth in the subarea than is expected under the No Action
Alternative, significant traffic impacts are expected along all three adjacent concurrency
corridors (SR 524, SR 527, and 228th Street), which are expected to operate at LOS F
conditions. Additionally, individual intersections on SR 527 and SR 524 are expected to
operate at LOS F conditions, including the I-405 northbound ramp intersection.
Implementation of the Live/Work or Business Plus alternatives would result in increased
traffic in the study area compared to the No Action Alternative. Although the effects of
additional vehicles on traffic congestion can be mitigated to varying degrees through the
proposed transportation improvements evaluated in the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative,
the actual increase in traffic under the Action Alternatives is considered a significant
unavoidable adverse impact.
Proposed street connectivity and intersection capacity improvements shown in Figure 6
would help support mobility throughout the study area under the Live/Work and Business
Plus alternatives. Intersections on SR 527 and SR 524 are still expected to operate at LOS F
conditions during peak commute hours (although this would result in improved operations
compared to without these mitigations).
The Mitigated Live/Work Alternative includes new roadway connections, reduced land use
growth, and implementation of TDM strategies, as well as potential LOS policy changes.
Even with these mitigation strategies in place, the SR 524 and SR 527 concurrency corridors
are still expected to operate at LOS F conditions, but the impact would be reduced to less
than significant as the average corridor delay would be less than what is expected under
the No Action Alternative. The SR 524 corridor delay improves by about 30 seconds (LOS F),
the 228th Street SE corridor improves by four seconds (LOS E), and the SR 527 corridor
improves by eight seconds (LOS F). See Draft EIS Table 49 (page 3-147) for more
information.
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The Preferred Alternative is similar to the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative in that it includes
new roadway connections, reduced land use growth, and implementation of TDM
strategies. With these mitigation strategies, all three concurrency corridors are expected to
meet the LOS E standard. However, the following three intersections operate at LOS F
during the PM peak hour in 2043/2044 and would not meet the LOS E standard for state
routes and the LOS D standard for I-405 ramp intersections set by WSDOT:

▪
▪
▪

220th Street SE and SR 527
I-405 northbound ramp and SR 527
228th Street SE and Bothell-Everett Highway

The I-405 northbound ramp intersection and the 228th Street SE intersections would
operate at LOS F, but at lower delays than the No Action Alternative, therefore impacts at
these locations would be less than significant. In addition, the offramp queue is less than
the ramp length, so queues are not expected to affect freeway mainline operations. The
City is also considering a future SR 527 corridor study to evaluate alternative intersection
concepts to reduce delays at 228th Street SE/Bothell-Everett Highway intersection.
Additionally, the I-405 northbound ramp queue (about 1,000 feet) is expected to be less
than the offramp storage (over 2,000 feet), so queues would not affect the mainline
freeway operations.
The 220th Street SE/SR 527 intersection delays would be lower than the Live/Work and
Business Plus alternatives, however it would be higher than the No Action Alternative,
resulting in a significant traffic impact. Coordination with WSDOT and Snohomish County
on TSMO strategies like signal optimization with the adjacent 17th Avenue SE/220th Street
SE intersection to improve traffic flow would lessen the identified impact.
Two projects not included in the Preferred Alternative could also lessen the impact
identified at this intersection: a future WSDOT project for I-405 Express Toll Lane ramps on
the south side of I-405 connecting to 228th Street SE (Project 2 in Figure 6) would decrease
peak hour vehicle demand; and a potential long term transit mitigation project to improve
transit access by converting outside general purpose lanes on SR 527 to BAT lanes in
Bothell to Snohomish County through a regional transit planning effort.
A significant adverse impact could also result if one or more mitigation measures identified
to address expected impacts are not implemented. The combination of recommended
roadway improvements the City selects during the entire environmental review and
subarea planning process will reflect a balance between desired improvement in traffic
operations, policy decisions, and available revenue.

This Draft EIS transportation analysis is focused primarily on vehicle use of the surrounding
public street system because 1) the public street system is the primary transportation
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system that moves people to, from, and within the study area, and 2) the City has a
measurable level of service standard for comparison purposes.
Internal roads within the Canyon Park Business Park are currently privately owned by the
Canyon Park Business Center Owners Association.3 A separate conversation between the
Owners Association and the City of Bothell is currently underway to identify what is
necessary to convert those private roads into public streets. Should that conversion occur,
the internal roads would be modified as redevelopment occurs to meet city public street
design standards for improved capacity and safety. When the streets become public, other
funding mechanisms like transportation impact fees could be explored to help construct
these projects.
For the Final EIS transportation analysis, and to support the planning for the Preferred
Alternative, the private street system was evaluated to identify potential roadway capacity
and intersection control changes along the main spine road to support growth. The new
trips generated under the Preferred Alternative would result in the need for an intersection
traffic control change, such as a traffic signal or roundabout, with added turn lanes at three
locations:

▪

20th Avenue SE/220th Street SE (modify the northbound approach to be left and shared
thru/left. Add an eastbound right-turn pocket)

▪

26th Avenue SE/220th Street SE (add a westbound right-turn pocket and northbound
left- and right-turn pockets)

▪

223rd Street SE/26th Avenue SE/29th Drive SE (add an eastbound left-turn pocket and a
northbound left-turn pocket)

An engineering study would be needed as the business park redevelops to refine the
intersection design and identify when a traffic control change should be implemented.
The 17th Avenue SE/220th Street SE intersection was also more closely reviewed for the
Preferred Alternative as it will carry both trips from new development as well as I-405 direct
access ramp traffic. The intersection is expected to operate at LOS F in both the PM and AM
peak hours, with queues expected to disrupt upstream intersection operations.
A mitigation project is to widen this intersection for dual westbound left turn lanes and an
additional receiving lane southbound on 17th Avenue SE to decrease delay to LOS E
operations; however a larger intersection may create a more unfriendly environment for
people to walk and bike. If an intersection widening/traffic operations improvement project
is pursued, this project could be constructed through frontage improvements as the
business park redevelops. For example, the City could apply its code and design manual
requirements to address frontage improvements as well as inadequate road conditions.
See BMC 17.04.010 C and D and Bothell Design and Construction Standards, 2020 Update.

3

See Draft EIS Appendix B for a map of the private streets, Exhibit 22. Rights-Of-Way, Canyon Park, 2017.
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The EIS reviews the current and proposed fire department facilities and staff serving the
study area based on department studies and reports. Response time objectives that are
the basis for the City’s LOS standard are addressed qualitatively by considering the location
and type of growth in each alternative and congestion per Section 3.5 Transportation and
Greenhouse Gas Emissions. For the purposes of this EIS, firefighters per 1,000 capita is
quantified to address a potential increase in demand—the Bothell Fire Department
currently has 1.3 firefighters per 1,000 residents serving the City of Bothell.
Figure 16. Canyon Park Firehouse, Station #45

Source: City of Bothell, 2019.

Under all alternatives, growth and development in the study area would create more
demand for fire and emergency medical services and would place additional pressure on
the Bothell Fire Department to meet response time standards. Emergency medical services
typically generate the highest demand for the Department. The Department would attempt
to maintain response times consistent with or better than current performance levels as
the demand for service increases. Over time, additional staffing and equipment may be
required in order to maintain or improve performance levels.

The Bothell Fire Department currently has 1.3 firefighters per 1,000 residents serving the
City of Bothell.

▪

Under the No Action Alternative, an additional 5.8 firefighters would be needed to
continue to provide the LOS under projected population growth in the study area.

▪

Under the Business Plus Alternative, an additional 5.7 firefighters would be needed,
slightly less than the No Action Alternative.
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▪

Under the Live/Work Alternative, an additional 9.2 firefighters would be needed to
continue to provide the LOS under projected population growth in the study area.

▪

Under the Preferred Alternative, an additional 9.2 firefighters would be needed, higher
than the No Action alternative.

The City could promote a reduced growth alternative that meets PSRC Centers requirement
but with less demand on fire services. For example, the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative
would have less impacts on fire protection services than the other Action Alternatives. For
example, demand would be nearly 25% lower than the full Live/Work Alternative (a need
for only 7.1 additional firefighters instead of 9.2 to meet the current rate of 1.3 firefighters
per 1,000 population).
Under all alternatives, the City will monitor growth and demand for fire and emergency
medical services in the study area in order to determine if and when additional personnel,
equipment, or facilities are needed. The City will regularly review trends to ensure the City
and Fire District 10 have enough advance time to address the needs. In addition, the County
and City should provide opportunities for the fire district to review proposed development
plans and consider any anticipated specialized needs from the uses proposed.

Future growth in the Canyon Park study area will increase the demand for fire and
emergency services. Advanced planning for facilities consistent with the Capital Facilities
Element can help ensure services and facilities are adequate at the time of development
and reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.

The EIS reviews current and proposed police department facilities and staff serving the
study area by considering public safety studies and reports. There is no LOS policy. For the
purposes of this EIS, the observed ratio of 1.58 commissioned officers per 1,000 residents
and the pattern of crime in employment areas are reference points for the impact analysis.

All alternatives would increase the demand for police service. Based on patterns of
employment centers and calls for service, areas of employment increases like retail areas
would likely be a focal point for calls for service. Retail areas may see more theft and other
employment types may see increases in other types of crime, (e.g., vandalism or whitecollar crimes).
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All alternatives would increase the demand for service. Considering population growth and
the current rate of commissioned officers per 1,000 residents, there would be a demand
for about 7 officers under the No Action Alternative and Business Plus Alternative, both of
which have nearly the same population capacity. The Live/Work Alternative and Preferred
Alternative would generate demand for over 11 officers and the level of growth under the
Mitigated Live/Work Alternative would generate demand for about 9 officers.

Demand for public services under the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative would be nearly 25%
lower than the Live/Work Alternative in full, requiring 8.7 additional police officers to meet
the current rate instead of 11.4 additional officers. In addition, the City could:

▪

Require on-site private security agreements for new employment centers to reduce
calls for service.

▪

Formalize crime prevention through environmental design (CPTED) principles in the
municipal code regulations applicable to the study area.

Future growth in the Canyon Park study area will increase the demand for police services.
Advanced planning for facilities consistent with the Capital Facilities Element can help
ensure services and facilities are adequate at the time of development and reduce impacts
to a less-than-significant level.

The City’s Comprehensive Plan was reviewed for parks and recreation inventory, levels of
service, and goals. The City currently has an adopted LOS standard of 4.5 acres of
developed, operational, and functional parkland per 1,000 residents in its Comprehensive
Plan. However, City Council adopted the 2020 Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PROS)
Plan on February 4, 2020 via Resolution 1398 and has committed to amending the
Comprehensive Plan to match the 2020 PROS Plan revised LOS standard of 3.2 acres of
core parks per 1,000 population.4 Both LOS standards were applied to the alternatives to
address increased demand on recreation.

In the 2020 PROS Plan, core parkland includes mini parks, neighborhood parks, community parks, and athletic fields;
other park and recreation lands include open space and special use facilities. The 2020 PROS Plan eliminates numeric
standards for open space as they do not translate easily to natural areas because of the uniqueness of the land base
itself. Additionally, approximately 862 acres of sensitive or protected lands within the city and the urban growth area
have been set aside as privately held (HOA) open space tracts via the platting and land development process.
4
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Under all alternatives, the study area is assumed to redevelop as a mix of uses. Residential
growth would result in additional demand for parks and recreational facilities during both
the weekday and weekend periods. While not considered as part of the City’s adopted LOS
standards (either in the current Comprehensive Plan or the adopted 2020 PROS Plan),
employment growth could also result in greater demand for park facilities, particularly
before and after work and during the lunch hour. This demand would be more pronounced
under the Action Alternatives because of the higher number of jobs associated with each
alternative.
Based on the current Comprehensive Plan LOS standards and park classifications, there
would be a diminishing surplus of total parklands under all alternatives because the LOS
standards allow growth to occur while adding parkland at a lower rate than the current
rate. Results are more variable, however, under different park classifications:

▪
▪
▪

Decreased surpluses of mini parks, open space, and regional parks.
Exacerbated deficits in core parkland, neighborhood parks, and athletic fields.
Community parks would switch from having an existing surplus to deficit acreage.

Based on the LOS standards in the 2020 PROS Plan, there would be an overall deficit of
core parklands under all alternatives. The existing surplus of community parks would
remain (though the surplus acreages would decrease under each alternative), and the
existing deficit of neighborhood/mini parks would be further exacerbated.
Figure 17. North Creek Schoolhouse at Centennial Park

Source: City of Bothell, 2019.

Expected growth and development in the study area under all alternatives would likely
result in increased demand for additional access to park and recreation facilities.

▪

No Action Alternative: Residential growth under the No Action Alternative would
generate demand for an additional 20.63 acres of parkland under the Comprehensive
Plan LOS standards and 14.35 acres of core parkland under the 2020 PROS Plan LOS
standards; City Council has committed to updating the Comprehensive Plan LOS
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standards later in 2020 to adopt the new PROS Plan LOS standards. Based on the 2020
PROS Plan LOS, there would be a surplus of community parks and a deficit of
neighborhood/mini parks, reflecting existing conditions. The No Action Alternative
includes the smallest amount of employment growth. Potential increased demand on
parklands from workers would thus be the lowest of the studied alternatives.

▪

Business Plus Alternative: Growth under the Business Plus Alternative would generate
demand for an additional 20.55 acres of parkland under the Comprehensive Plan LOS
standards and 14.30 acres of core parkland under the 2020 PROS Plan LOS standards,
which is similar to the No Action Alternative. The Business Plus Alternative includes the
highest amount of employment growth, and demand on parklands from workers would
thus be the highest of the studied alternatives.

▪

Live/Work Alternative: Growth under the Live/Work Alternative would generate demand
for an additional 33.06 acres of parkland under the Comprehensive Plan LOS standards
and 23.00 acres of core parkland under the 2020 PROS Plan LOS standards..

▪

Mitigated Live/Work Alternative: Growth under the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative
would generate demand for an additional 25.28 acres of parkland under the
Comprehensive Plan LOS standards and 17.59 acres of core parkland under the 2020
PROS Plan LOS standards.

▪

Preferred Alternative: Growth under the Preferred Alternative would generate demand
for an additional 32.95 acres of parkland under the Comprehensive Plan LOS standards
and 22.92 acres of core parkland under the 2020 PROS Plan standards, similar to the
Live/Work Alternative. The Preferred Alternative includes more employment growth
than the No Action Alternative but less than the other Action Alternatives and would
thus place less demand on parklands from workers.

The City could develop a lower-growth alternative that still meets regional requirements.
For example, the demand for public services under the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative
would be nearly 25% lower than the Live/Work Alternative in full, requiring an additional
17.6 acres of parkland instead of 23.0 acres under the 2020 PROS Plan LOS standards.
The City could also:

▪

Consider applying an employment-based LOS in addition to a resident-based LOS. City
Council adopted the 2020 PROS Plan on February 4, 2020 via Resolution 1398 and has
committed to amending the Comprehensive Plan to match the 2020 PROS Plan LOS.

▪
▪

Require publicly accessible space with private development.

▪

Add programs based on increased demand, directing, in part, marginal increases in
revenue to programming.

▪

The City could consider lowering or altering the LOS if resources do not allow
achievement of the acres-based standard.

Encourage and promote dedicated public spaces through public-private partnerships
where possible.
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Future growth in the Canyon Park Study Area will increase the demand for parks. Advanced
planning for facilities consistent with the Capital Facilities Element can help ensure services
and facilities are adequate at the time of development and reduce impacts to a less than
significant level.

The EIS reviews Northshore School District capital facility plans. The District’s anticipated
students per dwelling unit is applied to each alternative.

The elementary, middle, and high schools serving the study area do not have enough
permanent capacity to accommodate additional demand at any grade level under all
alternatives. Taking portables into account, the middle schools have enough total capacity
while the high schools do not. Elementary schools have enough total capacity except under
the Live/Work Alternative.

▪

The No Action Alternative would add 303 students, including 139 elementary, 70
middle, and 94 high school students. Based on Northshore School District’s minimum
LOS standards, this would require an additional 5.8 elementary, 2.6 middle, and 3.5
high school teaching stations.

▪

Although residential growth under the Business Plus Alterative is similar to that under
the No Action Alternative, the number of dwelling units is slightly higher. The Business
Plus Alternative would add 393 students, including 181 elementary, 90 middle, and 122
high school students. This would require an additional 7.5 elementary, 3.3 middle, and
4.5 high school teaching stations (approximately 2, 1, and 1 teaching stations more than
the No Action Alternative, respectively).

▪

The Live/Work Alternative would add 638 students, including 293 elementary, 147
middle, and 198 high school students. Based on Northshore School District’s minimum
LOS standards, this would require an additional 12.2 elementary, 5.4 middle, and 7.4
high school teaching stations (approximately 6, 3, and 4 teaching stations more than
the No Action Alternative, respectively).

▪

The Mitigated Live/Work Alternative would add 488 students, including 224 elementary,
112 middle, and 152 high school students. This would require an additional 9.3
elementary, 4.1 middle, and 5.6 high school teaching stations (approximately 4, 2, and 2
teaching stations more than the No Action Alternative, respectively).

▪

The Preferred Alternative would add 633 students, including 291 elementary, 145 middle,
and 197 high school students. Based on Northshore School District’s minimum LOS
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standards, this would require an additional 12.1 elementary, 5.4 middle, and 7.3 high
school teaching stations (approximately 6, 3, and 4 teaching stations more than the No
Action Alternative, respectively).

Northshore School District tracks information on growth in enrollment and demand for
educational program offerings across all grade spans in the region, including the study area,
as part of its determination about if or when additional personnel or facilities are needed.
The City will periodically review trends and information from the Northshore School District
to ensure the City and the District have enough advance time to address needs, including
grade configuration, optimum facility size, educational program offerings, classroom
utilization, scheduling requirements, and the use of temporary classroom facilities.

Future growth in the Canyon Park study area will increase the demand for schools.
Advanced planning for facilities consistent with Northshore School District’s Capital
Facilities Plan can help ensure services and facilities are adequate at the time of
development and reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.

The EIS authors considered water and wastewater plans by special districts and King
County. Consistency with the plans is a threshold of significance.

Much of the sewer and water infrastructure is in place to support growth in the near-term
within the study area. As development occurs, some new extensions and some upgrades of
existing infrastructure will naturally need to occur. Growth should be closely coordinated
with both Alderwood Water and Wastewater District (AWWD) and the City of Bothell so that
demand and growth can be managed within the study area and any system deficiencies
can be communicated between agencies.
Recent improvements made by King County Wastewater Treatment Division (WTD) to the
North Creek Interceptor and Trunk line provided capacity for projected growth and service
demands beyond 2030, the end of the 30-year planning period for the Region Wastewater
Service Plan (RWSP). In addition, the King County Brightwater Treatment Facility has
capacity through 2060. Regional sanitary sewer treatment capacity and conveyance appear
to be enough to support the planned growth for all alternatives.
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While the water supply is sufficient, it is expected that additional water pressure will be
required with continued growth within the Canyon Park Subarea. This will likely require the
addition of pressure zones and the creation of four lower pressure zones within Zone 520.
Additional investment in these improvements should be planned concurrent with
development.
The amount of stormwater runoff and stormwater pollution is expected to decrease under
all alternatives. Since the study area was originally developed, the governing stormwater
regulations in the region have become significantly more stringent. Any new development
or redevelopment in the study area would be subject to these regulations and therefore
likely improve the overall health of the hydraulic system and streams by decreasing
volumes and flow rates and improving water quality.
Figure 18. Tree-lined Boulevard on 29th Drive SE (Private Street) with Stormwater Facility

Tree-lined boulevards, like the pictured 29th Dr SE, course through the business parks. Many of these private
streets include sidewalks buffered from automobile traffic with landscaping and stormwater facilities.
Source: Google, 2019.

The level of population and employment growth is highest under the Live/Work Alternative
and lowest under the No Action Alternative. The Business Plus, Mitigated Live/Work, and
Preferred alternatives have moderate levels of population and employment growth.
Demand for added water supply or wastewater treatment is accordingly variable.
The Live/Work, Mitigated Live/Work, and Preferred alternatives will likely result in less
stormwater runoff than the No Action Alternative or Business Plus Alternative because they
involve redevelopment at higher densities with an even greater focus on residential
development and pedestrian amenities which will be subject to new surface water standards.
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▪

AWWD and King County WTD track information on growth and demand for sanitary
sewer and water services in the region, including the study area, as part of their
determination about if or when additional facilities are needed. The City will periodically
review trends and information from AWWD and King County WTD to ensure all parties
have enough advance time to address future needs.

▪

AWWD has identified large growth targets within their service area that address the
type of growth that a change in the zoning of the subarea would represent; however,
this growth could impact the local wastewater collection systems over time. If the
zoning changes, the City and AWWD should coordinate and adjust their plans
accordingly. In the next update to the District’s comprehensive plan, which should be
initiated in the next 2-3 years, any changes in zoning to the subarea will need to be
considered. A model of the collection system within the subarea that considers buildout conditions should be able to identify any additional system improvements beyond
what is already accounted for under the current plan. These new improvements would
then need to be added to AWWD’s Capital Improvement program.

▪

Due to the concentrated growth that a rezoning of the subarea would represent, local
water system improvements will be necessary to increase system pressures and to
provide for additional system transmission capacity.

▪

There may be opportunities within older neighborhoods in the study area that currently
have limited flow control or water quality treatment to implement retrofit systems to
detain and/or treat runoff before it is released into creeks. These systems could be
located within planter areas or unimproved roadside shoulders and ditches, and could
include shallow bioretention cells, infiltration trenches, or proprietary treatment best
management practices (BMPs) for water pollution, such as Filterras or Modular
Wetlands. The City could consider applying for retrofit project grants offered by the
Washington State Department of Ecology to partially fund these upgrades.

▪

The City could consider trenchless technologies, such as cured in place pipe (CIPP), slip
line, and slip line spot repair, to more cost effectively extend the life of existing
deteriorating storm pipe infrastructure.

▪

Flow control and water quality facilities meeting the most recent version of the Bothell
Surface Water Design Manual will be required for new development and redevelopment..

▪

A system-wide hydrologic and hydraulic analysis of the existing storm drain system
could help pinpoint areas in the system that are currently over capacity or that would
become capacity-constrained due to new development. This analysis could help the City
prioritize which stormwater infrastructure improvements should occur first.

▪

There may be opportunities to complete reconstruction or retrofit of existing stormwater
facilities to provide improved flow control and water quality for both existing uses and

FINAL | December 2020

1-63

Canyon Park Subarea Planned Action EIS
Chapter 1 Summary

future development or redevelopment. There are significant opportunities for improved
flow control and water quality associated with the Canyon Park Business Center
detention pond that serves the Business Park located southeast of the intersection of
224th Street SE and 23rd Drive SE.

▪

There is opportunity to restore the Canyon Park Business Center detention pond
mentioned above to its original capacity. Over the years, the lack of maintenance
associated with this existing detention pond resulted in significant sediment and
vegetation build-up, decreasing the pond’s capacity for flow control. Excavating all the
sediment, vegetation, and debris down to the originally designed pond bottom
elevation would restore the pond’s capacity to its original design volume and raise the
detention pond’s High Water Line (HWL) to add live storage capacity. There may also be
potential to lower the detention pond bottom and gain even more live storage capacity.
See Appendix G for a summary of stormwater recommendations specific to the Canyon
Park Business Center detention pond and the drainage basin that drains to it, including
a diagram of the as-built pond plan and the approximate basin boundary.

▪

Low Impact Development (LID) techniques should be explored wherever possible,
through new development that will occur and/or through the retrofitting of existing
infrastructure/public right-of-way. LID measures (such as pervious concrete and asphalt
pavements, bioretention cells, rain gardens, rain water harvesting, etc.) could be
considered. Incentivizing private land owners to implement LID techniques may also be
considered.

While all alternatives will generate additional demand for water and sanitary sewer facilities,
no significant unavoidable adverse impacts are anticipated. The water supply and sanitary
sewer impacts are anticipated by both AWWD and the King County WTD and will be
addressed as development occurs incrementally and in updated capital facilities programs
updated every six years or sooner.
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to stormwater are anticipated. Although
demand for stormwater services would increase, the application of existing plans and
codes or other mitigation measures can reduce impacts associated with future growth
under all alternatives.
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This chapter of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) provides the context of the
Canyon Park subarea proposals, the study area, the planning process, the State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) environmental review process, planning objectives, and
alternatives under consideration. The Preferred Alternative is reflective of public comments
and City decision maker review, and is compared to the Draft EIS alternatives. For greater
detail on the Draft EIS alternatives please refer to that document published December 2019.

The City of Bothell proposes to update its subarea plan for the Canyon Park neighborhood,
including its Regional Growth Center (RGC), to comply with new Puget Sound Regional
Council (PSRC) Centers framework criteria. The subarea plan update would create
opportunities for employment, residential, and mixed-use development through revisions
to goals, policies, land use designations, zoning districts, development regulations, and
capital plans including transportation, parks, and other infrastructure investments.
In addition, the City of Bothell intends to designate a Planned Action consistent with RCW
43.21C.440 to facilitate future growth by streamlining the environmental review process for
development consistent with the subarea plan and the mitigation identified in the Draft EIS.
The City also intends to establish recovery of expenses towards the preparation of an
environmental impact statement per RCW 43.21C.428.

The Canyon Park Study Area is located in the Snohomish County portion of the City of
Bothell and is fully within the city limits, and an extended portion of the study area north of
Maltby Road is in the Bothell municipal urban growth area (see Figure 19).
The study area is encompassed to the north by SR 524 and Thrashers Corner, including
shopping areas to the north and south of SR 527; to the east by the general alignment, if
extended, of 31st Ave SE; to the south by 228th St SE, including commercial areas on both
sides; and to the west by the general alignment, if extended, of 8th Ave SE.
The study area is traversed by major transportation routes SR 527 and I-405, and the state
regulated stream North Creek. It contains the Canyon Park Business Center and several
large light manufacturing, life sciences, bio-medical device, and other high-technology
businesses as well as commercial and residential areas. In total, the study area equals
nearly 1,040 acres. Based on parcels excluding public rights of way, the study area equals
935 acres.
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Figure 19. Canyon Park Study Area

Source: City of Bothell, 2018; MAKERS, 2019.
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The City of Bothell has been reviewing conditions and trends with a consultant team and
engaging community members to refine a vision, identify potential actions, and strategize
steps forward. The planning process includes the following steps and is further described
in Appendix A:

▪

Existing conditions report. The report identifies Canyon Park’s baseline conditions
and provides information to share with Canyon Park stakeholders and local
government representatives to refine the Vision Report’s goals.

▪

Community engagement. Surveys, discussions with business and property owners,
public workshops, and public hearings provide opportunities to influence the
alternatives analysis and selection and plan implementation strategies.

▪

Land use alternatives. Alternatives have been developed to understand implications
of potential future scenarios.

▪

Analysis and preferred alternative. The team analyzed and presented the
alternatives to the public in the Draft EIS published December 2019 and received
comments. The Planning Commission held study sessions and a hearing, and
developed a Preferred Alternative called the “Middle Ground”, which was shared with
the City Council. The Preferred Alternative is evaluated in this Final EIS.

▪

Subarea plan. The subarea plan addresses recommendations on policies and
measures to support land use regulations and design guidelines updates, RGC needs, a
multimodal transportation hub, economic development, affordable housing, mixed-use
and people-oriented character, infrastructure actions, environmental enhancements,
and accessible open space and recreation.

▪

Environmental analysis. The Draft EIS identified environmental impacts of the
alternatives and mitigation measures to ensure compliance with the State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). The Final EIS shares the Preferred “Middle Ground”
Alternative and updated mitigation measures.

▪

Implementation strategy. The subarea plan will recommend implementation
measures and draft updated policies, development regulations, and design guidelines.

The EIS is an informational document that provides the City, public, and government
agencies with environmental information to be considered in the decision-making process.
The EIS presents a qualitative and quantitative analysis of potential environmental impacts
resulting from the proposal and alternatives. The purpose of this EIS is to describe
environmental impacts to assist the public and City of Bothell officials in deciding upon the
magnitude and nature of future growth, zone standards, infrastructure investments, and
mitigation measures appropriate in Canyon Park.
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This Final EIS completes the environmental review process for the proposed Subarea Plan
and associated development regulations and is a foundation for the Planned Action
Ordinance. The Final EIS provides responses to comments received regarding the Draft EIS
along with clarifications and corrections. References to the Final EIS are to this document
whereas references to the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) include both the Draft EIS
and the Final EIS.

As listed in the Draft EIS the City has conducted programmatic SEPA review on its Imagine
Bothell… Comprehensive Plan and related subarea plans, policies, and regulations since
1996, and these were considered in the EIS for the Canyon Park Subarea Plan.
Other relevant documents include EISs for VISION 2040 and more recently a Supplemental
EIS for VISION 2050:

▪

VISION 2040 Final EIS (April 2008), prepared by the Puget Sound Regional Council. The
document addresses the regional growth strategy including county and city hierarchy
and mixed use and employment centers including the Canyon Park Regional Growth
Center. An addendum was prepared for the Regional Centers Framework Update in
January 2018.

▪

VISION 2050 Final Supplemental EIS (March 2020), prepared by the Puget Sound
Regional Council. Similar to the VISION 2040 EIS, the VISION 2050 EIS addresses the
central Puget Sound region’s long-range growth management, environmental,
economic, and transportation strategy. Canyon Park is a Regional Growth Center
addressed in the EIS along with others.

In addition, as noted in the Draft EIS, WSDOT and FHWA have developed environmental
documents considered in this EIS:

▪

WSDOT and FHWA, I-405 Corridor Program NEPA/SEPA EIS (June 2002). Addresses a
multimodal system of transportation improvements to reduce traffic congestion and
improve personal and freight mobility throughout the I-405 corridor over the next 20-30
years. A FONSI and Environmental Assessment was issued in 2011 to address I-405
Improvements from Bellevue to Lynnwood, including improvements in the Bothell area.

The City proposes that the Canyon Park area be designated as a Planned Action, pursuant
to the State Environmental Policy Act (“SEPA”; see RCW 43.21c.440 and WAC 197-11-164 to
172). A planned action provides more detailed environmental analysis during an areawide
planning stage rather than at the project permit review stage. Designating a planned action
streamlines environmental review for development proposals. Planned actions would be
allowed if they meet or exceed proposed land use and environmental performance
standards in the planned action ordinance. A diagram of the Planned Action process is
included in Figure 20.
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A draft ordinance is included in Appendix B of this Final EIS, and will be considered as part
of the subarea planning process. It is meant to integrate the growth estimates as
thresholds and mitigation measures as performance standards.
Figure 20. Planned Action Process
Prepare and issue
Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS).

Consider adoption of a
Planned Action Ordinance
that defines development
and required mitigation.

Review future permits for
consistency with the
Planned Action Ordinance
and streamlined
permitting.

SEPA requires the statement of objectives that help identify the purpose and need for the
proposals and allow the City to compare how well the alternatives achieve them. The vision
for Canyon Park includes the following characteristics:

▪

An Economic Driver. Canyon Park serves as a regional business hub for the life
sciences and biomedical industries. It is a designated urban center and a place of
innovation and growth.

▪

A Multifaceted Neighborhood. Canyon Park is a dynamic neighborhood with a diverse
mix of housing, office, retail, light-manufacturing, and public space. It serves both
Bothell residents and employees coming from throughout the region.

▪

Connected to the Natural Environment. Canyon Park is defined by its unique access
to the natural environment and blend of urban wetlands, creeks, and interconnected
trails.

▪

A Transportation Hub. Canyon Park is a transportation hub with infrastructure serving
employees and residents.

A full set of goals and policies are listed in the Draft Subarea Plan Chapter 2: Concept.
Selected objectives to meet the vision include:
Foster and leverage Canyon Park as a Transportation Hub.
1.1. Improve multimodal infrastructure and circulation to make transit and non-car
modes attractive options.
1.2. Improve quality, reliability, and access to transit for employees and residents for
trips within, to, and from the subarea.
1.3. Improve quality, connectivity, and access to safe routes for people walking, biking,
and rolling throughout the subarea.
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1.4. Strategically expand road/intersection capacity to improve traffic flows within the
subarea. Minimize business, resident, and ecological impacts to the maximum
extent feasible.
1.5. Improve street network connectivity by extending select Canyon Park streets to
relieve congestion on Bothell-Everett Highway and at choke points. Minimize
business, resident, and ecological impacts to the maximum extent feasible.
1.6. Encourage the highest density land uses to locate near high capacity transit.
1.7. Meet regional and county growth targets, and balance desired land use patterns
and transportation investments and policies.
Job center
2.1. Ensure that Canyon Park continues to grow as the regional hub for the biomedical,
life sciences and related industries.
2.2. Retain and grow existing and new businesses in Canyon Park, and continue to meet
the needs of both small and large businesses.
Housing for the workforce
3.1. Promote development of a diverse range of market rate and affordable housing in
Canyon Park and ensure that it meets the needs of the local workforce.
Parks and public space
4.1. Implement new public park space(s) with recreational uses and with investments in
signature public spaces.
4.2. Improve access to and crossings of North Creek to make it a unifying element of
Canyon Park.
Amenities and services
5.1. Increase the number of retail and service amenities that serve Canyon Park and the
surrounding area.
Natural environment
6.1. Maintain the high quality wetland and creek system.
These objectives were evaluated in the Draft EIS in relation to the alternatives in Land Use
Patterns and Policies and Aesthetics and Urban Design evaluations. The objectives are
referenced in relation to the Preferred Alternative in this Final EIS.

The December 2019 Draft EIS considered a range of alternatives that illustrate how to
implement the community’s vision for an economic and multi-faceted center that respects
the natural environment and provides multiple modes of travel:

▪

No Action, a SEPA Required Alternative, assumes growth according to current trends.
Between 2012 and 2018 the area appears to have added about 4,400 jobs, largely in
existing buildings, and has generally achieved the 2035 job target. Residential permit
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applications and interest increased as well. Under current City Plans and development
regulations, there is capacity to add over 4,500 residents and about 4,800 jobs in new
structures by 2035 and beyond the current planning horizon. This alternative retains
current Future Land Use designations and zoning, which allow a mix of employment
and residential uses through most of the study area. Current RGC boundaries are 733
acres and include areas of wetlands. The updated subarea plan, proposed revisions to
the RGC boundary, incentives and regulations, investments in amenities and
infrastructure, and planned action would not be adopted.

▪

The Business Plus Alternative would add about the same number of residents as the
No Action Alternative (4,500) and a much higher number of jobs (17,350) by 2043/44.5
This alternative focuses most future growth in employment but allows select areas of
mixed-use at shopping areas in Thrasher’s Corner and to the southwest of I-405.
Development evaluated includes revisions to (1) height allowances for mixed-use
development, (2) minimum densities for residential uses, (3) minimum intensities for
employment uses, and (4) parking standards for businesses and housing uses; added
investments in transit, roads, bicycle pedestrian facilities, and trail connections; and
transitions to newer stormwater standards. The RGC boundary would be revised to 613
acres to meet Puget Sound Regional Council Criteria. Amendments integrating the
Subarea Plan would be made to the City’s Imagine Bothell… Comprehensive Plan,
development regulations, and capital plans.

▪

The Live/Work Alternative anticipates the greatest residential population capacity at
nearly 7,200 and a substantial addition of jobs at nearly 15,300 by 2043/44. This
alternative offers the most locations where mixed-use residential and retail or
residential and office could be located. Revisions to development standards for both
businesses and housing uses, and added investments in both infrastructure and
amenities, are similar to the Business Plus Alternative. Revisions to the RGC boundary
would be the same as the Business Plus Alternative. Amendments integrating the
Subarea Plan would be made to the City’s Imagine Bothell… Comprehensive Plan,
development regulations, and capital plans.

▪

“Mitigated” Live/Work Alternative: To explore additional mitigation of impacts, a
“Mitigated” Live/Work Alternative has been developed with a smaller RGC boundary of
565 acres, and 25% lower growth by years 2043/44 than the Live/Work Alternative. It
also includes greater TDM measures, greater infrastructure investments, and level of
service (LOS) policy options. It reduces impacts and is in the range of the Business Plus
and Live/Work alternatives.

The Growth Management Act (GMA) was amended in 2020 to change the planning horizon for the next periodic
reviews of Comprehensive Plans by jurisdictions in the Central Puget Sound to 2044 instead of 2043. As it is a minor
change in the timeline, and given the unexpected slow economy in 2020, the extension of one year would not
markedly change the proposed alternative growth levels.
5
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The Preferred “Middle Ground” Alternative combines elements of the Draft EIS Alternatives.
It is similar to the Mitigated Live/Work with a smaller RGC boundary, and a land use pattern
that allows for targeted mixed uses at shopping centers and along the Bothell-Everett
Highway. Some blocks emphasize office uses near I-405 and closer to the business park,
similar to the Business Plus Alternative. Areas outside the RGC would retain their No Action
zoning.
Similar to the Mitigated Live-Work Alternative the Preferred “Middle Ground” Alternative
includes greater TDM measures, and greater infrastructure investments than the other
studied alternatives. It reduces impacts more than the other Action Alternatives by having a
larger share of residential growth similar to the Live/Work Alternative and jobs similar to
the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative by years 2043/44. There is a near 1:1 jobs/housing
balance that results in the fewest new vehicle trips compared to the other Action
Alternatives.
The lowest growth of the Action Alternatives is included within the smallest studied RGC
boundary of 563 acres.

The No Action Alternative would retain current Future Land Use designations and zoning.
Current zoning allows a mix of employment and residential uses through most of the study
area, as shown in Figure 21.
The Business Plus Alternative would focus most future growth in employment, but
selected areas of mixed-use would be allowed at shopping areas in Thrasher’s Corner and
to the southwest of I-405, as shown in Figure 22.
The Live/Work Alternative would offer more locations where mixed-use residential and
retail or residential and office buildings could be located as shown in Figure 22. The
Mitigated Live/Work Alternative would have a similar land use pattern as illustrated in
Figure 22, but the RGC boundary would be reduced and modified.
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Figure 21. Current Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map

Source: City of Bothell, 2019; BERK, 2019.
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Figure 22. Draft EIS Alternatives—Business Plus and Live/Work and Mitigated Live/Work
Business Plus

Live Work

Mitigated Live Work

Source; MAKERS, 2019.

The Preferred Alternative land use pattern blends the proposals of the Business Plus
Alternative and Live/Work & Mitigated Live/Work Alternatives as illustrated on Figure 23.

▪

At Thrasher’s Corner south of Maltby Road/SR 524, residential mixed use is proposed
like all Action Alternatives; the area north of Maltby Road/SR 524 would be similar to
County plans for mixed uses and would not be part of the Subarea Plan or RGC
boundary, similar to the No Action Alternative.

▪

Between Thrasher’s Corner and I-405 along Bothell-Everett Highway Office/Residential
Mixed Use is a blend of the mostly residential mixed use designations in Live/Work
Alternative and mostly employment designations in Business Plus Alternative.

▪

South of I-405, there are mixed uses like the Draft EIS Alternatives but more
employment within 500 feet of the interchange and more residential around 228th St SE,
addressing the Draft EIS analysis of residential compatibility and air quality.

▪

East of Bothell-Everett Highway and west of 20th Avenue SE there would be Office
Residential Mixed Use with a transition to employment areas in a pattern blending the
Draft EIS Alternatives.

▪

Areas west of Bothell-Everett Highway (south of 217th Pl SE) and east of 20th Avenue SE
would be employment focused similar to the Draft EIS Alternatives.
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Figure 23. Preferred “Middle Ground” Alternative

Source; MAKERS, 2020.
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Subarea Plan. The No Action Alternative retains the current Canyon Park Subarea Plan
that is an element of the Imagine Bothell…Comprehensive Plan. The Action Alternatives all
assume an update of the Subarea Plan to meet PSRC requirements for a RGC. As part of an
integrated planning process, the City has considered community engagement and the Draft
EIS evaluation and prepared a Preferred Alternative around which a Draft Subarea Plan is
organized. The Draft Subarea Plan is available at the project website for public review:
http://www.bothellwa.gov/1176/Canyon-Park-Visioning.
The Draft Subarea Plan addresses:

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Background: Purpose, Study Area, Planning Context, Community Desires
Concept: Vision and Urban Design Framework, Goals and Policies
Process
Existing Conditions
Land Use
Urban Design and Community Livability
Economic Development
Natural Environment
Transportation
Implementation

Other Comprehensive Plan Amendments. With an updated Subarea Plan, some
consistency edits will be needed to other elements of the Imagine Bothell…Comprehensive
Plan. These include:

▪

Land Use Element: Amend population and employment capacity estimates. Amend
future land use designations.

▪

Transportation Element: Adjust LOS and concurrency corridors. Update recommended
improvements to match selected transportation improvements (e.g., Table 3). Amend
roadway functional class if private streets are made public. Address recent and
proposed amendments in local and regional transit services. Address proposed bicycle
and pedestrian improvements.

▪

Capital Facilities Element: Reference regional stormwater incentives. Reference updated
service provider coordination for Canyon Park as appropriate. Update six-year capital
facilities finance plan by reference to Subarea Plan.

▪

Other Amendments: Refinements to policies for consistency and housekeeping.

The Action Alternatives would amend development standards while the No Action
Alternative would retain current regulations. Areas of potential change include: allowed

FINAL | December 2020

2-76

Canyon Park Subarea Planned Action EIS
Chapter 2 Preferred Alternative Description

uses, maximum height, density, affordable housing, affordable commercial space, parking,
mid-block connections, neighborhood center street, residential transition, and landscaping.
See Table 6. The Preferred Alternative approach is similar to the other Action Alternatives
though land use designations and proposed zoning are more detailed as illustrated in
Table 7 and Figure 24.
The Preferred Alternative has more detailed districts but in some respects is simpler and
more flexible in the regulatory approach. For example, rather than using a combination of
density and floor area ratio (FAR) minimums, there are simply FAR minimums as well as
maximums. It is anticipated that development would occur in the range of minimum and
maximum FAR as identified in Appendix D, Addendum to meet target activity units. The City
can monitor its achievement of desired intensities as it regularly reviews its Comprehensive
Plan and associated subarea plan chapters.
Table 6.

Development Standards – All Alternatives

Development No Action
Standard
Alternative

Business Plus
Alternative

Live/Work &
Mitigated
Live/Work
Alternatives

Allowed Uses

Current allowances.

Fine tune residential
use locations to
promote business
retention and business
focus areas (larger in
this alternative).

Fine tune residential
use locations to
promote business
retention and business
focus areas (smaller in
this alternative).

Similar to Live/Work and
Mitigated Live/Work

Maximum
Height

Northeast of I-405:

Business park (light
purple areas in Figure
22):

Business park (light
purple areas in Figure
22):

Similar to Studied
Alternatives:

▪ Retain.

▪ Retain.

▪ Maximum building
height shall be 65
feet for buildings
containing
residential uses
and 100 feet for
buildings
containing
nonresidential
uses, except that
buildings may be
up to 150 feet to
accommodate
manufacturing
processes which
require structures
taller than 100 feet.
Southwest corner of
subarea:
▪ 35 feet unless
underbuilding
parking is provided
at 40%, and 10% of
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Preferred
Alternative

Northeast of I-405:

▪ 55-100 feet
▪ E-M and E-L: 100 feet
Southwest of I-405,
Southwest of I-405,
▪ Business Park OR-L:
17th Ave SE area, and
17th Ave SE area, and
recognizes approved
Thrasher’s Corner (dark Thrasher’s Corner
development;
purple and orange
(orange areas):
maximum height 55
areas):
▪ Allow greater heights
feet
▪ Allow greater heights
of 75 feet or eight
▪ OR-M and OR-H; 85
of 75 feet or 8 stories
stories for mixed-use
feet, 7 stories
for mixed-use office
residential and refine
▪ RMU-M and RMU-H:
(and some
the requirements for
85 feet, 7 stories
residential) and
ground floor retail
refine the
and structured
Southwest corner of
requirements for
parking.
subarea:
ground floor retail
▪ Apply transitional
▪ 85 feet, 7 stories
and structured
height and setback
parking.
standards along
▪ Apply transitional
border with
height and setback
residential areas.
standards along
border with
residential areas.
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Development No Action
Standard
Alternative
the gross floor area
is in retail.

Density

Current standards.
A minimum density
and intensity is being
established as part of
the City’s 2019 Plan
and Code
amendments. It is
proposed to be 35
DU/ac for residential
and 0.5 FAR for nonresidential. This
should be in place by
December, 2019.

Affordable
Housing

Current standards.

Affordable
Commercial
Space

No requirements.

Parking

Current standards:1

Business Plus
Alternative

Live/Work &
Mitigated
Live/Work
Alternatives

Preferred
Alternative

Mitigated Live/Work
proposes a similar mix of
uses and standards,
though only within
Bothell city limits.
Add minimum and target employment and
residential densities:
▪ Within ¼ mile of a bus rapid transit (BRT) stop:
minimum density of 0.6 floor area ratio (FAR)
or 90 dwelling units (du)/acre and target of 3.0
FAR or 133 du/acre.
▪ Between ¼ mile and ½ mile of BRT stop:
minimum density of 0.5 FAR or 45 du/acre and
target of 1.5 FAR or 57 du/acre.
▪ Beyond ½ mile from BRT stop: minimum and
target density of 0.5 or 35 du/acre.

Regulate by FAR rather
than both Density and
FAR:
In range of studied
▪ OR-H/ RMU-H: 0.6-2.5
▪ OR-M/ RMU-M/ E-M:
0.5-1.75
▪ OR-L: 0.4-0.6
▪ E-L: 0.4-1.0

Throughout, require 5% to 10% of units to be
affordable to moderate income households, or
for non-residential uses, 5% of gross floor area or
pay a fee-in-lieu. (See Bothell code for Downtown
Transition and SR 522 Corridor overlays).

Similar to Action
Alternatives.

In addition to removing residential in some areas
as an allowed use to support larger businesses in
the area, support small business space
affordability:

Similar to Action
Alternatives.

Relax parking requirements to allow for greater
employment or housing productivity and
affordability and respond to changing mobility
trends and investments:

Residential per unit :

At least 10% units
affordable.
Refer to commercial
linkage fee.

▪ Remove residential in
some areas.
▪ Set a maximum retail space size and provisions ▪ Retail sizes limited in
for flexible commercial space to accommodate
some zones (medium
co-ownership and/or growing businesses.
and low).
▪ Encourage flexible commercial space to
accommodate co-ownership and/or growing
businesses.
▪ Add design guidelines that encourage
neighborhood-oriented small businesses on
main streets.
Residential
▪ Dwelling units,
primary, two or
more units per
structure: 2 stalls
per dwelling unit,
plus 1 guest
parking stall for
every 5 dwelling
units (i.e. 2.2
spaces/unit).
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▪ RMU-H / OR-H: 0.751.5
▪ RMU-M / OR-M: 1.01.7
Residential
▪ Within ¼ mile of
▪ Transit-oriented development (TOD) mixed-use
frequent transit 0.75
residential/commercial (within ¼ mile of bus
per state law (HB
rapid transit stop (BRT)): 1 stall per 450 SF retail
1923/ HB 2343)
+ 0.75 stalls per bedroom, but no more than
Commercial
/ Retail:
2.2 stalls per unit (approximate average 1.25
stalls per unit.)
▪ Commercial/Retail
Uses in RMU-H, MU-
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Development No Action
Standard
Alternative
Commercial
▪ Business and
personal services
(including general
“office”): 1 stall per
300 square feet
(SF).
▪ Eating and drinking
establishments: 1
stall per 75 SF in
dining or lounge
areas; 1 stall per
300 SF elsewhere.
▪ Manufacturing,
distribution,
storage, and
warehousing: 0.9
stalls per 1,000 SF.
▪ Retail uses: 1 stall
per 300 SF.
Mid-block
Connections

None.
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Business Plus
Alternative

Live/Work &
Mitigated
Live/Work
Alternatives

▪ Higher density multifamily (between ¼ and ½
mile from BRT): 1.1 stall per bedroom but no
more than 2.2 stalls per unit. (Approx. average
1.5 stalls per unit.)
▪ Residential Mixed-Use beyond ½ mi: 1.5 stalls
per bedroom, but no more than 2.2 stalls per
unit.
Commercial

Preferred
Alternative
M, OR-H, OR-M, E-M:
1/500
▪ OR-L, E-L: 1/400
▪ Hotel, All Zones:
1/unit
Industrial, All Zones
except RMU-H and RMUM:

▪ TOD mixed-use office/retail (within ¼ mile of
BRT): 1 stall per 500 SF office/retail.
▪ TOD office/light industrial (within ¼ mile of
BRT): 1 stall per 500 SF office/retail + 0.9 stalls
per 1,000 SF light industrial.
▪ Office/light industrial (further than ¼ mile from
BRT): 1 stall per 400 SF office + 0.9 stalls per
1,000 SF light industrial.

▪ 0.9/1,000sf

Require through-block pedestrian connections at
least every 300 feet. Where possible, align to
create a grid.

Similar to Action
Alternatives for the
mixed-use zones (RMUH and M and OR-H, M,
and L) but sets a
maximum block
perimeter of 1,800 ft
(averages to connections
every 450 ft) for greater
flexibility. The
employment zones
allow for larger block
perimeters (2,000 ft for
E-M and 2,400 ft for E-L).
Exceptions are allowed
for uses that require
large site/building
footprints and other
constraints.
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Live/Work &
Mitigated
Live/Work
Alternatives

Development No Action
Standard
Alternative

Business Plus
Alternative

Preferred
Alternative

Neighborhood
Center Street

None.

Encourage a “main street” with diverse,
neighborhood-serving businesses and a lively
environment through the following form-based
code and/or design standards:

Residential
Transition

Current standards.

Continue requiring step backs and setbacks
adjacent to single-purpose residential zones to
prevent shadows and respect privacy.

Similar to Action
Alternatives. For sites
abutting residential
zones, standards include
setbacks, landscaped
buffers, and building
height restrictions.

Landscape

Current standards.

Throughout the area:

Similar to Action
Alternatives – Provide
for usable outdoor
space, common space,
and private space.

Similar to Action
Alternatives. Active
ground floors are
required on Primary
Streets, artisan
▪ Require active ground floors.
▪ Require frequent entries (e.g., every 30 feet) to manufacturing is
allowed in all zones, and
enliven the street and ensure space for small
14-foot tall ground
businesses.
floors are required to
▪ Encourage creative space options to
accommodate a variety
accommodate small and growing businesses,
of uses. Large retail is
such as flexible commercial space for coallowed in the RM-H
ownership.
zones but limited
Set maximum retail size limits (except for grocery,
elsewhere. Frequent
pharmacy, and hardware) or average area to
entries are not required
ensure a diversity of sizes.
to allow for
development flexibility,
however, façade
articulation is required
at least every 30 feet on
Primary Streets for
visual stimulation.

▪ Require street trees in planting strips between
the street and sidewalk.
▪ Consider a “green factor” or other method of
ensuring vegetation replacement.
▪ Require common Usable Open Space for all
development. Require private open space only
in Residential Mixed Use Areas.
1BMC

12.16.030
Source: MAKERS, 2019; BERK, 2019.
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Figure 24. Proposed Zoning – Preferred Alternative

Source: MAKERS, 2020.
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Table 7.

Preferred Alternative – Proposed Land Use/Zoning Descriptions

Descriptions

Examples

Residential Mixed Use – High
Encourages a high intensity (6+ stories, typically apartments/condos)
residential neighborhood to meet residential growth targets and make use
of transit and other public investment, and nearby job opportunities.

Residential Mixed Use – Medium
Encourages a medium intensity (4-6 stories) residential neighborhood to
meet residential growth targets and provide a transition between the highintensity transit-oriented development (TOD) and nearby job opportunities.
This would likely include a mix of housing types, such as townhouses,
multiplexes, and apartments.

Office/Residential Mixed Use – High
Encourage high-intensity office mixed-use development (6+ stories) near
transit and areas impacted by highway air quality and noise—while
allowing residential—to make use of focused public investment and further
develop a transit-oriented job center. An Air Quality Overlay prevents
residential and other sensitive uses (e.g., schools, daycares) within close
proximity to very heavy traffic volumes, where air pollution and health
impacts are typically highest.

Office/Residential Mixed Use – Medium
Encourages medium-intensity office mixed-use development (3-6 stories) to
meet growth targets and transition between the high-intensity transit
oriented development (TOD) and nearby job opportunities.
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Descriptions

Examples

Office/Residential Mixed Use – Low
Encourages lower intensity development (1-3 stories) further from transit
and focused public investments and could include “missing middle”
housing that makes use of North Creek as an amenity and connects
residential areas.

Employment – Medium
Encourages medium intensity (3-6 story) office/flex/manufacturing to
sustain business park viability, reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips by
locating jobs near transit and neighborhood services, and attract a talented
labor force by locating near vibrant neighborhood centers and recreational
opportunities. Residential is not allowed in order to prevent displacement
of light industrial and incubator spaces.
Employment – Low
Allows low intensity (1-2 story) office/flex/manufacturing to sustain
business park viability while still locating relatively close to great transit
service and nearby neighborhood centers. Residential is not allowed in
order to prevent displacement of light industrial and incubator spaces.
Source: MAKERS, 2020.

Proposed investments in parks and transportation facilities are meant to provide amenities
to create a livable environment and to support meeting the City’s levels of service and
relieve congestion. Features and differences of the alternatives are highlighted below.

All Alternatives: Development under all alternatives would provide park impact fees to
contribute to public parks to help realize the City’s park system per the Parks, Recreation,
and Open Space Plan. It would be difficult to acquire new parkland given land values, but to
the extent that current parks and trails can be improved to meet the City’s desired level of
service it could help address new demand for parks and trails resulting from the additional
employees and residents in the subarea.
City Council adopted the 2020 Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PROS) Plan on February
4, 2020 via Resolution 1398 and is amending the Comprehensive Plan to match the 2020
PROS Plan revised LOS standards. Per the Imagine Bothell… Comprehensive Plan,
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acquisition of land for neighborhood parks is the City’s highest priority park project. This
continues to be high priority in the 2020 PROS Plan, though no near-term funding is
identified and all acquisition projects are considered long-term priorities (2026+).6 There is
currently no land acquisition proposed specifically in Canyon Park. Locally, developers
would create public spaces with new or re-development, and impact fees would support
system improvements.
Action Alternatives: The Action Alternatives would additionally shape park and public
space investments as follows:

▪

New Parks and Spaces: Conceptual locations for central gathering spaces are highlighted
in Draft EIS Section 3.3 Aesthetics and Urban Design and in Figure 23. The City may
invest in signature spaces or encourage public/private partnerships to achieve the
signature spaces. The City would require development adjacent to parks to have active,
lively edges to contribute to the park’s character.

▪

North Creek as unifying element: The City would invest in and encourage private
development to create a signature public space near North Creek and connections to
the creek.

All Alternatives: North Creek Trail and 17th Avenue SE would see improvements to
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure.
Action Alternatives: Growth would necessitate a greater emphasis on non-motorized
forms of travel, increasing the importance of investing in pedestrian and bicycle
infrastructure. Through-block connections, required with redevelopment, would improve
connectivity. Development standards encouraging buffered sidewalks and active ground
floors along the major pedestrian and bicycle paths to transit would likely result in safer
and more comfortable routes. The City would likely invest in additional pedestrian and
bicycle infrastructure, and possibly micro-transit like bicycle or scooter share, or inter-park
transit shuttle.

All Alternatives: All alternatives would implement roadway and intersection
improvements identified in the Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element. All three
study corridors are expected to operate at LOS F conditions, with multiple individual
intersections expected to operate at LOS F conditions by the year 2043/44 if no mitigation
projects or strategies are implemented.
Preferred “Middle Ground” Alternative: The Action Alternatives will generate more new
PM peak hour vehicle trips compared to the No Action Alternative (about 5,000-11,000

6

See the potential project list on page 101 of the 2020 PROS Plan.
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vehicle trips in the Action Alternatives versus 4,000 trips under No Action). The Preferred
Alternative, which includes implementing TDM strategies, would generate about 5,000 new
trips, the lowest of the Action Alternatives. The existing public street network likely cannot
accommodate this increase in PM peak hour trips without increasing travel times. Without
mitigation, all three study corridors of SR 527, SR 524, and 228th St SE, are expected to
operate at LOS F conditions, with multiple individual state route intersections expected to
operate at LOS F. Further, because the main business park is limited to three main access
points, internal private streets will also be affected. Mitigation measures identified for the
Preferred Alternative to address the transportation impacts include:

▪

Reduced land use growth. The Mitigated Live/Work reduced growth by 25% compared
to the Live/Work Alternative. The Preferred Alternative has a similar lower level of
growth; its greater housing and more complementary jobs balance produces the lowest
studied new trip generation of all Action Alternatives.

▪
▪

Optimized traffic signal timing and offsets.

▪

Alter transportation LOS policy to accept higher vehicle delays or change the method by
which LOS is measured (such as shift from average vehicle delay to average person
delay). Of the range of LOS options summarized in the Draft EIS, this Final EIS considers
exemption of some intersections in a corridor or an increase in acceptable delay.

▪
▪
▪
▪

Increase transit service to encourage a mode shift from vehicle travel to transit.

Required TDM strategies and program to encourage travel by modes other than singleoccupant vehicles.

Improve transit hub.
Evaluate park-and-ride capacity needs.
Implement capital improvement projects to the transportation network (e.g., new
roadway connections and intersection improvements) beyond the Comprehensive Plan.

As referenced in the Draft EIS, selected private streets within the Canyon Park Business
Center were evaluated with the Preferred Alternative to identify potential roadway and
intersection capacity improvement needs to support growth; see Appendix D and Section
3.5. The selected private streets that make up the spine road within the Canyon Park
business Center may become public streets and would likely be classified as collector level
streets. The timing of when the streets become public has not been identified.
Nevertheless, the City would require future development using these private streets to
make operational improvements to provide for appropriate capacity, function, and safety,
particularly at intersections that may need traffic control changes. When the streets
become public, other funding mechanisms like transportation impact fees could be
explored to help construct these projects. See Chapter 1 for more information and a map
of the private streets.
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An Ecological Impact Assessment, Mitigation Cost Estimate, and conceptual Mitigation
Opportunities were prepared as part of the development of the Preferred Alternative and
Draft Subarea Plan. Mitigation opportunities are summarized in Chapter 1 and presented
more fully in Appendix C.

The Preferred Alternative addresses the smallest RGC boundary studied at 563 acres,
similar to the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative at 565 Acres and less than the Business Plus
or Live/Work Alternatives at 613 acres or the No Action Alternative at 733 acres.
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Figure 25. Comparison of RGC Boundary Alternatives

Source: City of Bothell, 2019; BERK, 2019.
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Based on the current zoning and buildable lands capacity method, the No Action Alternative
could accommodate about 4,500 residents and about 4,800 jobs. The Business Plus
Alternative has about the same number of residents and a much higher number of jobs at
17,350. The Live/Work Alternative would have a greater residential population of nearly 7,200
and high job count at nearly 15,300. The Preferred “Middle Ground” Alternative has a
population capacity close to the Live/Work Alternative and a job capacity close to but under
Mitigated Live/Work Alternative. Total Activity Units are closest to the Mitigated Live/Work
Alternative. Across all alternatives, nearly all the growth would be in the RGC (see Table 8).
Table 8.

Housing, Population, and Jobs by Alternative

Alternative

Population
Capacity

Job
Capacity

Total
Activity
Units

Dwelling
Capacity

Population
Capacity

Job
Capacity

Total
Activity
Units

Full Study Area

Dwelling
Capacity

Regional Growth Center (RGC)*

No Action EIS Assumption*

1,856

3,712

4,530

8,242

2,242

4,484

4,787

9,271

No Action: Capacity
Amended*

2,029

3,713

4,430

8,143

2,654

4,847

4,804

9,651

Mitigated Live/Work

2,816

4,225

9,458

13,683

3,614

5,496

9,805

15,302

Preferred

4,075

6,142

7,598

13,740

4,687

7,162

8,305

15,467

Business Plus

2,687

4,012

17,209

21,221

2,915

4,468

17,350

21,818

Live/Work

4,498

6,732

15,143

21,875

4,726

7,188

15,284

22,472

Note: *Based on the current zoning and buildable lands capacity method, the No Action Alternative could
accommodate about 4,484-4,847 residents in the full study area and about 4,787-4,804 jobs including the full
study area. As a slightly lower bookend the EIS assumptions were tested for No Action in the EIS.
Source: MAKERS, 2020; BERK, 2020.

The alternatives would provide capacity for growth that adds shares of population and jobs,
as follows in Table 9. The Preferred Alternative has a share of net population/jobs that is
similar to No Action but the total future share is most similar to the Live/Work Alternative.
Table 9.

Balance of Population and Jobs Combined Capacity, Full Study Area—All Alternatives
Net Growth Share

Alternative

Existing + Future Share

Population

Jobs

Population

Jobs

No Action

48%

52%

31%

69%

Mitigated Live/Work

36%

64%

28%

72%

Preferred

46%

54%

29%

71%

Business Plus

20%

80%

21%

79%

Live/Work

32%

68%

28%

72%

Source: MAKERS, 2019; BERK, 2019.
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The benefits of delaying the Proposed Action could include:

▪

Avoid the need for some added infrastructure that has the potential to affect wetlands
and streams, and avoid added costs to address mitigation.

▪

Less future planned growth and travel on transportation routes requiring capital
investment.

▪
▪

Less future demand for public services and utilities.
Allowing proposed state and regional transit and road improvements (e.g. ST Bus Rapid
Transit and ETL on an off ramps) to commence and become established ahead of
additional increased capacity for employment and residential development.

The disadvantages of delaying the Proposed Action include:

▪

Continued development at density and intensity levels that are less than those
appropriate for a RGC.

▪

Lack of consistency with the Puget Sound regional growth strategy, potential loss of
RGC status, and associated decreased opportunity for transportation and infrastructure
funding.

▪

Lack of a subarea plan update intended to guide development and investments for a
livable center.

▪

Continued adverse effects of regional growth trends with less investments in state and
local routes and transit.

▪

Missed opportunities to invest in parks, trails, multimodal transportation, and road or
intersection investments that would create an enhanced public realm, support
recreation, and offer commute options.

▪
▪

Fewer opportunities to create a more connected public road system.

▪
▪
▪

Reduced opportunities for business retention and attraction.

Less leveraging of investments in water and sewer infrastructure, and fire and police
stations.
Fewer opportunities for quality mixed use areas that allow live-work opportunities.
Delay in preparing a subarea plan that can be folded into the next Comprehensive Plan.
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This chapter describes the impacts of the Preferred Alternative for the topics listed below.

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Natural Environment
Land Use Patterns and Policies
Aesthetics and Urban Design
Socioeconomics
Transportation and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Public Services
Utilities and Stormwater

Consistent with the analysis conducted in the Draft EIS, this analysis follows the same
methodologies described in the Draft EIS with a similar level of detail appropriate to an
areawide evaluation. This section of the Final EIS should be read in the context of the Draft
EIS because the affected environment section is not repeated. The Preferred Alternative is
described in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS.

The thresholds of significance utilized in this impact analysis include:

▪

Inconsistency with current regulations, guidance documents and/or best available
science including Wetland Guidance for CAO Updates (Department of Ecology, 2016 and
2018).

▪

Likelihood of jeopardizing a plant or animal population that is not currently vulnerable
in Bothell and is a priority habitat or species.

▪

Impact to critical area functions and values that reach a magnitude that is qualitatively
considered to be more than moderate.
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The Preferred Alternative is comparable to other alternatives considered in the Draft EIS. It
is most similar to the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative with respect to effects on the Natural
Environment because the Preferred Alternative utilizes essentially the same RGC Boundary;
projects very similar combined jobs and population growth; and includes similar new
transportation projects.
As described in the Draft EIS, impacts common to all alternatives, including the Preferred
Alternative, include direct, indirect, and temporary impacts. To build upon the discussion of
impacts common to all alternatives in the Draft EIS and more clearly describe cumulative
effects, the following cumulative impact analysis is provided below.

Urbanization and population growth have had significant effects on the natural
environment of Canyon Park over the last 70 years. In the 1950s the study area primarily
consisted of the agricultural uses. Historical aerial imagery indicates that the BothellEverett Highway, Maltby Road, 214th Street SE, and 228th Street SE were among the original
roads to provide access to the area in the 1950s. From the 1950s to about 1980,
development associated with agricultural and single-family land uses slowly expanded
along Bothell-Everett Highway and I-405 was constructed. In the late 1980s and early
1990s, Canyon Park was largely developed with residential, commercial, and industrial land
uses.

Previous development activities in Canyon Park likely eliminated extensive wetland areas
located within the historical floodplain of North Creek. However, several relatively large
high-value wetland areas have also been retained. Remaining wetlands have been altered
or degraded through actions like vegetation removal, stream channelization, and noxious
weed introduction. Current regulations have slowed the trend of wetland habitat loss and
degradation to a degree.
As documented in the Draft EIS, Section 3.1.1, North Creek channel complexity and
connectivity with the floodplain and adjacent stream reaches have been reduced due to
road crossings and culverts, streambank hydromodification, channel incision and
instability, and historical and on-going clearing and development in riparian areas. Changes
in land-use practices have reduced native riparian forests, altered remaining riparian
vegetation, limited in-stream large woody debris recruitment, impaired water quality, and
altered basin hydrology. North Creek is a 303(d)-listed water; it received this designation as
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early as 1998. Downstream of Canyon Park, near the North Creek Business Park, private
levees have required modification and periodic dredging to accommodate increased North
Creek flood flows. Current regulations have slowed the trend of riparian habitat loss and
degradation. In the case of fish passage, future permitted projects are likely to
incrementally improve fish habitat.
Plant and animals have also been historically impacted by urban development through
reduction in habitat; habitat fragmentation and degradation; and alteration of wildlife
species abundance, diversity, composition, and movement patterns. Current laws and
regulations have reduced the potential for significant impact to vulnerable plant and
animal species.
Landscape-scale and basin-level ecological functions and processes have been negatively
impacted by wetland and riparian habitat losses, upland vegetation removal, and increased
impervious surfaces. Urban development in the area has resulted in flashy stream
hydrology including increased downstream flooding, increased pollutant loads and poor
water quality, sedimentation, and habitat loss and fragmentation.

Other current and upcoming projects in Canyon Park could contribute to cumulative
impacts to the natural environment though they would be expected to meet critical areas
and shoreline regulations including mitigation sequencing and to meet other local, state,
and federal rules. Examples of current or foreseeable proposals include:

▪
▪

WSDOT I-405 - SR 522 Vicinity to SR 527 Express Toll Lanes Improvement Project

▪
▪

Woodlands Campus at Canyon Park Short Plat

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Tract 18-19 Townhomes: 118 Townhome Units

Sound Transit Bus Rapid Transit (BRT): Bus Base North at 23rd Drive SE, an essential
public facility
Canyon Park Apartments: 561 dwellings are proposed at a site in proximity to 20th
Avenue SE and 220th Street SE Pre-Application
Juno Therapeutics Expansion Pre-Application
Peoples Public Storage multi-story self-storage mentioned in another section above
Medical Office facility at 21214 Bothell-Everett highway Pre-Application
New Chipotle building next to Red Robin/Fred Meyer

This is part of or in addition to major and minor tenant improvements to existing space in
the area totaling $116 million from 2015-2019.

Historical impacts have had substantial effects on the Canyon Park natural environment.
Environmental regulations have generally slowed the rate and magnitude of degradation
and in some instances now require improvements to wetland and stream resources. As a

FINAL | December 2020

3-3

Canyon Park Subarea Planned Action EIS
Chapter 3 Environmental Evaluation of Preferred Alternative

RGC, urban development and population growth in Canyon Park will continue. Urban
development projects which are expected to have the greatest potential to impact
remaining natural areas and ecological functions include new and infill development
projects and transportation infrastructure projects. The current and reasonably
foreseeable projects previously described are consistent with the types of projects
anticipated under all alternatives. Cumulatively, the impacts from anticipated projects
combined with impacts considered in the EIS are not expected to reach levels of
significance given the existing condition of Canyon Park, its natural resource elements, and
applicable regulations.

The transportation projects considered in the Preferred Alternative impact wetland and
stream natural environment elements and their associated functions. Those effects are
described in more detail in the following sections and summarized in Table 10. Impact
quantities and wetland ratings have been estimated based on existing conditions and
preliminary roadway alignments and widths. Results are largely based on features mapped
in Bothell’s GIS database. For a more complete description please see Appendix C.
Table 10. Summary of Transportation Mitigation Projects Effects on Natural Environment
Elements
Potential Impacts & Considerations
Relative
Wetland Impact1

Project

Stream
Crossings

Relative Wetland and/or
Stream Buffer Impact

SR 527: Add a
southbound lane
between SR 524 &
220th St SE

Low: <500 square feet
of impact to edge of
large Category I wetland.

None

Low: 5,000-10,000 square feet of
impact.

214th St SE Roadway
Extension

High: >35,000 square feet
of impact to edge of large
Category II wetland.

New (1): Royal Anne Creek

High: >60,000 square feet of
impact.

<5,000 square feet of
impact to edge of large
Category I wetland.

Upgrade (3): North Creek,
North Creek tributary, and
Royal Anne Creek

214th St SE Ped/Bike
Trail Only

None

New (1): Royal Anne Creek

Medium: >10,000 square feet of
impact.

20th Ave SE

High: >70,000 square feet
of impact to edge of large
Category II wetland.

New (1): Maltby Hill Creek

Medium: >10,000 square feet of
impact.

219th Pl SE

Low: <1,000 square feet of
impact to edge of Category
III wetland.

None

Medium: <10,000 square feet of
impact.

Numbers are rounded. See Appendix C for more detail.
Source: The Watershed Company, 2020.
1
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Several transportation projects included in the Preferred Alternative as transportation
mitigation projects would generate direct wetland impacts that range in approximate
impact quantity from less than 1,000 square feet to more than an acre-and-a-half by
project (Table 10). The transportation projects with the greatest direct wetland impact are
the 20th Avenue SE and 214th Street SE extensions which impact relatively large high-quality
wetland features.
Wetland functions, including hydrologic, water quality, and habitat functions, would be lost
where wetlands are filled. Presumably, water quality and flows will not be significantly
impacted through compliance with applicable stormwater regulations. However, new and
improved roads are expected to reduce and disconnect available wildlife habitats. This
would likely result in increased traffic-wildlife conflicts, alterations to wildlife movement
patterns, and degradation of remaining wildlife habitat associated with wetland areas
immediately adjacent to development.
Temporary wetland impacts from construction may include temporary loss of
vegetation/habitat; temporary disruption and displacement of wildlife (even where habitat
remains intact) due to disturbances from noise and activity during construction; loss of
wildlife (particularly less mobile wildlife species); increased sediment transport to
downstream water resources; soil erosion; and increased potential for hazardous material
spills (e.g., fuel).
Like the Action Alternatives described in the Draft EIS, indirect wetland impacts resulting
from an increased population include intrusions by people and pets, increased noise and
light, increased potential for transport and establishment of nonnative plants and animals,
and increased use of fertilizers and pesticides in the landscape. Overall, the impacts from
these indirect effects are expected to be relatively small, and currently exist at lower levels.
There is also potential for the Preferred Alternative to improve wetland functions as future
development proposals are expected to be held to stricter standards than previous
development activities. For example, redevelopment activities are likely to require removal
of buildings or infrastructure now located in wetland buffers, followed by restoration. The
expected result is incrementally larger, more intact, vegetated wetland buffers (on a site by
site basis) that function better to protect nearby wetlands.
Retained natural areas like wetlands may also serve as community amenities. They offer
respite from otherwise urban settings where people can enjoy a quiet walk, observe plants
and animals, and learn about their environment and environmental processes. An
increasing population provides increased opportunity to foster public interest and
appreciation for the wetlands and other critical areas and to educate the community.

Groundwater infiltration is affected in both quantity and quality by changes in impervious
surfaces. Groundwater infiltration is also affected by infiltration opportunities provided
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through stormwater system design such as semi-permeable paving and rain gardens.
Changes in groundwater volume and flow rates have the potential to affect critical aquifer
recharge areas (CARAs). Known CARAs are present on the eastern edge of the study area
and are largely associated with a neighboring sub-basin to the east. Land uses located in
the mapped CARAs consist of primarily business and parking areas and are currently
dominated by impervious surfaces. Governing stormwater regulations have become more
stringent since existing development occurred, so any redevelopment in the mapped
CARAs is likely to result in an improvement over existing conditions. Site-specific analyses
by a qualified professional would be required according to the Bothell Municipal Code.
Significant adverse impacts to groundwater infiltration in this area are not anticipated
under any alternative.

The regulatory framework that guides proposed activities that may affect frequently
flooded areas is expected to adequately prevent impacts from occurring in this critical area.
Future development activities are subject to current floodplain requirements with respect
to flood-proofing and elevating but are not expected to increase flooding in the study area.
Stormwater regulations in the region are significantly more stringent than when the study
area was originally developed. New development or redevelopment in the study area
would be subject to these more protective regulations. Furthermore, impervious surface
area is not expected to increase significantly, and could potentially decrease, resulting in
less runoff and improved water quality. No significant adverse impacts are anticipated.

Known geologically hazardous areas present in the study area consist of erosion hazard
areas. Where erosion hazard areas are mapped, or suspected (non-mapped) geologically
hazardous areas occur, a qualified professional shall conduct a site-specific study as
required by Bothell Municipal Code, which is presumed to mitigate the risk of impact to
soil/slope stability and erosion. Vegetation growing on geologically hazardous areas that
provides slope stability functions may still be impacted by development even if slope
stability can be maintained through other methods such as retaining walls, drain pipes, or
regrading. Effects of vegetation removal are discussed in the next section.

Under all alternatives, streams will be protected by the same overarching mechanisms,
including local, state, and federal regulations and stormwater standards. Stormwater
regulations in the region are significantly more stringent than when the study area was
originally developed. New development or redevelopment in the study area would be
subject to these more protective regulations, and impervious surface levels are not
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expected to significantly increase as the study area is largely built-out. Redevelopment at
higher densities would replace some impervious surfaces with new landscaping and open
space. While some new roads are proposed, overall impervious surface area is not
expected to increase significantly, and could potentially decrease, resulting in less runoff
and improved water quality. As a result, stream habitat is expected to improve overall due
to anticipated decreases in stormwater volumes and flow rates and accompanying
improvements in water quality.
Some transportation projects considered in the Preferred Alternative would require new
and/or upgraded stream crossings (Table 10). Roads that would require new stream
crossings would result in in-stream and buffer impacts that would require compensatory
mitigation in accordance with applicable regulations. Upgrades to existing stream crossings
would improve stream habitat.
Assuming that both these applicable regulations and the stormwater manual requirements
that guide future site-specific development decisions are the most current versions based
on best available science, impacts would not be considered significant and some level of
stream habitat improvement is anticipated.
During construction, the primary pollution concerns would be sediment transport, erosion,
and fuel and other spills. Runoff rates from each development site may temporarily
increase if there is an overall increase in impervious surface across the site; long-term rates
from completed projects would be controlled by stormwater regulations. A Temporary
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan is required for each project to monitor sediment
control measures, clearing limits, and surface water control facilities.

Since uplands are generally not explicitly protected by critical area regulations, build-out
under all of the alternatives would reduce the overall quantity of upland wildlife habitat
present in the study area. However, current standards are also expected to incentivize lowimpact development techniques, incorporation of landscaped areas, and reduced
impervious surfaces on highly impervious lots, which may result in an increase in small
vegetated patches that could serve as habitat for urban wildlife species. Alteration of
habitat area and increased disturbance from some degree of urbanization is likely to affect
wildlife species commonly present in the subarea, including but not limited to birds, small
mammals, deer, beavers, and insects (including pollinators).
Preservation of existing wetland and stream critical areas and associated wildlife habitat is
a primary goal of the Subarea Plan, and large patches of habitat would be retained under
all alternatives. The potential for the subarea to support sensitive wildlife species is
greatest in these larger patches planned for retention. Habitat loss or alteration is expected
to occur from new and infill development projects in small upland patches that are likely
already degraded. The overall effect of this change in habitat is not expected to be
noticeably different than existing conditions.
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Transportation projects are expected to reduce and disconnect available wildlife habitats
which are primarily associated with aquatic resources. This would likely result in increased
traffic-wildlife conflicts, alterations to wildlife movement patterns, and degradation of
remaining wildlife habitat adjacent to development.
Beavers are active in the urban Canyon Park Subarea. Beavers create dynamic hydrologic
systems that are likely to conflict with water management in urban settings. However, they
also create habitat utilized by many other species, from fish to birds. Under all alternatives,
increasing population and associated development activities have the potential to
negatively impact beavers. Beaver-related conflicts with infrastructure may result in
increased maintenance costs, the need for infrastructure updates, or the need for beaver
trapping and relocation to achieve resolution. The City of Bothell does not currently have
regulations or policies regarding beaver management. As a result, management is likely to
be reactionary as problems arise. In general, development activities are likely to result in
beaver impacts if beaver presence is not considered during site planning and design.
Population growth under all of the alternatives is likely to result in some degradation of
retained natural areas from disturbance caused by human intrusion, litter, weeds, traffic,
noise, and light. Wildlife would also likely be affected by temporary impacts from
construction activities. However, these indirect and temporary impacts are not expected to
reach levels of significance given the urban condition of the study area today.

▪

The Preferred Alternative includes a Subarea Plan and development regulation updates.
The expected policies and regulations would be designed to maintain the subarea’s
connection to nature through preservation of known critical areas, which limits the
potential for impacts to high-value areas of the natural environment.

The following regulations limit impacts to the natural environment:

▪

City of Bothell Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO) and associated requirements for projectspecific critical area studies.

▪

City of Bothell Frequently Flooded Area Regulations and referenced FEMA flood
insurance mapping.

▪
▪
▪
▪

City of Bothell tree retention and landscaping standards.
City of Bothell Surface Water Design Manual.
City of Bothell Shoreline Master Program.
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Hydraulic Code Rules.

FINAL | December 2020

3-8

Canyon Park Subarea Planned Action EIS
Chapter 3 Environmental Evaluation of Preferred Alternative

▪

Temporary Erosion and Sediment Control measures; other Best Management Practices
as required under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
construction permit.

▪

US Fish and Wildlife Service and/or the National Marine Fisheries Service, for federally
permitted actions that could affect endangered species (i.e., salmon or bull trout).

▪

USEPA, Clean Water Act.

Proposed mitigation measures which are necessary to prevent significant adverse impacts
to elements of the natural environment include:

▪

Supplement existing Bothell critical area regulations by utilizing wetland buffers widths
and wetland compensatory mitigation recommendations consistent with the latest
guidance and Best Available Science including the following documents, as amended,
until such time as the City adopts new critical area regulations:


Wetland Guidance for CAO Updates (Department of Ecology, 2016 and 2018).



Wetland Mitigation in Washington State Part 2: Developing Mitigation Plans
(Department of Ecology, 2006)

Other mitigation measures which would further reduce natural environment impacts
include:

▪

Mitigate for loss of vegetated areas not otherwise protected by critical area regulations.
For example, protect vegetation on steep slopes. For geologically hazardous areas,
mitigate for impacts to vegetated slopes at a 1-to-1 ratio. A reduced mitigation ratio
could be approved on a case-by-case basis, based upon the results of a functional
analysis. For example, the City of Bellevue’s performance standards for disturbance of
landslide hazard areas and steep slopes includes a mitigation or restoration
requirement (Bellevue City Code 20.25H.125).

▪

Consider creating development standards that allow for ongoing beaver presence and
activity in the subarea. Where beaver activities are known to occur, development
proposals could include a Beaver Management Plan with requirements to consider the
site’s history, existing conditions, and proposed conditions and how those may be
influenced by beaver activities. The Beaver Management Plan should identify strategies
to minimize impacts to beavers, anticipate potential infrastructure impacts that may
result from beaver dams, and develop a way to mitigate possible flooding issues should
they become a problem.

▪

Consider the development of an advance mitigation program to offset unavoidable
impacts to wetland and stream critical areas in accordance with Interagency Regulatory
Guide: Advance Permittee-Responsible Mitigation (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, et al.,
2012). An example of such a program includes the Kirkland Critical Area Buffer Advance
Mitigation Program.
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▪

Apply more stringent stormwater requirements in this area that require flow control
and water quality facilities to be installed. This includes application of the 2019 Surface
Water Design Manual Level 3 flow control standard, as amended.

▪

Develop a stewardship program for retained natural areas that improves habitat and
offers a way for community members to become involved.

▪

Install interpretive signs near natural areas to highlight important functions the natural
environment provides.

For the purposes of this EIS, the thresholds of significance are:

▪
▪
▪

Change to land use patterns or development intensities that preclude reasonable
transitions between areas of less intensive zoning and more intensive zoning.
Differences in activity levels or use type at boundaries of uses likely to result in
incompatibilities.
Inconsistency with current plans and policies.

Similar to other studied alternatives, the Preferred Alternative would reinforce the Canyon
Park Study Area as an employment center with diverse housing choices.
Net growth added to existing jobs and population equals “total” population and jobs. Based
on totals the employment has a majority share under each alternative, ranging from 69%79% job shares, as shown in Figure 26. The Business Plus Alternative would have the
highest job share of any Action Alternative and would be similar to existing conditions.
Based on net capacity of each alternative that excludes existing residents and employees,
jobs are still the majority share from 52% to 80%, but new population share is more
prominent in some alternatives. Population would make up 48% of the new growth with
the No Action Alternative, the highest share studied, with the next highest share the
Preferred Alternative at 46%. The lowest population share is 20% for the Business Plus
Alternative. The Live/Work Alternative is 32% population and the Mitigated Live/Work
Alternative is 36%. See Figure 26.
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Figure 26. Employment and Population Shares—All Alternatives

Source: BERK, 2020

Under all alternatives the intensity of employment and mixed-use growth would increase.
However, current Zoning Code requirements include greater setbacks and landscaping
next to Residential zones that would continue to apply (see BMC 12.44.020.A.2.).
While the Business Plus alternative focuses to the greatest degree on employment land
uses, the other Action Alternatives focus on both housing and employment land uses
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particularly the Live/Work Alternative followed by the Preferred Alternative. All Action
Alternatives increase employment opportunities as well, with the greatest under the
Business Plus Alternative and followed by the Live/Work Alternative. The Preferred
Alternative provides jobs at a level similar to but a little less than the Mitigated Live/Work
Alternative. There is a greater balance of expected population and jobs similar to but
greater than the No Action Alternative.

All alternatives would increase growth in the study area above current conditions, as
shown in Figure 27. Growth would increase the level of residential activity in evenings and
weekends and job activity principally during the daytime; while other alternatives
emphasize jobs (Business Plus) or population (Live/Work and Mitigated Live/Work) the
Preferred Alternative would have a more equal balance of jobs and housing and the activity
levels during the day and evening. Under all alternatives, there could be an increase in
light, traffic, and recreation facility use (see Sections 3.3 Aesthetics and Urban Design, 3.5
Transportation and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 3.6 Public Services). The Preferred
Alternative would have fewer trips of the studied Action Alternatives and less effects on
traffic than other Action Alternatives; the greater residential growth nearly similar to the
Live/Work Alternative would increase public service demands than most other studied
alternatives. The City’s zoning and urban design standards would apply under all
alternatives. Under the Action Alternatives, the standards would increase for additional
quality and compatibility.
Figure 27. Net Growth—All Alternatives

Source: BERK, 2019.
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The Canyon Park Subarea is identified as a mixed use employment center in the
Comprehensive Plan and zoned as such (Figure 2). Mixed use zoning would continue under
all alternatives. Placing added residential uses near high-volume roadways could expose
future residents to air quality and noise affecting quality of life and compatibility of uses.
As part of the Subarea Plan update associated with the Action Alternatives, the City can
promote landscaping and green infrastructure. It can also address orientation and location
of residential uses in mixed use developments to reduce the potential for localized air
quality effects and improve compatibility. The Preferred Alternative proposes to provide a
buffer from the I-405 freeway for residential uses placing non-residential uses near the
freeway and residential uses beyond the buffer.

All studied alternatives would be consistent with GMA goals. Each would add employment
and housing opportunities to different degrees in the Canyon Park Subarea, and particularly
within the RGC. This is consistent with the Growth Management Act (GMA), which promotes
urban growth within urban areas to prevent sprawl. The studied alternatives support other
GMA goals by encouraging economic development, allowing housing choices, conserving
open space, and promoting environmental protection, among other goals.

The PSRC Centers criteria are listed in Table 11. The table below evaluates all three
alternatives compared to the PSRC criteria. A summary of compliance under the Preferred
Alternative is addressed on page 3-20.
Table 11. Canyon Park Subarea Planned Action EIS Alternatives Centers Criteria Evaluation
Centers Criteria

Evaluation of All Alternatives

Adopted center plan (subarea plan, plan element or
functional equivalent) is completed by 2020.

The No Action Alternative retains the City’s current
Subarea Plan.
The Action Alternatives include adoption of a new
subarea plan by 2020.

Designation of the regional center in the adopted local
comprehensive plan and countywide planning policies.
By 2025, the year of the first monitoring review,
existing regional growth centers will be expected to
fully meet eligibility and designation criteria similar to
new centers, including:
Local Commitment. Evidence center is a local
priority and sponsor city/county has sustained
commitment over time to local investments in
creating a walkable, livable center.
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Under the No Action Alternative, the City designates
the Canyon Park RGC in its Comprehensive Plan.
The Comprehensive Plan contains the Canyon Park
Subarea Plan.
The Action Alternatives would retain the RGC
designation in a new subarea plan meeting the
criteria below.
The No Action Alternative includes policies and
strategies regarding multimodal improvements.
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Evaluation of All Alternatives
The Action Alternatives would leverage multimodal
transportation improvements and amenities to
encourage a walkable, livable center. See
Transportation and Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

Center Plan Update. An updated center plan
(subarea plan, plan element or functional equivalent
that provides detailed planning or analysis) that
addresses regional guidance, and plans for a mix of
housing and employment, bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure, amenities, and a street pattern that
supports walkability.

The No Action Alternative would retain the current
Subarea Plan.

Housing Need. Assessment of housing need,
including displacement risk, as well as documentation
of tools, programs, or commitment to provide
housing choices affordable to a full range of incomes
and strategies to further fair housing.

The No Action Alternative includes capacity for
housing, a key feature added in 2015 as part of the
Comprehensive Plan Update.

Capital Investments. Capital investments by the
local government in the center in the current or prior
6-year capital planning cycle, and commitment to
infrastructure and utilities in the jurisdiction’s capital
improvement program sufficient to support center
growth, pedestrian infrastructure, and public
amenities.

The No Action Alternative includes improvements in
the City’s adopted Capital Facilities Plan.

The Action Alternatives would adopt a new plan by
2020.

The Action Alternatives also address housing
opportunities, and inclusionary housing
requirements. See Proposal and Alternatives and
Socioeconomics.

The Action Alternatives include the No Action
improvements plus additional infrastructure
identified in the Subarea Plan and Draft EIS,
particularly transportation improvements to
advance multimodal transportation and support
growth in employment and residences. Additionally,
streetscape and open space amenities would be
implemented. See Transportation and Greenhouse
Gas Emissions.

Center Criteria. Consistent with designation criteria for size, planning, transit, market potential, and role for
new regional growth centers in the rows below. Existing centers will remain designated if they do not meet
the new center density criteria, provided that the center is consistent with other criteria identified in this
section. However, by 2025, existing centers will be expected to fully meet eligibility and designation criteria
similar to new centers.
Center must meet each of the below criteria:
▪ Existing density. 18 activity units per acre
minimum.
▪ Planned target density. 45 activity units per acre
minimum.

The No Action Alternative boundaries and current
population and jobs result in activity units of just
under 18 per gross acre; in the future, about 30
activity units per gross acre would be provided, less
than the minimum criteria of 45.
The Business Plus and Live/Work Action Alternatives
include a smaller RGC boundary that meets the
PSRC criteria at 613 acres, and with current
development more than meets 18 activity units per
acre. In the future, the Action Alternatives would
exceed the minimum 45 activity units per gross
acre. See Table 12.
The Mitigated Live/Work would increase the current
activity unit rate of 20.1 in a smaller 565 acre
boundary to a rate of 45.1, meeting the minimum
target. Similarly the Preferred Alternative has a RGC
boundary of 563 acres, a current activity unit count
of 20.1 and a future count of 45.3.
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Evaluation of All Alternatives

▪ Mix of uses. Regional growth centers should have
a goal for a minimum mix of at least 15% planned
residential and employment activity in the center.

All alternatives would provide at least 15%
population or more, on a net or gross basis. See
Figure 26.

▪ Size. 200 acres minimum – 640 acres maximum
(may be larger if served by an internal, highcapacity transit system).

The current RGC boundary at 733 acres exceeds the
maximum size requirements of new centers.

▪ Transit. Existing or planned fixed route bus,
regional bus, Bus Rapid Transit, or other frequent
and all-day bus service. May substitute highcapacity transit mode for fixed route bus. Service
quality is defined as either frequent (< 15-minute
headways) and all-day (operates at least 16 hours
per day on weekdays) or high-capacity.

All Alternatives promote transit investments.

▪ Market potential. Evidence of future market
potential to support planning target.

The Canyon Park Vision Plan and the Canyon Park
Subarea Plan Existing Conditions Report address
market potential of the subarea.

▪ Role. Evidence of regional role:
o Clear regional role for center (serves as
important destination for the county).
o Jurisdiction is planning to accommodate
significant residential and employment growth
under Regional Growth Strategy.

The Canyon Park Subarea is an important center
regionally for manufacturing and office park uses.
Much of Bothell’s job growth is planned in the
subarea.

The Business Plus and Live/Work Action Alternatives
reduce and reshape the RGC boundaries to 613 acres.
The Mitigated Live/Work and Preferred Alternatives
have smaller boundaries of 565 or 563 acres,
respectively, meeting the standard of 200-640 acres.
The Action Alternatives would leverage multimodal
transportation improvements and amenities to
encourage a walkable, livable center. See
Transportation and Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

Source: PSRC, 2018.

All alternatives provide population and employment growth that increase the intensity or
activity in the subarea. See Table 12 and the discussion under each alternative in Draft EIS
Section 3.2.3.
Table 12. Activity Units, Current and Future
2018 Current
RGC Boundary

No
Action

Business
Plus

Live/Work

Mitigated
Live/Work

Preferred

1,773

5,485

4,472

7,192

4,570

6,487

10,833

15,363

28,651

26,585

20,895

19,035

Gross Acres

733

733

613

613

565

563

Activity Units
per Gross Acre

17.2

28.4

54.0

55.1

45.1

45.3

Activity Units
Population1
Employment2

Sources: (1) ESRI Business Analyst—2018 population, accessed 2019; (2) ESD Covered Employment, accessed
from PSRC, 2017.
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Each alternative is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan vision statement, and therefore
the elements of the plan that are built from the vision. The Action Alternatives more
optimally implement the vision elements regarding sustainable growth patterns, and
investments in infrastructure, services, and amenities, as shown in Table 13.
Table 13. Imagine Bothell…Comprehensive Plan Vision Statement Compatibility
No
Action

Business
Plus

Live/Work
& Mitigated
Live/Work

Preferred

1. Celebrates and respects its
picturesque setting by
achieving harmony between
the built and natural
environments.

√

√+

√+

√+

All alternatives protect
and conserve natural
features. Action
alternatives identify
opportunities for
environmental
enhancement. The
Preferred Alternative
includes a mitigation
and restoration concept.

2. Fosters the fulfillment of
human potential through an
assortment of employment,
educational, recreational and
cultural opportunities available
to individuals and families of all
ages, incomes and ethnic
backgrounds.

√

√+

√+

√+

Additional investments
in recreational
opportunities, e.g.,
trails and opportunities
for gathering spaces,
are promoted in each
alternative and
particularly Action
Alternatives with the
subarea plan.

3. Demonstrates a
commitment to sustainability
through the actions of
residents, businesses and
public institutions, by living and
working in ways that meet the
needs of the present without
compromising the ability of
future generations to meet
their own needs.

√

√+

√+

√+

All alternatives promote
sustainable
development (e.g.,
water quality
improvements).

4. Ensures the safety and
security of community
residents, employees and
visitors through responsive
police, fire and emergency
medical aid services.

√

√

√

√

All alternatives would
require emergency
services. Changes in
demand are addressed
in Public Services.

5. Demonstrates a
commitment to the
conservation of scarce natural
resources through the actions
of residents, businesses and
public institutions.

√

√+

√+

√+

Vision Statement
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Notes

Compact growth in
proximity to transit
helps reduce natural
resource and energy
consumption.

3-16

Canyon Park Subarea Planned Action EIS
Chapter 3 Environmental Evaluation of Preferred Alternative

No
Action

Business
Plus

Live/Work
& Mitigated
Live/Work

Preferred

6. Develops and maintains a
transportation system which
serves land use and
conservation goals and offers a
variety of motorized and nonmotorized modes of travel,
placing emphasis on each, so
as to maximize individual
choice.

√

√

√

√

7. Maintains strong residential
neighborhoods through public
investments in physical
improvements intended to
enhance neighborhood identity
and through public policy
decisions intended to protect
neighborhoods from intrusion
by incompatible uses.

√

√

√+

√+

All alternatives include
housing opportunities,
particularly the
Live/Work Alternative
and Preferred
Alternative. All
alternatives ensure
investments in
infrastructure to meet
growth anticipated
under each.

8. Conveys an overall singlefamily residential character
while offering a range of
housing types and prices to
ensure an adequate choice of
attractive living
accommodations to persons
desiring to reside in Bothell.

√

√

√

√

Areas within and
abutting the subarea
with Residential zoning
are retained. Growth of
multifamily and mixeduses in the Center
ensure protection of
lower-density areas
elsewhere.

9. Provides commercial areas
which offer multiple
transportation modes including
walking, bicycling and a variety
of transit choices; are vibrant
and inviting by design; and are
located and sized so as to
ensure adequate selection and
availability of goods and
services for all Bothell
residents.

√

√

√+

√

All alternatives allow for
added commercial
uses. The Live/Work
Alternative provides the
most retail
employment. See
Socioeconomics. The
Preferred balances
office, retail, and
industrial.

Vision Statement
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Notes
See Transportation and
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions. All
alternatives have a
greater emphasis on
multimodal
transportation. To serve
growth, mitigation
requires a mix of land
use adjustments,
transportation
improvements, TDM,
and adjustment of levels
of service policies.
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No
Action

Business
Plus

Live/Work
& Mitigated
Live/Work

Preferred

10. Provides an appealing
business environment and
thriving employment "hub" for
residents of North King County
and South Snohomish County,
offering job opportunities
which are generated by
diverse, sustainable and
environmentally sound
economic activities; sufficient in
number and concentrations to
support employee-oriented
transit, recreation and human
services; and located in settings
characterized by high quality
design; thereby placing Bothell
at a competitive advantage
with its peer cities for attracting
and retaining businesses, and
generating economic value for
the community.

√

√+

√

√

All alternatives advance
Canyon Park as an
employment hub,
served by transit,
recreation, and other
amenities. The Business
Plus Alternative adds
the most jobs while
promoting nodes that
are transit oriented
mixed-use.

11. Honors its past and
provides a perspective for the
future by preserving significant
historic buildings and other
links to the early years of the
City.

√

√

√

√

All alternatives are
subject to federal, state,
and local historic
preservation laws and
rules.

12. Protects, preserves and
enhances those features of the
natural environment which are
most sensitive to human
activities.

See #1

See #1

See #1

See #1

See #1. See also
Natural Environment.

13. Promotes protection of
native wildlife habitats,
recognizing that the human
species is but one of many
within the Bothell area.

See #1

See #1

See #1

See #1

See #1. See also
Natural Environment.

14. Provides a diversity of
active and passive recreation
opportunities through
recreation programs and a
system of parks, open spaces
and interlinking trails.

See #2

See #2

See #2

See #2

See #2

15. Possesses a range of
affordable and physically
accessible human services to
assist individuals and families
in need.

√

√

√

√

Vision Statement
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Notes

All alternatives allow for
human services to be
established or active in
the study area.
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No
Action

Business
Plus

Live/Work
& Mitigated
Live/Work

Preferred

16. Ensures necessary utility
services via public or private
providers including clean water
supply, electricity,
telecommunications and data
transmission, natural gas, storm
water management, and
disposal of wastewater and
solid waste in a manner which is
fiscally and environmentally
responsible.

√

√

√

√

17. Continually strives to
improve the quality and costeffectiveness of municipal
services, and extends those
services through annexation at
the request of residents of
adjacent unincorporated areas.

See
#16

See #16

See #16

See #16

18. Recognizes that each
community's decisions affect
other communities and that
certain issues are most
effectively addressed on a
regional level, and therefore
works closely with other public
agencies at the city, county,
state and federal levels to
ensure that local and regional
goals are achieved.

√

√+

√+

√+

Each alternative
advances an
employment center
important to the region
(e.g., VISION 2040). The
City coordinates with
Snohomish County and
PSRC. The Action
Alternatives would
promote greater
consistency with PSRC
Centers criteria.

19. Through realization of the
preceding components of this
vision statement, fosters a
sense of belonging and pride in
Bothell’s unique and distinctive
community; a feeling of wellbeing; and a commitment
towards an ever-improving City
in the future.

√

√+

√+

√+

All Alternatives promote
Bothell’s Vision. The
Action Alternatives
would improve the
Canyon Park Subarea
with infrastructure and
amenities and reinforce
the identity of the
center.

Vision Statement

Notes
All alternatives add
growth that requires
public services and
utilities. Each
alternative increases
demand compared to
levels of service. Future
development is subject
to proof of adequate
public facilities and
services.
See #16

Source: BERK, 2019.

With the Draft Subarea Plan prepared with the Preferred Alternative, a consistency
evaluation with the Comprehensive Plan shows a need for amendments to several elements.
These amendments would be made concurrent with the Subarea Plan. See Table 14.
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Table 14. Bothell Comprehensive Plan Consistency and Amendment List
Element

Summary of Amendments

Land Use Element

Amend population and employment capacity estimates.
Amend future land use designations.

Transportation
Element

Adjust LOS and concurrency corridors.
Update recommended improvements to match selected transportation
improvements (e.g. Table 3).
Amend roadway functional class if private streets are made public.
Address recent and proposed amendments in local and regional transit services.
Address proposed bicycle and pedestrian improvements.

Capital Facilities
Element

Reference regional stormwater incentives.
Reference updated service provider coordination for Canyon Park as appropriate.
Update six-year capital facilities finance plan by reference to Subarea Plan.

Housing

Amend to reflect new land use designations and increased housing estimate.

Urban Design

Include parking projections and any specialized building provisions such as
heights as appropriate

Economic
Development

Reflect life sciences cluster and mention bio-medical device innovation zone.
Reference increased employment capacity.
Amend size of RGC.

Other Amendments

Refinements to policies for consistency and housekeeping.

All Alternatives will be subject to the current SMP policies and rules. Consistency with the
SMP provisions would be needed when the Subarea Plan and zoning amendments are
prepared. The Preferred Alternative includes a mitigation and restoration concept.

Though similar to the total growth of the Mitigated Live/Work Alternatives the Preferred
Alternative provides a greater balance of jobs and housing. The Preferred Alternative would
further advance GMA goals for housing, Comprehensive Plan vision to focus growth
centers/hubs to protect other neighborhoods, and PSRC Centers Criteria for a minimum
15% of residential uses.
Under the Preferred Alternative, jobs will make up just over half of the new activity units. The
share of new jobs is similar to but slightly higher than the No Action Alternative, but the
Preferred Alternative provides 58% more jobs than the No Action Alternative. The Preferred
Alternative also provides 63% more capacity for housing than the No Action Alternative.
The level of activity units inside the RGC (combined jobs and population) under the Preferred
Alternative would be about 9% less than the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative and less than
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other Action Alternatives. In the study area as a whole the added activity units would be very
similar between the Preferred Alternative and Mitigated Live/Work Alternative.
Like the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative, the Preferred Alternative would focus growth
within a more compact RGC boundary of 563 acres, still consistent with PSRC Centers
criteria. The growth level would achieve 45.3 population/job activity units per acre meeting
the 45.0 rate required by PSRC Centers criteria. The mixed uses investments in transit,
pedestrian and open space amenities would be consistent with regional and state planning
goals. The Preferred Alternative would fulfill the intent of policies in the Canyon Park
Element of the Comprehensive Plan to have a vibrant diverse employment center that
respects the natural environment. Future public and private development would need to
meet the City’s development regulations to ensure aesthetic and environmental quality.
This includes no-net-loss of critical areas functions and values and no-net-loss of shoreline
ecological function related to road crossings. See Section 3.1 for more information.
Objectives: Section 2.5.1 Proposal Objectives identifies key elements of importance to
alternatives. Each relates to topics covered in the Draft EIS and Final EIS for studied
alternatives.

▪

Economic Driver and Job Center: Like the other Action Alternatives, the Preferred
Alternative maintains an employment focus in business campus areas, and transit,
transportation, and placemaking investments are intended to keep a vital center. The
Preferred Alternative increases job capacity above the No Action Alternative and less
than other Action Alternatives.

▪

Multifaceted Neighborhood, Amenities and Services: Like other studied alternatives,
there is a mix of planned housing, office, retail, and public spaces, with greater
emphasis on a jobs/housing balance, and greater integration of placemaking, and
multimodal transportation improvements.

▪

Natural Environment Connection and Maintenance: All alternatives would protect
critical areas. The Preferred Alternative carries forward opportunities for enhancement
and advanced environmental mitigation, and promotes higher stormwater standards.

▪

Transportation Hub, Transit Service, and Multi-Modal Access: All alternatives advance
multimodal transportation opportunities, with the Mitigated Live/Work and the Preferred
Alternative in particular advancing the balance of policy, demand management, transit
and non-motorized investments, and intersection and segment improvements. Even
more than the Mitigated Live/Work, the Preferred Alternative provides a jobs/housing
balance which reduces trips below the other Action Alternatives.

▪

Housing for Workforce: As with other Action Alternatives, the Preferred Alternative
would require affordable housing with mixed use developments. The Preferred
Alternative has nearly as much housing capacity as the Live/Work Alternative. The
Preferred Alternative provides a greater jobs/housing balance of Action Alternatives.

▪

Parks and Public Spaces: As with other Action Alternatives, the Preferred Alternative
includes efforts to improve the public realm including parks and public spaces. The
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Preferred Alternative would require landscaping treatments on roadways, future
through-block connections, and sites with redevelopment. Standards would require
common usable space and private open space as the area densifies.
See also other topic-specific sections in Chapter 3 for the Preferred Alternative’s
relationship to SEPA objectives.

▪

The Comprehensive Plan designates Canyon Park as an RGC and includes a subarea
plan and identification of needed improvements. While it does not fully meet PSRC
Centers criteria, the current subarea plan provides a platform for the Action
Alternatives.

▪

The Action Alternatives include development of an updated subarea plan and
regulations that are designed to address new mixed-use and employment
opportunities, amenities (e.g., trail, gathering spaces, etc.).


The Preferred Alternative includes a Draft Subarea Plan which provides more
specific zones for mixed use and employment centers. See Chapter 2.



The Preferred Alternative includes new and revised zoning and design regulations
for the subarea, including transitions between uses of different scales and activity
levels. The standards also address the orientation and location of residential
components of mixed uses in proximity to high-volume roadways like I-405.
Regulations also ensure appropriate landscaping and green infrastructure
treatments that can address air quality and noise compatibility.

▪

Development Regulations. Title 12 Zoning includes land use and design regulations
intended to promote a variety of residential and employment uses that are designed in
a quality manner.

▪

Land Use Plan Consistency. The new Subarea Plan with the Preferred Alternative would
require consistency amendments with the Comprehensive Plan. See Table 14.
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The following thresholds are considered in the impact analysis:

▪

Heights and transitions/visual impacts on residential zones. Height of
development, location of roads, and landscaping abutting surrounding neighborhoods
create an appropriate transition to areas of greater or lower density.

▪

Shadows. The potential for future development to cause shadows on public open
spaces that could hinder public use and enjoyment of the space.

▪

Consistency with plan objectives relevant to Aesthetics and Urban Design to achieve
a holistic, multifaceted neighborhood and Regional Growth Center:


Improve transit access for employees commuting to the area, overall
freeway/highway access, and multi-modal infrastructure to improve circulation
within and around Canyon Park.



Implement new public park space(s) with recreational uses and with investments
in signature public spaces.



Improve access to and crossings of North Creek to make it a unifying element of
Canyon Park.



Increase the number of retail and service amenities that serve Canyon Park and
the surrounding area.

All Alternatives increase in height and intensity over current conditions. Most of the study
area is one, two, or three stories in height. Current zoning allows 35-150-foot heights
depending on the allowed uses. The Action Alternatives have similar height maximums as
the No Action Alternative, except that greater height would be allowed in mixed-use areas
southwest of I-405 and Thrasher’s Corner, and transitional heights would be applied along
the border with exclusively residential uses.

All alternatives require landscaping treatments of varying type consistent with the City’s
regulations. Landscaping is required in roadways and on sites.
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Under all alternatives, growth and development occurs alongside City and WSDOT-planned
transportation projects. The Preferred Alternative proposes additional transportation
projects to relieve Bothell-Everett Highway congestion and improve multimodal options;
allows for more substantial growth and redevelopment, especially in the Canyon Park Place
and Thrasher’s Corner areas; and updates development and design standards emphasizing
a human-oriented (as opposed to auto-oriented) environment. The impacts discussion
below addresses these cumulatively.

Like the other Action Alternatives, the Preferred Alternative increases height and intensity
over current conditions. Most of the study area’s existing buildings are one, two, or three
stories in height, though current zoning allows 35-150-foot heights depending on location
and use. The Preferred Alternative has similar height maximums as the No Action
Alternative, except that greater height would be allowed in close proximity to high capacity
transit as described below, and transitional heights would be applied along the borders
with lower intensity residential uses. See Figure 28.
Areas with no change to heights include:

▪

Business park. In the current OP LI and OP CB LI zones, new employment zones would
retain height limits of 65 feet for residential with structured parking, 100 feet for nonresidential uses, and 150 feet for manufacturing would remain.

▪

Northern Thrasher’s Corner. Like the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative, the Preferred
Alternative only applies zoning recommendations for areas within Bothell; no changes
are applied to the unincorporated Snohomish County portion of Thrasher’s Corner
north of Maltby Road.

▪

New mixed-use (MU) zones—Office/Residential MU (red) and Residential MU (orange)
zones in Figure 4—close to the I-405 BRT station and the Green Line would apply a 75foot height limit, which would allow five to seven-story mixed-use office or residential
buildings. This would increase height limits from 35 feet or 65 feet (with retail and
structured parking) to 75 feet. Greater heights would be tied to affordable housing
and/or other public benefits. This is similar to the proposed heights of other Action
Alternatives.

▪

Residential transitions. Residential transition areas would be provided to ensure
compatibility with surrounding uses by protecting privacy, preventing shadows, and
providing a graceful transition between differing intensities. Current development
standards require an extensive setback between any new building taller than 35 feet
and a residential zone (BMC 12.48.020.B.2). The Preferred Alternative would require an
appropriate transition (e.g., height, stepback, and landscaping standards along the
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border between zones) between higher-intensity zones and lower-intensity residential
zones but would likely allow development closer to the exclusively residential zone
similar to the other Action Alternatives. Along these transitions, the proposed
development regulations would require a minimum 15-foot landscaped buffer, 15-foot
building setback, and building height restrictions to step down to the height of the
adjacent zone. In addition, the widths of 228th Street SE, 17th Avenue SE, and 15th
Avenue SE alleviate transitions across zone boundaries.
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Figure 28. Height Limits Under Existing Zoning

Source: City of Bothell, 2019; MAKERS, 2019.
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Specific transportation improvements included in this alternative may impact development
through the addition of more travel lanes or new connections. The Preferred Alternative
would require landscaping treatments on roadways, future through-block connections, and
sites with redevelopment. Street type designations and frontage requirements, along
private and public streets, would strengthen localized character and maintain and increase
trees/landscaping along streets over time.

As with the No Action Alternative, future development under the Preferred Alternative
could be taller and shadow existing parks and trails more than existing buildings.
Centennial Park and Cedar Grove Park may have taller buildings near them in the future.
However, the additional 10 feet of allowable building height along these parks is not
expected to vastly change the shadow impacts because even at 100 feet, buildings would
cast smaller shadows than existing mature trees within and surrounding these parks.
Similarly, future development may shadow North Creek Trail and future connections to it.
For most of the trail, existing landscaping already shadows the trail or development would
be on the north side, so its shadow impacts would be minimal to none. Shadow impacts
may be perceived on the trail along 20th Avenue SE and for some portions just south of
220th Street SE, but in no worse a manner than under No Action. In addition, some users
welcome shade on the trail.
Redevelopment of the Canyon Park Park-and-Ride may cast shadows on future
pedestrian/bicycle facilities on 17th Ave SE in the afternoon and evenings. Shadows are not
expected to be more significant than tree shadows, and because of the north-south
orientation of the street, midday sun exposure would be preserved. Any potential shadow
impacts on the future cycle tracks would be outweighed by the benefits of a more active
pedestrian/bicycle path, such as evening lighting from buildings, more opportunities for
social gathering along the path, and more users making the area feel active and safe for
additional hours of the day.
For new parks/plazas/open space, development standards would encourage at least
afternoon southern sunlight exposure into active gathering spaces as possible.

To create a center that grows, provides multimodal access, and encourages
entrepreneurial businesses and affordable housing, the Preferred Alternative proposes the
development standards listed in Table 7 and summarized below:

▪

As a designated regional center, the Canyon Park Subarea is meant to take a larger
share of the City’s growth. The Preferred Alternative would set minimum densities for
housing and minimum employment levels for jobs to ensure long-term land use is
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consistent with the subarea vision. Minimum densities would also allow for more
effective use of transit.

▪

Reflecting recent and planned transit investments, parking standards would be
reduced, with greater reductions within an approximately quarter mile walking distance
to transit and less reduction further out. Fewer parking stalls, combined with parking
location standards on designated streets, would improve streetscape aesthetics.

▪

The potential for park-and-rides north and south of the RGC to capture riders before
entering the most congested segments of SR 527 may have beneficial or negative
aesthetic impacts, depending on design.

▪

Standards would require common usable space and private open space as the area
densifies.

The combination of City investments and development standards would further plan
objectives:

▪

Multimodal infrastructure: Beyond the planned North Creek Trail and 17th Avenue SE
improvements, the City would likely invest in and require frontage improvements for
additional pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, and possibly also micro-transit like a
scooter share. The growth would necessitate a shift to non-motorized forms of travel,
increasing the importance of investing in pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure.
Development standards encouraging buffered sidewalks and active ground floors along
the major pedestrian and bicycle paths to transit would likely result in safer and more
comfortable routes.

▪

New public parks and signature public spaces: Private development would be
required to contribute to new public parks or signature public spaces. The City may
invest in signature spaces and require adjacent development to have active, lively edges
around parks and contribute to their character.

▪

North Creek as unifying element: The Preferred Alternative calls for the City to invest
in and encourage private development that would create a signature public space near
North Creek, complete North Creek’s missing link, and improve the trail and
connections to the trail.

▪

Retail and service amenities: The Preferred Alternative’s form-based code would
require active ground floors on key streets and corners. In addition, with City
investment and updated development standards, mixed use development with ground
floor retail would be more likely, especially where needed to create a neighborhood
center.

▪

Holistic neighborhood: The proposed development pattern and associated standards
would encourage a more cohesive and multifaceted neighborhood with activity centers
and quality, multimodal connections.
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The Comprehensive Plan includes an Urban Design Element intended to create a
development pattern that achieves harmony, fosters community pride and identity,
promotes design that encourages pedestrian, bicycle, and transit usage, promotes high
quality design, and more. The current Comprehensive Plan includes an action to develop
an urban design study of the Canyon Park RGC. (LU-A6)
The Subarea Plan’s Chapter 2: Concept includes an Urban Design Framework for Canyon
Park. It fulfills the Comprehensive Plan’s urban design direction by encouraging mixed use
neighborhood villages near transit; designating main streets and focal points for public
interaction; improving multimodal connections to parks, trails, and destinations; guiding
development to be compatible with its surroundings; and visually integrating the various
land uses. The Preferred Alternative applies development and design standards to any
park-and-ride development to include active edges on sides facing important paths (i.e.,
neighborhood center streets). Additional detail is in Plan Objectives below.

Proposed regulations update the buffer and transition standards between single family
residential and higher-intensity zones. The Preferred Alternative proposes development
standards resulting in transitions that respect privacy and step down in scale.

The Canyon Park Subarea Plan, being developed under the Action Alternatives, identifies
key elements of the subarea’s identity, builds an urban design framework for future
development and investment, and includes direction for development standards and
guidelines for future buildings, transportation infrastructure, and open and public spaces.
The proposed development standards, design standards, and public investments would
improve the quality of the urban environment and attract further investment.
In addition to the development standards identified in Table 6, public and private
investments would create vibrant mixed-use centers north and south of the I-405 BRT
station, a multifaceted North Creek neighborhood with an employment focus, and a mixeduse node at Thrasher’s Corner. Key actions to support this vision are reflected in Figure 4
and include:

▪

Development standards for neighborhood center streets (i.e., “main streets”), one of
which connects to the North Creek bridge into the business park. The standards would
require redevelopment to include active ground floors along designated streets and
corners, which would result in greater retail and service amenities to serve Canyon
Park, while focusing people’s activity in key nodes.
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▪

Development standards for through-block connections that are safe and comfortable
for people outside of cars. On key connections and corners, some ground floor
activation would be required.

▪

Private and public actions to achieve signature, central gathering spaces (conceptual
locations identified in Figure 4), especially connecting to North Creek.

▪
▪
▪

Onsite public space standards.

▪

A public private partnership (PPP) to redevelop the park-and-ride as a transit-oriented
development (TOD) with a great pedestrian connection into the business park.

▪

A direct pedestrian connection between the I-405 freeway BRT stop and the PCC area
south of I-405, developed through another PPP that could be required with
redevelopment of that site and/or through WSDOT’s long-term plan for express toll lane
and bus access to 228th St SE.

Private recreation areas for residents or building tenants.
Private and public actions to complete the North Creek Trail missing link and improve
access to and crossings of North Creek to make it a unifying element of Canyon Park.

The City of Bothell Municipal Code includes zoning standards controlling height, setbacks,
landscaping, lighting, and other features intended to help create development that is
compatible with the intent of the zones.

None.

This analysis identifies significant impacts using the following thresholds:

▪
▪
▪

Insufficient capacity to relocate displaced dwellings and population.
Insufficient production of dwellings needed, including affordable units.
Changes to employment mix resulting in involuntary economic displacement of
businesses.

See Figure 29 for a map of developable lands, which illustrates where new development
may be added to existing sites or replace current uses.
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Figure 29. Canyon Park Buildable Lands, 2020

Source: Snohomish County Tomorrow, 2012; Snohomish County Assessor, 2018; BERK, 2020.
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There is a potential for displacement of existing jobs and to a lesser extent housing, but
there is capacity to retain or replace existing housing or jobs since most sites are partially
developed with space for added floors or added structures. See Table 15.
Table 15. Net Growth Capacity by Alternative, Full Study Area

Alternative

Dwelling
Capacity

Increase
Above
Existing

Population
Capacity

Increase
Above
Existing

3,079

Job
Capacity

Increase
Above
Existing

Existing

1,376

11,767

No Action: EIS
Assumption

2,242

163%

4,484

146%

4,787

41%

Mitigated
Live/Work

3,614

263%

5,496

178%

9,805

83%

Business Plus

2,915

212%

4,468

145%

17,350

147%

Preferred
Alternative

4,687

341%

7,162

233%

8,305

71%

Live/Work

4,726

343%

7,188

233%

15,284

130%

Sources: Existing Housing and Population - ESRI Business Analyst 2018; Existing Jobs – PSRC, 2017; Capacity of
Alternatives: BERK, 2019.

There is projected to be capacity for about 7,000 jobs on redevelopable and partially
developed sites under the preferred alternative [?}. It is possible that current jobs could be
displaced if new development does not replace the space they occupy. However, capacity
numbers are presented as net increases above existing; the presumption is that ‘lost’
current employment space could be replaced with new and added job capacity above
existing levels.
Similar to sites with existing employment, 83 acres of the over 1,037-acre study area have
existing residential uses. These existing residential areas also have capacity for more
dwelling units and population. Current population is not estimated.
The Preferred Alternative would increase dwellings by 341% over existing units and
increase jobs by 71% over existing jobs. The incentives and investments that would attract
new growth are similar to other Action Alternatives. Like other Action Alternatives, the
Preferred Alternative would change height, floor area ratios, density, parking rates, and
other standards to increase opportunities for job and housing investments. With some
minimum floor area ratios and investment in infrastructure and amenities, more
employment growth is projected.
The potential for displacement of current jobs and housing is calculated to be low under
the Preferred Alternative. The alternative also adds capacity over existing space, and
current uses can be retained or relocated. A minimum floor area ratio for business uses
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and minimum densities would ensure efficient use of land, increase opportunities for jobs
and ensure consistency with PSRC RGC criteria.
The total number of retail, office, and manufacturing jobs is higher than the No Action
Alternative. The mix of jobs under the Preferred Alternative focuses on Office and
Manufacturing with some Retail similar to the No Action Alternative which is also oriented
toward more Manufacturing and less Retail. See Table 16.
Table 16. Capacity for New Jobs and Mix— Alternatives

% Office

Manufac
-turing

%
Manufac
-turing

2,563

54%

1,288

27%

16%

4,525

54%

2,467

30%

1,961

20%

4,742

48%

3,102

32%

15,284

3,775

25%

7,448

49%

4,062

27%

17,350

2,270

13%

11,206

65%

3,873

22%

Total
Jobs*

Retail

% Retail

Office

No Action: EIS
Assumptions

4,787

936

20%

Preferred
Alternative

8,305

1,312

Mitigated
Live/Work

9,805

Live/Work
Business Plus

Alternative

*Subject to rounding.
Source: BERK, 2019.

The Preferred Alternative provides the second highest capacity for housing and assumes
housing would develop with mixed-uses near the BRT station areas and in shopping
centers. This Alternative would allow greater heights, reduced parking, and other standards
that encourage more housing. The Subarea Plan and regulations would require affordable
housing or a fee in-lieu where development capacity increases, and incentives for
affordable housing elsewhere.
The Preferred Alternative would provide more jobs and population than the No Action
Alternative and more population than the Business Plus Alternative.

▪

The Action Alternatives include a subarea plan and regulations that could require
affordable housing or in-lieu fees where development capacity increases. The City could
require affordable housing similar to its requirements for Downtown and SR 522
corridor.
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▪

The Action Alternatives would include limits on residential uses in some locations to
protect core business areas.


▪

The Preferred Alternative has a greater share of business locations in the central
area more similar to Business Plus. It would also include limits on residential uses
in this area and areas to the east and west of Bothell-Everett Highway to focus
business activities.

The Action Alternatives promote infrastructure investments and amenities to support
current and future residents and employees.


▪

The Preferred Alternative includes a Draft Subarea Plan that includes affordable
housing provisions similar to Downtown and SR 522 corridor.

The Preferred Alternative includes a Draft Subarea Plan with draft infrastructure
investments and costs.

The Bothell zoning code guides the development of employment and housing uses
through heights, setbacks, and other requirements.


The Preferred Alternative includes draft zoning standards that would replace some
standards for the area that currently apply.

▪

The City could consider offering incentives to developers that retain current businesses
for a period of time or that offer business relocation assistance.

▪
▪

The City could offer a multi-family tax exemption (MFTE) in the Canyon Park Subarea.
The City could explore a program to ensure affordable office, manufacturing, and retail
spaces are available. The programs could consider financial incentives (e.g., tax
abatements equivalent of the MFTE), technical assistance and outreach, or the
integration of office/retail affordability with density or floor area ratio incentives.

This analysis identifies significant impacts using the following thresholds:

▪

Auto: Average PM peak hour corridor traffic operations meeting the city’s LOS E
standard. The SR 527 and SR 524 concurrency intersections also have a WSDOT
standard of LOS E-mitigated as they are designated regionally significant highways. This
means that congestion should be mitigated (such as transit) when p.m. peak hour LOS
falls below LOS "E." For the purposes of this EIS analysis, an LOS E standard was
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assumed. The I-405 ramp intersections have an LOS D standard as part of the I-405
highway of statewide significance corridor.

▪

Transit: Qualitatively discussed. Impact identified if a project precludes or fails to
implement City-identified transit improvements; if fewer than 90% of residential units
are within ¼ mile of bus stop or 1.5 mile of park-and-ride; precludes maintaining peak
and off-peak transit frequencies; or transit service is inconsistent with PSRC transit
criteria for regional growth centers.

▪

Bicycle: Qualitatively discussed. Impact identified if a project preclude or fail to
implement a City-identified bicycle improvement.

▪

Pedestrian: Qualitatively discussed. A project would preclude or fail to implement a
City-identified pedestrian improvement.

▪

Transportation Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Action alternative results in a 1% or more
increase in transportation GHG emissions per person compared to No Action
Alternative.

Trip generation for each future year alternative was estimated based on proposed
household and employment growth (see Table 17). The trip generation estimates were
developed using Fehr & Peers MXD+ mixed-use trip generation tool, which considers
multiple land use characteristics that influence travel behavior and better reflect expected
vehicle trips generated by mixed-use developments. Factors considered in the analysis
include diversity and density of land use, distance to transit, intersection density, and
demographics such as vehicle ownership. Based on these inputs, the internal capture of trips
(the number of trips that stay within Canyon Park) was estimated. It is important to note that
Canyon Park uses are likely to generate fewer vehicle trips on the street network due to the
mix and clustering of uses and the multimodal options that are anticipated by 2043.
The Preferred Alternative, which includes implementation of TDM strategies, is expected to
generate the lowest new PM peak hour trips compared to all Action Alternatives (5,000 new
trips compared to 6,500 new trips for the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative), but higher than
the No Action Alternative which is estimated to generate 4,000 new PM peak hour trips.
This is because the Preferred Alternative land use mix includes more household growth
compared to the Mitigated Live/Work, which allows for more people to live and work in the
subarea. The Preferred Alternative also has a lower number of new retail jobs, which have
a higher new vehicle trip generation per square foot compared to office jobs. Estimated
new PM peak hour trips by area are shown in Table 18.
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Table 17. Assumed New Land Use Growth—All Alternatives
No Action

Preferred
Alternative

Business
Plus

Mitigated
Live/Work

Live/Work

New Households

2,240

4,690

2,920

3,610

4,730

New Jobs

4,790

8,310

17,350

9,810

15,280

Retail

940

1,310

2,270

1,960

3,780

Office

2,560

4,530

11,200

4,740

7,450

Manufacturing

1,290

2,470

3,870

3,100

4,050

Notes: The No Action household growth is based on the 2035 Comprehensive Plan land use plan. The job growth
is based on a land capacity analysis for the study area, which results in approximately 4,790 more new jobs
compared to the assumed 2035 job growth, since trends appear to show 2035 job growth is largely achieved.
See Section 1.1 of this Final EIS for additional discussion.
Source: MAKERS, 2020; BERK, 2020; Fehr & Peers, 2020.

Table 18. Estimated New PM Peak Hour Trips (In/Out/Total)—All Alternatives
Area
1. Canyon Park Main Area
2. South of I-405/SR 527
Interchange
3. Thrasher's Corner/North of
SR 524
Total

No Action

Preferred
Alternative

Business
Plus

Mitigated
Live/Work

Live/Work

980 / 1,630
/ 2,600

1,360 / 2,120
/ 3,480

1,490 / 4,300
/ 5,790

1,670 / 3,120
/ 4,790

2,800 / 4,860
/ 7,660

560 / 620
/ 1,180

630 / 680 /
1,310

1,030 / 1,200
/ 2,230

560 / 580
/ 1,140

1,080 / 1,130
/ 2,210

90 / 80
/ 170

120 / 100 /
220

560 / 480
/ 1,040

330 / 280
/ 610

560 / 480
/ 1,040

1,630 / 2,330
/ 3,960

2,110 / 2,900
/ 5,010

3,080 / 5,980
/ 9,060

2,560 / 3,970
/ 6,530

4,430 / 6,470
/ 10,900

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020.

The PM peak hour corridor LOS results are shown below in Table 19. All three concurrency
corridors are expected to meet the LOS E corridor standard, which is an improvement
compared to the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative. This is because the Preferred Alternative
has a lower new trip generation and include transportation improvement projects as well
as TDM strategies as discussed for the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative in the Draft EIS. The
228th Street Corridor has slightly higher delays for the Preferred Alternative as compared
to the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative (62 seconds compared to 56 seconds) as the 228th
Street widening project was removed.

FINAL | December 2020

3-36

Canyon Park Subarea Planned Action EIS
Chapter 3 Environmental Evaluation of Preferred Alternative
Table 19. Concurrency Corridor LOS—No Action, Preferred Alternative, Live/Work, and
Mitigated Live/Work Alternatives
2019
Existing
Average
Corridor LOS

2043
No Action

2043
Preferred
Alternative

2043
Mitigated
Live/Work

2043
Live/Work1

Delay
(sec)

LOS

Delay
(sec)

LOS

Delay
(sec)

LOS

Delay
(sec)

LOS

Delay
(sec)

LOS

SR 524 Corridor

51

D

114

F

66

E

142

F

>150

F

228th Street
Corridor

32

C

60

E

62

E

56

E

95

SR 527 Corridor

46

D

90

F

71

E

82

F

>150

F
F

Note: Corridors not meeting the City’s standard (e.g., operating at LOS F conditions) shaded in pink.
1Impacts identified under 2043 Live/Work are expected to also represent impacts of the Business Plus
Alternative.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020.

The Preferred Alternative was evaluated with and without the 214th Street extension
between Bothell-Everett Highway and 9th Avenue SE. The roadway extension was
proposed to provide a more connected arterial street network within the subarea. 9th
Avenue SE is a collector arterial and the City’s Comprehensive Plan includes a project to
upgrade the corridor to a 3-lane road with sidewalks and bike lanes. The new 214th Street
connection would distribute peak hour traffic and enable 9th Avenue SE to serve as a
north-south alternative route to the very congested SR 527 corridor for some travelers. The
existing PM peak hour volumes on 9th Avenue SE corridor is 1,000–1,100 vehicles. For the
Preferred Alternative, the corridor would expect 1,400–1,700 vehicles without the
connection and 1,800–2,100 vehicles with the connection in the PM peak hour. It should be
noted that most vehicles using this new connection would not be destined for I-405, as that
would require significant out of direction travel, as opposed to staying on SR 527. Vehicles
that use the 214th Street extension are more likely to be traveling west, making
connections onto 228th Street SE or SR 524. The Preferred Alternative was evaluated with
and without the 214th Street extension between SR 527 and 9th Avenue SE during the PM
period. The 2043 PM peak hour corridor LOS results are shown below in Table 20.
The SR 524 and SR 527 corridors would not meet the LOS E standard without the 214th
Street extension. The project team considered on other infrastructure scenario for the
2043 Preferred Alternative: the 214th Street extension is not in place, but the SR 524
corridor is modified to include the new SR 524/20th Avenue SE intersection proposed with
the 20th Avenue SE extension. In this case, only the SR 527 corridor would not meet LOS E
standard without the 214th Street extension.
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Table 20. 2043 PM Concurrency Corridor LOS Results for the Preferred Alternative
2043 Preferred
Alternative (with 214th
St Extension)

Average
Corridor LOS

2043 Preferred
Alternative (without
214th St Extension)

2043 Preferred Alternative
(without 214th St Extension &
modified SR 524 Corridor)1

Delay (sec)

LOS

Delay (sec)

LOS

Delay (sec)

LOS

SR 524 Corridor

66

E

96

F

76

E

228th Street
Corridor

62

E

68

E

68

E

SR 527 Corridor

71

E

89

F

89

F

1 The

modified SR 524 corridor would include the new SR 524/20th Avenue SE intersection which would be
constructed with the 20th Avenue SE extension project proposed.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020.

The PM peak hour intersection level of service results are shown in Table 21 for the No
Action, Preferred Alternative, Live/Work, and Mitigated Live/Work Alternatives. All three
concurrency corridors meet the LOS E standard for the Preferred Alternative, however
some individual intersections on the SR 527 and SR 524 corridors would not meet the LOS
E standard for state routes, or the LOS D standard for I-405 ramp intersections, and are
expected to operate at LOS F:

▪

220th Street SE/SR 527 – intersection delay is higher than the No Action Alternative, but
lower than the Live/Work Alternative results. This is identified as a significant traffic
impact. Coordination with WSDOT and Snohomish County to modify signal timing at
this and the adjacent 17th Avenue SE/220th Street SE intersection may lessen the
impact.

▪

228th Street SE/Bothell-Everett Highway – intersection delay is less than the No Action
Alternative result, so no traffic impact is identified.

▪

I-405 Northbound Ramp/SR 527 – intersection delay is less than under the No Action
Alternative, so the traffic impact is less than significant.

Table 21. Intersection and Concurrency Corridor LOS—Preferred Alternative

Map
ID

2043 No
Action
Intersection & Corridor LOS

2043
Preferred
Alternative

2043
Live/Work

2043
Mitigated
Live/Work

Delay
(sec)

LOS

Delay
(sec)

LOS

Delay
(sec)

LOS

Delay
(sec)

LOS

1

208th

St SE/SR 524 & Filbert Dr

79

E

62

E

146

F

69

E

2

208th

St SE/SR 524 & SR-527

134

F

70

E

>150

F

93

F

SR 524 Corridor

114

F

66

E

>150

F

83

F

228th St SE & 4th Ave W

24

C

22

C

22

C

27

C

3
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Map
ID

2043 No
Action
Intersection & Corridor LOS

4

228th

5

228th

6

228th

7

St SE & Meridian Ave

2043
Preferred
Alternative

2043
Live/Work

2043
Mitigated
Live/Work

Delay
(sec)

LOS

Delay
(sec)

LOS

Delay
(sec)

LOS

Delay
(sec)

LOS

19

B

37

D

17

B

39

D

St SE &

4th

Ave SE

8

A

18

B

8

A

19

B

St SE &

9th

Ave SE

25

C

76

E

47

D

84

F

>150

F

130

F

>150

F

139

F

228th

St SE & Bothell-Everett
Highway

8

228th St SE & 15th Ave SE

19

B

17

B

32

C

17

B

9

228th

St SE &

51

D

58

E

137

F

63

E

10

228th

St SE & Fitzgerald Rd

74

E

63

E

107

F

37

D

11

228th St SE & 29th Dr SE

62

E

46

D

143

F

24

C

12

228th St SE & 31st Ave SE

41

D

76

E

34

C

32

C

13

228th St SE & 35th Ave SE

30

C

40

D

51

D

34

C

14

228th St SE & 39th Ave SE

58

E

53

D

53

D

30

C

228th

Street Corridor

60

E

62

E

95

F

56

E

2

208th

St SE/SR 524 & SR-527

134

F

70

E

>150

F

93

F

15

214th

St SE & SR-527

>150

F

53

D

>150

F

95

F

16

220th St SE & SR-527

86

F

123

F

>150

F

96

F

17

I-405 NB Ramps & SR-527

116

F

109

F

>150

F

148

F

18

I-405 SB Ramps & SR-527

7

A

8

A

140

F

20

B

7

228th St SE & Bothell-Everett
Highway

>150

F

130

F

>150

F

139

F

19

240th St SE & Bothell-Everett
Highway

47

D

47

D

94

F

61

E

20

NE 191st St & Bothell Way

47

D

57

E

68

E

59

E

21

NE 185th St & Bothell Way

58

E

55

E

61

E

60

E

22

NE 183rd St & Bothell Way

11

B

16

B

10

B

16

B

23

Main St & Bothell Way

6

A

29

C

5

A

5

A

24

SR-522 & Bothell Way

58

E

61

E

74

E

68

E

SR 527 Corridor

90

F

71

E

>150

F

82

F

19th

Ave SE

Note: Intersections/corridors not meeting the City’s standard (e.g., operating at LOS F conditions) shaded in
pink. Average corridor results are presented in bold.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020.

The AM peak hour analysis is not required under the City’s LOS standard as the highest
traffic volumes are during the PM peak hour as evaluated in the Draft EIS. The additional
limited AM peak period analysis was completed for the Preferred Alternative at nine
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selected intersections including the Canyon Park main entrances along SR 527, the I-405
ramp intersections, and on 9th Avenue SE. These locations were evaluated in response to
comments received from WSDOT, the Canyon Park Business Owners Association, and
community members who wanted to know more about the effects of Canyon Park Subarea
growth and of a potential 214th Street Extension between SR 527 and 9th Avenue SE. The
AM analysis also helps inform how the PM mitigation projects identified in the Draft EIS
may perform during the AM peak hour with different traffic patterns.
All studied locations, including the three main business park entrances (220th Street SE/SR
527, 214th Street SE/ SR 527 and 228th Street SE/29th Drive SE), are expected to operate at
LOS E or better with the exception of SR 527/SR 524 and SR 527/228th Street SE
intersections. The AM analysis of the Preferred Alternative does not fundamentally change
the Draft EIS conclusions as both locations were also expected to operate at LOS F
conditions under the PM peak hour for the No Action Alternative and the Mitigated
Live/Work Alternative.
In addition, the AM analysis was evaluated for both with and without the 214th Street
extension. With the 214th Street extension traffic volumes are expected to increase along
9th Avenue SE, however the intersection operations at both the 9th Avenue SE/SR 524 and
9th Avenue SE/228th Street SE intersections would operate at LOS E. The I-405 ramp
intersections are also expected to operate at LOS E or better during AM conditions.

Because business park trips largely funnel through the three main access points to the
corridors under study, it was anticipated that the private street evaluation at the time of
the Preferred Alternative development may show that conversion to public streets better
distributes trips along a more complete and connected public street network; if so, the
overall traffic congestion results are likely to be similar to or slightly better than the range
of results presented in the Draft EIS. The Preferred Alternative is expected to generate the
fewest new PM peak hour trips of all Action Alternatives and results are in the range of the
Draft EIS; see Table 18.
The Draft EIS noted that the City’s LOS standards are corridor based and address the PM
Peak hour. The Draft EIS assumes that selected private streets would be improved to public
street standards and converted to public ownership at a future date following
improvement to public standards. A letter of intent is under discussion between the City
and the Canyon Park Business Owners Association. These streets are identified on Figure
30. When public, the streets would not be part of the City’s corridor LOS standards, which
are applied to higher functional class corridors. However, the City has committed to
evaluating the private streets to support the planning of the Preferred Alternative. When
the streets become public, the City could track operations and safety conditions, applying
its municipal code and public street design standards and specifications to address
inadequate road conditions.
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Figure 30. Potential Future Public Streets Map

Spine Roads

Source: MAKERS, 2020.
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As referenced in the Draft EIS, an evaluation of private streets was prepared with the
Preferred Alternative. The private streets are not subject to the City’s LOS. However their
future function is reviewed for planning purposes.
The main spine road includes the east-west 220th Street SE and the north-south 26th
Avenue SE/29th Drive SE. The new PM peak hour traffic volumes generated under the
Preferred Alternative were assigned onto the internal street network to estimate vehicle-tocapacity (v/c) ratios along the internal streets, as well as to identify if potential intersection
control changes would be needed at full build-out. The actual assignment of new PM peak
hour trips is somewhat speculative as development and driveway access may change in the
future, however the approximate peak hour trips on each roadway segment was used to
estimate the v/c ratio on each roadway segment. A v/c ratio over 1.0 indicates that vehicle
demand is higher than roadway capacity and congestion would occur. The forecasted link
volumes are likely conservatively high as vehicles trips are assigned to the main access
driveways, while in reality there are smaller parking lot driveways and access points along
220th Street SE and 26th Avenue SE/29th Drive SE that may decrease vehicle demand at
the internal four intersections studied:

▪
▪
▪
▪

20th Avenue SE/220th Street SE
23rd Avenue SE/220th Street SE
26th Avenue SE/220th Street SE
223rd Street SE/26th Avenue SE/29th Drive SE

To accommodate the Preferred Alternative growth, the 220th Street SE road would need
added turn lanes. The 26th Avenue SE/29th Drive SE would be near capacity under the
current cross-section. A road diet to a 3-lane roadway along 26th Avenue SE/29th Drive SE
for in-street bike facilities would increase the v/c ratio over 1.0. Whether actual vehicle trips
would exceed capacity, however, is unknown as traffic may distribute to other local streets
such as 223rd Street SE/23rd Avenue SE during peak period congestion. The intersection
control changes described below would increase roadway capacity and improve vehicle
flow.

Within the private street network, an intersection traffic control change such as a traffic
signal or roundabout and added turn lanes would likely be needed at three intersections
under the Preferred Alternative:

▪

26th Avenue SE/220th Street SE: Signalize intersection. Modify the northbound
approach with a left-turn pocket (up to 300 feet long), shared left/through lane, and add
an eastbound right turn pocket (up to 150 feet long). A roundabout could also be
considered.
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▪

20th Avenue SE/220th Street SE: Signalize intersection. Add a westbound right-turn
pocket (up to 500 feet long) and northbound left-turn and right-turn pockets (up to 300
feet long).

▪

223rd Street SE/29th Drive SE: Signalize intersection. Add an eastbound left-turn
pocket (up to 350 feet long) and northbound left-turn pocket (up to 250 feet long). A
roundabout could also be considered.

A traffic engineering study would be needed to identify if and when an intersection control
change is warranted at these locations. The draft WSDOT study, which assumed land use
growth similar to the No Action Alternative, also expected a potential need for intersection
control changes along 220th Street SE at 20th Avenue SE, 23rd Avenue SE, and 26th Avenue
SE intersections. Without these modifications, each of these intersections could be
expected to operate at LOS F in the future during one or both peak periods.

The 17th Avenue SE/220th Street SE intersection was also evaluated in the separate
WSDOT I-405 Direct Access Ramp study. This analysis projected that the intersection would
operate at LOS C for both AM and PM peak hours in 2043/2044. Under the Preferred
Alternative, the lowest growth of all the Action Alternatives, this intersection is expected to
operate at LOS F during both peak periods. This is a combination of the higher overall land
use growth in the Preferred Alternative throughout the study area as well as the higher
land use growth located closer to the Canyon Park park-and-ride (accessible from 17th
Avenue SE only) compared to the WSDOT land use assumptions.
Potential improvements to address future inadequate road conditions could include signal
timing/signal coordination with the adjacent SR 527/220th Street SE intersection (expected
to operate at LOS F under the No Action and the Preferred Alternative) or other
intersection improvements such as widening are needed to improve traffic operations. For
the AM peak hour, the intersection could operate better with dual westbound left turn
lanes and a new southbound receiving lane on 17th Avenue SE, however widening the
intersection would result in a more uncomfortable pedestrian environment as crossing
distances increase.
If an intersection widening/traffic operations improvement project is pursued, this project
could be constructed through frontage improvements as the business park redevelops. For
example, the City could apply its code and design manual requirements to address
frontage improvements as well as inadequate road conditions. See BMC 17.04.010 C and D
and Bothell Design and Construction Standards, 2020 Update.
See Appendix D Addendum for additional information on the private streets traffic analysis,
particularly Attachment C.
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Transit, walking, and biking metrics are provided for planning purposes only.

The Preferred Alternative has the same transit assumptions as all other Action Alternatives,
and the entire the entire study area is within a quarter-mile of a bus stop or 1.5 mile of the
Canyon Park Park-and-Ride (see Figure 81 of the Draft EIS); therefore, more than 90% of
residential units are within a transit service buffer. In the future, it is assumed the subarea
will be served with enhanced transit service including the Community Transit SWIFT Green
Line and the Sound Transit I-405 BRT in addition to the existing local transit routes. For all
future year alternatives, the subarea is planned to have transit service consistent with the
PSRC transit criteria for regional growth centers. The I-405 BRT is considered high-capacity
transit with planned service of 10-minute headways in the peak hour and 15-minute
headways in the off-peak hour. The Swift Green Line will operate at 10 minute headways
during the day and 20 minute headways in the early mornings and late nights. No transit
impacts are expected under any of the Action Alternatives including the Preferred Alternative
based on these frequency and service area transit metrics. However, poor traffic operations
on the congested study corridors may result in increased transit travel time and transit
delays during peak hours.

New vehicle trips are expected under all alternatives (although the Preferred Alternative
would generate the lowest number of new PM peak hour trips of all Action Alternatives),
which may result in an uncomfortable environment for pedestrians and bike riders on
high-traffic volume streets. New development would be required to meet City design
standards related to pedestrian and bicycle facilities, so no significant pedestrian or bicycle
impacts are expected under the Action Alternatives. City design standards apply to public
streets only; the internal business park private streets in the business park would instead
be governed by Canyon Park Business Center Owners Association standards (which have
been applied to previous developments within the business park). Application of the
Owners Association standards should result in improvements to walking and biking
facilities compared to existing conditions. If the internal private streets become public
rights-of-way, walking and biking facilities would be developed in accordance with City
standards as redevelopment occurs.

Table 22 shows estimated transportation related greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions for each
future alternative during the PM peak period. Transportation GHG emissions per person
are estimated to be approximately the same for the Action Alternatives or slightly lower as
compared to the No Action Alternative (2.609 pounds of CO2 under the Preferred
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Alternative compared to 3.021 pounds of CO2 under the No Action Alternative). While total
VMT and transportation GHG emissions are higher for all of the Action Alternatives than
compared to the No Action Alternative, this is related to the greater number of households
and jobs that would be supported in the study area under these alternatives as compared
to the No Action Alternative. Thus, on a per persons bases, the Action Alternatives are more
efficient from the standpoint of transportation GHG emissions as a result of more
complementary mixed land-uses and assumed TDM strategies.
It is worthwhile to note that the projected increase in PM period VMT under any Action
Alternatives is very small regionally, representing less than 0.02% of future total VMT
travelled in the four-county PSRC region (up to 42,000 VMT growth for the Live/Work
Alternative out of 23,671,000 VMT in 2040).
Table 22. Estimated PM Period Transportation GHG Emissions
Vehicle Miles
Travelled (VMT)

Transportation Emissions
(pounds of CO2)

Transportation
Emissions per Person

No Action

122,200

71,900

3.021

Preferred Alternative

133,700

84,700

2.609

Mitigated Live/Work

141,800

93,200

2.943

Live/Work & Business Plus

163,900

119,200

3.017

Alternative

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020.

The Preferred Alternative includes many built-in mitigation features, such as reduced land
use growth (compared to higher intensity action alternatives), implementation of TDM
programs, and new transportation improvement projects (see Figure 31 and Table 23), that
help reduce PM peak hour vehicle trip generation and distribute vehicle trips in a less
impactful way. In addition, fewer transportation GHG emissions per population would be
generated under the Preferred Alternative compared to any of the other alternatives,
including the No Action Alternative.
The required TDM program strategies to encourage travel by modes other than singleoccupant vehicles can include developing a Commute Marketing Program and coordinator
to manage TDM strategies for the subarea, subsidize transit passes, operate a firstmile/last-mile shuttle, and charging for parking or reducing parking supply, among others.
The package of strategies in the Preferred Alternative analysis results in an assumed 14%
reduction in new vehicle trips.
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All Action and No Action Alternatives included the Comprehensive Plan projects and
WSDOT’s I-405 Express Toll Lane projects shown in yellow. The Preferred Alternative’s
mitigation projects in this EIS are shown in blue. Other vehicle improvement projects to
improve the local traffic operations are shown in pink, however they are not required to
meet the existing traffic corridor LOS standards. These include projects to improve internal
road operations within the business park including changing intersection control, added turn
lanes, and improved bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Projects or studies for future
exploration outside of the Preferred Alternative are shown in green.
Figure 32 also shows the priority non-motorized transportation improvement projects to
improve walking and biking in the subarea. The non-motorized project details are in
Chapter 9 of the Subarea Plan.
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Figure 31. Transportation Improvement Projects—Preferred Alternative

Source: MAKERS, 2020.
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Table 23. Transportation Project Map Descriptions
No.

Project

Description

Status

Comprehensive Plan Projects
C-1

9th Ave SE Widening: 228th Widen 9th Ave SE from 228th St SE to SR 524 to Collector
St SE to SR 524
Arterial standard (3-lanes) with improved pedestrian/bike
facilities and improvements to the 228th St SE and SR 524
intersections. At 9th Ave SE and SR 524 add a second
northbound left turn lane from 9th Ave SE to SR 524.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-2

SR 527 (211th St SE to
north of SR 524)

Add a third northbound through lane. Add a southbound
left turn lane from SR 527 at SR 524 (2 left).

Planned,
Unfunded

C-3

SR 527: Add a southbound
lane between SR 524 &
220th St SE

Add a third southbound lane, and associated intersection
revisions.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-4

220th St SE & SR 527
Intersection

WSDOT planned intersection improvements as part of
project C-6. This may include a City-planned project to add
a second eastbound left turn lane on 220th St SE to
northbound SR 527.

WSDOT
Project
Funded, City
Project
Unfunded

C-5

WSDOT I-405, SR 522
Vicinity to SR 527 Express
Toll Lanes Improvement
Project

Add one ETL in each direction of I-405 between south of
SR 522 and SR 527, as well as build direct access ramps at
SR 522 and near SR 527 at 17th Avenue SE.

Funded

C-6

WSDOT I-405, SR 527 to I-5
Express Toll Lane Project

Add one ETL in each direction of I-405 between SR 527
and I-5. Full reconstruction of the SR 527 interchange with
HOV lane connections.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-7

228th St SE & Fitzgerald Rd
intersection

Adds eastbound right turn pocket.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-8

228th St SE & 29th Dr SE
intersection

Adds westbound right turn pocket.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-9

228th St SE / 31st Ave SE
Intersection

Add a westbound dedicated right turn lane.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-10 Fitzgerald Rd: 240th St SE
to 228th St SE

Widen road and add curb, gutter, and sidewalks.

Planned,
Unfunded

NA

Planned BRT route connect the subarea to Lynnwood to
the north and Kirkland/Bellevue to the south. Project not
mapped.

Planned,
Funded

ST, I-405 Bus Rapid Transit

Improvements include a sidewalk and cycle track on the
east side and bikes lanes on the west side of 17th Ave,
17th Ave SE street improvements between 220th St SE
and SR 527, and intersection improvements at 220th St SE
/17th Ave SE.

Mitigation Projects
M-1

SR 524 (Maltby Rd)/ SR 527
Intersection
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No.

Project

Description

Status

M-2

20th Ave SE Extension

Extend 20th Ave SE to Maltby Road and install a traffic
Proposed
signal at SR 524. Include pedestrian and bike facilities, add
a pedestrian-activated crosswalks at 214th St SE (or a
signal if carrying transit) concurrent with the street
extension.

M-3

214th St SE Extension

Extend 214th St SE west to 9th Avenue SE, including a
Proposed
traffic signal at 9th Ave SE and pedestrian/bicycle facilities.

M-4

214th St SE & SR 527
Intersection

Add channelized westbound right turn lane and dual
westbound left turn lane. Replaces project C-4.

Proposed

M-5

17th Ave SE/220th St SE
Intersection

Add westbound dual left-turn lanes and a new
southbound receiving lane on 17th Ave SE.

Proposed

Other Operational Improvements
O-1

219th Place Extension

Allow private property owners to improve 219th Pl SE to
9th Avenue SE and open access to the properties
northwest of the I-405/527 interchange.

Proposed

O-2

Traffic Control for Three
Private Intersections

26th Ave SE/220th St SE – Signalize intersection. Modify
the northbound approach with a left-turn pocket (up to
300 feet long), shared left/through lane, and add an
eastbound right turn pocket (up to 150 feet long). A
roundabout could also be considered.

Proposed

20th Ave SE/220th St SE – Signalize intersection. Add a
westbound right-turn pocket (up to 500 feet long) and
northbound left-turn and right-turn pockets (up to 300
feet long).
223rd St SE/29th Dr SE – Signalize intersection. Add an
eastbound left-turn pocket (up to 350 feet long) and
northbound left-turn pocket (up to 250 feet long). A
roundabout could also be considered.
O-3

26th/29th Ave SE
Rechannelization

Rechannelize road to three lanes when constructing
bicycle facility.

Proposed

Further Exploration or Study
1

SR 527 Corridor Study

Study to solidify a regional vision for SR 527 function,
Proposed
performance, and design, particularly for transit. As part
of this study, explore potential intersection improvements
at 228th Street SE/Bothell-Everett Highway.

2

WSDOT SR 527 Interchange Construct I-405 Express Toll Lane and bus access ramps
17th Ave SE/228th St SE
on the south side of I-405 which connect to 228th Street
Connection
SE. This is part of the I-405 Master Plan, however, this
subarea plan treats it as a future project because the
timeline is unknown and likely beyond the 2044 plan
horizon.

Planned,
Unfunded

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020.
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Figure 32. Non-motorized Transportation Improvement Projects—Preferred Alternative

Source: MAKERS, 2020.
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The City could build on its existing concurrency, commute trip reduction, parking, impact
feet, and other development standards as noted below:

▪

Develop a TDM program with a coordinator to manage the program for the subarea.
Require all employers and residents to participate. The example TDM strategies
previously described in the Draft EIS (page 3-142) result in an expected 14% reduction
in vehicle travel during the peak hour. Reducing parking supply and charging for
parking are key strategies to encouraging a mode shift away from drive alone and
reducing new vehicle trips to the subarea. This program could coordinate with state
Commute Trip Reduction Program, which requires employers with 100 or more
employees traveling during the typical commute period to adopt mode share or VMT
goals and implement travel demand strategies. Participants report commute mode
share and VMT every other year.

▪

Construct the proposed transportation improvement projects in Figure 31 and Figure
32. These transportation projects in combination with the lower growth scenario and
described TDM strategies would result in all three concurrency corridors meeting the
LOS E standard for the Preferred Alternative, though three individual intersections on
SR 527 would operate at LOS F and not meet the LOS E standard set for state routes or
the LOS D standard for I-405 ramp intersections. Of the three locations, a significant
traffic impact was identified only for the 220th Street SE/SR 527 intersection which
would have delays higher than the No Action Alternative.

The Action Alternatives would result in substantial increased demand on the transportation
network within the study area. Additional strategies following the Transportation System
Management and Operations (TSMO) philosophy are recommended to improve the
efficiency of intersections and corridors. These intersection efficiency enhancements would
be in addition to TDM measures which eliminate vehicle trips, shift drive alone trips to
other modes, or shift the time when trips are made.
Strategies that could be incorporated include:

▪

Signal efficiency improvements: An adaptive signal system has been installed in
conjunction with WSDOT, Snohomish County, and Everett from south Everett through
the SR 527 corridor to 228th St SE. The City will continue coordinating with WSDOT and
Snohomish County to identify potential operational improvements at SR 527
intersections when congestion degrades below LOS E.


Optimized signal efficiency at the SR 527/220th Street SE and the adjacent 17th
Avenue/220th Street SE intersections as the business park develops may lessen
the traffic impact identified in the EIS.



Transit Signal Priority will be considered to help make transit a more competitive
travel mode compared to private vehicles.
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▪
▪

Reducing trips: Encourage employers to offer employees incentives to telework.

▪

Off-hours freight delivery: Establish delivery windows for freight to minimize truck
trips occurring during peak congestion hours.

▪

Parking strategies: Change development standards to reduce parking requirements as
sites redevelop, (particularly for development within a ¼ mile walk of transit stops or
the park-and-ride), require employers to charge for parking, and/or provide dedicated
parking spots to carpool/vanpool.

▪

Transit first/last mile: Provide a circulator shuttle for all residents and tenants
between the park-and-ride and various key points throughout the study area. This can
help address the first/last mile connection between transit stops and final destinations.
Incorporate a bikeshare or scooter-share system as an option to address the first/last
mile connection.

▪

Increase transit service: Increase local transit service; support the ST I-405 BRT and
the Swift Green Line, which can be supplemented by the circulator shuttle described
above. Further, the City is working with CT to extend the Green Line to Downtown
Bothell.

▪

Improvements of transit hub at Canyon Park Park-and-Ride: Provide better
wayfinding signage and improved walkways to and from the park-and-ride.

▪

Evaluate park-and-ride capacity needs: Increased park-and-ride vehicle parking
capacity is not planned at this time. Allocating a portion of parking stalls only for
carpool or vanpool could help reduce vehicle trips. Increased secure bike parking will
also encourage shifting to other modes.

▪

The City continues to advocate for the southerly I-405 Express Toll Lanes direct access
ramp connecting to 228th Street SE. This would relieve vehicle demand at the SR
527/220th Street SE and 17th Avenue SE/220th Street SE direct access traffic, and may
lessen the traffic impact identified in the EIS.

▪

The City is also considering a future study to evaluate alternative intersection designs at
228th Street SE/SR 527 such as a displaced left turn or continuous flow intersection to
reduce delay.

Temporal shifts: Encourage or employers to offer employees incentives to start and
leave work outside of peak commute hours.

The SR 527 corridor peak hour congestion is expected to worsen in the future and there is
a desire to improve transit access to and from the subarea. The Draft EIS identified some
potential mitigation measures involving transit. In addition, a subarea visioning goal is for
Canyon Park to be a regional transportation hub with its existing park-and-ride and bus
rapid transit (BRT) service (existing Swift Green Line and planned Sound Transit I-405 BRT).
Three potential transit facility concepts were explored at a high level for the subarea in the
Draft EIS Addendum are summarized below:
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▪

Center Reversible Transit Only Lane – the SR 527 corridor would be widened to
construct a center transit only lane that would operate southbound in the AM peak
period and northbound in the PM peak period to provide improved transit speed and
reliability in the main commute direction. This concept is to limit widening of SR 527
corridor. Non-peak direction transit trips would travel with general-purpose traffic.

▪

Outside Business Access Transit (BAT) lanes – convert the outside general-purpose
lane to a BAT lane. This results in two general purpose lanes and a BAT lane in each
direction by 2043/2044. This would require a trade-off between decreasing generalpurpose capacity for increased transit speed and reliability to serve the subarea.

▪

Internal Subarea Parallel Transit Corridor – This concept would route transit off
congested SR 527 to an internal transit corridor within the subarea. The route would be
from the park-and-ride to 17th Avenue SE, 220th Street SE, and 20th Avenue SE along
the new street extension to SR 524. A new signal at 214th Street SE and 20th Avenue SE
would assist transit access turning left from the 20th Avenue extension.

Each option was evaluated at a high level in terms of implementation needs, operations,
and comparison of potential transit travel time. The internal parallel transit corridor has
promise for local Community Transit routes with similar or slightly faster travel times than
using SR 527 and could better serve people in the business park, however the Swift Green
Line design principles is to operate on arterials.
In the long term, and pending support and a coordinated effort among regional partners—
Community Transit, WSDOT, Snohomish County, City of Mill Creek, and City of Everett—is
converting the outside general purpose lanes to Business Access and Transit (BAT) lanes on
SR 527 through Bothell and Snohomish County. Bothell strongly supports this long-term
goal to best leverage the regional investment in a robust, functioning, and comprehensive
transit system.
It is noted that with the reduced vehicle capacity on SR 527 with the BAT lanes, the corridor
would operate at LOS F and not meet its LOS E corridor standard and a policy change
would be needed to either accept higher levels of corridor delay or exempt some
intersections from the corridor. This project would prioritize transit speed, reliability, and
encourage mode shift to transit in the subarea over trying to “build your way out of
congestion”.
See the Draft EIS Addendum in Appendix D for more information.

The impact analysis applies City or District adopted LOS to the projected growth under the
Preferred Alternative:
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▪

Fire Protection and Emergency Services: Response time objectives are addressed
qualitatively considering the location and type of growth in each alternative and
congestion per Section 3.5 Transportation and Greenhouse Gas Emissions. For the
purposes of this EIS, to address a potential increase in demand, firefighters per 1,000
capita is quantified. See Appendix E for a Fire Department letter supporting the LOS
analysis.

▪

Police Services: There is no LOS policy. For the purposes of this EIS, the observed
commissioned officers per 1,000 residents and the pattern of crime in employment
areas are reference points for the impact analysis.

▪

Parks: The City’s acres per 1,000 residents LOS is applied to each alternative to address
increased demand on recreation.

▪

Schools: The District’s anticipated students per dwelling unit is applied to each
alternative.

As discussed in Chapter 2, the No Action Alternative is studied with an increase of 4,484
residents in 2,242 dwelling units and 4,787 jobs. The Preferred Alternative has capacity for a
greater residential population increase of 7,162 residents in 4,687 dwelling units and a job
count at 8,305. The population is nearly the same as the Live/Work Alternative and a job level
similar to the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative. Nearly all growth would be in the Regional
Growth Center (RGC). See Table 8 on page 2-88. Impacts of the Preferred Alternative are
described in the following section.

The City’s LOS is determined based on response time on a citywide basis. Staffing as well as
location of stations, transportation facilities and congestion and other factors affect
response times. For purposes of this EIS, firefighters per 1,000 persons is used as a
measure of demand for a relative level of demand. See Appendix E for a Fire Department
letter supporting the LOS analysis. The Bothell Fire Department currently has 1.3
firefighters per 1,000 residents serving the City of Bothell.
Growth and development in the study area would create more demand for fire and
emergency medical services, and place additional pressure on the Bothell Fire Department
to meet response time standards. Emergency medical services typically generate the
highest demand for the Department. The Department would attempt to maintain response
times consistent with or better than current performance levels as the demand for service
increases. Over time, additional staffing and equipment may be required in order to
maintain or improve performance levels. See Table 24.
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Table 24. Effective Demand for Firefighter Positions—Preferred Alternative
Alternative

New Population

Demand for New Fire Fighters

Additional Firefighters at 1.3 per 1,000
No Action

4,484

5.8

Business Plus

4,468

5.7

Mitigated Live/Work

5,496

7.1

Preferred

7,162

9.2

Live/Work

7,188

9.2

Source: BERK, 2020.

Growth and development are expected to occur incrementally as individual development
projects are constructed and the associated impacts are expected to occur incrementally as
well. This would allow time for the Bothell Fire Department and Fire District 10 to address
future needs for fire and emergency medical services in the study area through planned
personnel, apparatus, and facility improvements. In addition, property values in the study
area would likely increase as growth and development occur. Increased tax revenues from
greater retail activity and increases in property values could offset some of the additional
costs for improvements needed to meet additional service needs.
Construction activities under all alternatives would also have the potential to temporarily
affect emergency vehicle response times, as would any long-term increase in vehicular
traffic in the study area. Existing personnel and equipment are anticipated to be sufficient
to handle increased service needed for construction activities. The Fire Prevention and
Community Risk Reduction group reviews proposed street improvements on a project-byproject basis to identify potential negative impacts on response times and ensure street
improvements are consistent with the City’s Fire Code.

All Alternatives would increase the demand for police service. See Table 25.
Table 25. Potential Demand for Police Services, Full Study Area—Preferred Alternative
Alternative

New Population Capacity

Demand for New Officers

2019: Commissioned Officers per 1,000: 1.58
No Action

4,484

7.10

Business Plus

4,468

7.07

Mitigated Live/Work

5,496

8.70

Preferred

7,162

11.34

Live/Work

7,188

11.38

Source: BERK, 2020.
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Based on employment centers and calls for service illustrated in Figure 86 of the Draft EIS
(page 3-158), increases in employment would likely be a focal point for calls for service (e.g.,
retail areas). All alternatives increase jobs, particularly the Action Alternatives, and would
likely see calls for service increase. The Business Plus Alternative has the most total jobs and
the Live/Work Alternative has the most retail and manufacturing jobs. Retail areas may see
more theft while other employment types, such as office uses near I-405 and close to the
business park, may see other types of crime, (e.g., vandalism, white collar crimes).

City Council adopted the 2020 Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PROS) Plan on February
4, 2020 via Resolution 1398 and has committed to amending the Comprehensive Plan to
match the 2020 PROS Plan revised LOS standards. The analysis below considers impacts
under the classifications and service standards proposed in both the current
Comprehensive Plan (the 2014 PROS Plan) and those proposed in the City Council adopted
2020 PROS Plan.

Based on the Comprehensive Plan LOS standards identified in Draft EIS Table 51 (page 3161), there would be an overall surplus of parklands under all alternatives. However, some
sub-categories of park classifications would have different results. See Table 26.

▪

The existing surplus of mini parks, open space, and regional parks would remain
(though the surplus acreages would decrease for each).

▪
▪

Existing deficits in neighborhood parks and athletic fields would be further exacerbated.
Community parks would switch from having an existing surplus to deficit acreage.
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Table 26. Estimated Additional Park Demand by Type of Facility, Comprehensive Plan LOS—
Preferred Alternative

Demand/
Goal (Ac.)

Surplus/
(Deficit) (Ac.)

Demand/
Goal (Ac.)

Surplus/
(Deficit) (Ac.)

Demand/
Goal (Ac.)

Surplus/
(Deficit) (Ac.)

Preferred

2014 Existing
Inventory (Ac.)

No Action

Rec. Std. Acres
Per 1,000 Pop.

Existing (2014)

Mini

0.1

10.42

4.05

6.37

4.50

5.92

4.77

5.65

Neighborhood

1.1

13.65

44.59

(30.94)

49.53

(35.88)

52.47

(38.82)

Community

1.2

53.92

48.65

5.24

54.03

(0.11)

57.24

(3.32)

Athletic Fields

0.8

24.30

32.43

(8.13)

36.02

(11.72)

38.16

(13.86)

Total Core Parkland

3.2

102.29

129.72

(27.43)

144.08

(41.79)

152.65

(50.36)

Park Facilities
Core Parkland

Other Park and Recreation Lands
Open Space

1.2

157.93

48.10

109.83

54.03

192.90

57.24

189.69

Regional

0.2

12.5

8.02

4.48

9.00

3.50

9.54

2.96

Total Other Parks and
Recreation Lands1

1.4

170.43

56.12

114.31

63.03

196.40

66.78

192.65

Total

4.5

272.7

185.8

86.88

207.1

154.61

219.43

142.29

Note: 2014 City of Bothell population = 40,540. 1Existing inventory (2014) does not include Wayne Golf Course
(89 acres of open space) purchased after the City’s Comprehensive Plan Update in 2015 The No Action and
Preferred alternatives include Wayne Golf Course.
Source: Imagine Bothell… Comprehensive Plan (Table 8 on p. PR-22, Table 10 on p. PR-28), 2015; BERK, 2020.

Under all alternatives, the study area is assumed to redevelop with a mix of uses.
Residential growth would result in additional demand for parks and recreational facilities
during the weekday and weekend periods. While not considered as part of the City’s
adopted LOS standards, employment growth could also result in greater demand for park
facilities, particularly before and after work and during the lunch hour. This demand would
be less pronounced under the Preferred Alternative than under the Business Plus and
Live/Work alternatives.

Expected growth and development in the study area under all alternatives would likely
result in increased demand for additional access to park and recreation facilities. Based on
the City Council adopted LOS standards in the 2020 PROS Plan, there would be an overall
deficit of total City-owned core parklands under all alternatives. The existing surplus of
community parks would remain (though the remaining surplus acreages would decrease),
while the existing deficits in neighborhood/mini parks would be further exacerbated. See
Table 27.
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Table 27. Estimated Additional Park Demand by Type of Facility (City Limits), 2020 PROS Plan
LOS—Preferred Alternative
Existing 2019
Study Area Population Growth

No Action 2030

Preferred 2030

4,484

7,162

Community Parks
Service Standard (2020 PROS Plan)

2.0 ac/1,000

City-owned & Maintained

126.14 acres

Service Standard Goal (ac.)
Acreage surplus (deficit)

93.50

102.47

107.82

32.64

23.67

18.32

Change over Existing
Effective LOS (ac./1,000 residents)
Net LOS to Standard

(8.97)

(14.32)

2.70

2.46

2.34

0.70

0.46

0.34

(0.24)

(0.36)

Change over Existing
Neighborhood/Mini Parks
Service Standard (2020 PROS Plan)

1.2 ac/1,000

City-owned & Maintained

21.03 acres

Service Standard Goal (ac.)
Acreage surplus (deficit)

56.10

61.48

64.73

(35.07)

(40.45)

(43.66)

Change over Existing
Effective LOS (ac./1,000 residents)
Net LOS to Standard

(5.38)

(8.59)

0.45

0.41

0.39

(0.75)

(0.79)

(0.81)

(0.04)

(0.06)

Change over Existing
Total Core Parkland
Service Standard (2020 PROS Plan)

3.2 ac/1,000

City-owned & Maintained

147.17 acres

Service Standard Goal (ac.)
Acreage surplus (deficit)

149.60

163.95

172.52

(2.43)*

(16.78)*

(25.55)*

(14.35)

(22.92)

3.15

2.87

2.73

(0.05)

(0.33)

(0.47)

(0.28)

(0.42)

Change over Existing
Effective LOS (ac./1,000 residents)
Net LOS to Standard
Change over Existing

Note: 2019 City of Bothell population = 46,750. Analysis is based on city-owned and operated facilities in city
limits. Community and overall core parkland acreage are reduced by 34.58 acres from what is shown in Figure 5
of the 2020 PROS Plan to reflect the classification of 13.68 acres of East Norway Hill Park and 20.9 acres of
Centennial Park as open space; this is consistent with the analysis in the 2020 PROS Plan (see p. 91).
*Based on the existing inventory and standards, a deficit of 2.43 acres exists when looking solely at City-owned
land within city limits. With the inclusion of 7.37 acres of privately-held HOA parks in city limits, the City has a
slight existing combined acreage surplus of 5 acres (see 2020 PROS Plan Figure 14, p. 92). If including the 7.37
acres of private HOA mini parks and other public parks, there would still be an overall deficit of total core
parklands under all alternatives (a deficit of 9.41 acres under the No Action Alternative and 18.18 acres under
the Preferred Alternative).
Source: OFM, 2019; 2020 PROS Plan (Figure 5 on p. 30, Figure 14 on p. 92), 2020; BERK, 2020.
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Table 27 highlights a greater current and projected need for neighborhood parks, rather
than community parks, to serve the study area and city overall. This analysis is consistent
with the gap analysis mapping and public comment from the 2020 PROS Plan that suggests
additional neighborhood parks are needed, especially in the northern half of Bothell and its
UGA. While the 2020 PROS Plan does not propose a distance based LOS standard, a gap
analysis of the park system is included to better understand where acquisition efforts
should be considered to better serve the residential community. Based on the residential
walkshed service areas for each park type (see Figure 33), the 2020 PROS Plan identifies
potential acquisition areas for future parks (see Figure 34). Most residential portions of the
study area do not currently have a public park within reasonable walking distance (the
areas shown in white). Residential growth under all alternatives would further magnify this
need for facilities (especially smaller parks) within reasonable walking distance.
Figure 33. 2020 PROS Plan Gap Analysis—Park Distribution and Walkshed Service Areas
Service Area for Small Parks
(Mini, NH, HOA)

Service Area for Community
Parks & Fields

Service Area for All Parks &
Open Space

Source: 2020 PROS Plan (Maps 2-4 on p.75-79), 2019; BERK, 2020.
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Figure 34. 2020 PROS Plan Target Acquisitions Areas

Source: 2020 PROS Plan (Map 5 on p.81), 2019; BERK, 2020.
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In addition, the study area is assumed to redevelop with a mix of uses under the Action
Alternatives. Residential growth would result in additional demand for parks and
recreational facilities during the weekday and weekend periods. While not considered as
part of the City’s adopted LOS standards, employment growth could also result in greater
demand for park facilities, particularly before and after work and during the lunch hour.

Northshore School District expects enrollment to outpace permanent capacity at all grade
levels by the 2021-22 school year despite added capacity from the expansion of Canyon
Creek Elementary School/Skyview Middle School and the new elementary school. In
addition, per the District’s long-term projection of enrollment and capacity, districtwide
total high school capacity will not accommodate projected enrollment by 2027.
While the location and overall mix of uses in the study area would vary under each
alternative, all new residential growth is assumed to be multifamily. Table 28 lists
estimated additional demand based on Northshore School District’s multifamily student
generation rate at each grade level and estimated dwelling units under each alternative
(see Table 8). Table 29 shows the additional teaching stations needed based on the
estimated demand in Table 28 and the District’s minimum LOS standards.
Table 28. Estimated Additional Students by Grade Level—All Alternatives
Student
Generation Factors
– Multifamily (>1
bedroom)

No
Action

Business
Plus

Mitigated
Live/Work

Preferred

Live/
Work

Elementary (K-5)

.062

139

181

224

291

293

Middle (6-8)

.031

70

90

112

145

147

High School (9-12)

.042

94

122

152

197

198

Total

.135

303

393

488

633

638

Grade Level

Source: Northshore School District Capital Facilities Plan, 2018-2024; BERK, 2020.

Table 29. Estimated Level of Service by Grade Level—All Alternatives
Additional Teaching Stations Needed
Grade
Level1

Minimum Level
of Service (LOS)2

No Action

Business
Plus

Mitigated
Live/Work

Preferred

Live/Work

K–6

24

5.8

7.5

9.3

12.1

12.2

7–9

27

2.6

3.3

4.1

5.4

5.4

10 – 12

27

3.5

4.5

5.6

7.3

7.4

Notes: 1The Northshore School District Capital Facilities Plan discusses student generation rates, enrollment,
and capacity at the elementary (K-5), middle (6-8), and high school (9-12) levels per the District’s current
instructional model. The District’s LOS standards, however, are based on the K-6, 7-9, and 10-12 grade spans.
2Minimum LOS is the maximum average students per scheduled teaching station (e.g., class size).
Source: Northshore School District Capital Facilities Plan 2018-2024, 2018; OSPI, February 2019; BERK, 2020.
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The District is currently meeting its districtwide adopted LOS, or maximum average
students per scheduled teaching station, for grades 7-9 and 10-12 and exceeding its
adopted LOS for grades K-6). However, as of the 2018-19 school year, all existing
elementary and middle schools with service areas overlapping the study area are already
near or over permanent and total capacity. Despite added capacity starting fall 2020 from
the expansion of Canyon Creek Elementary School/Skyview Middle School, the elementary,
middle, and high schools serving the study area do not have enough permanent capacity to
accommodate additional demand at any grade level under any alternative. Including
portables, the middle schools have enough total capacity while the high schools do not.
Elementary schools have enough total capacity except under the Live/Work and Preferred
alternatives. See Table 30.
Table 30. Estimated Permanent and Total Capacity of Schools Serving the Study Area—All
Alternatives

Business Plus2

Mitigated Live/Work

Preferred2

Live/Work2

Middle (6-8)

2,683 3,035

High School (9-12) 3,166 3,166

Live/Work2

(20)

Preferred2

(18)

Mitigated Live/Work

49

Business Plus2

92

No Action2

134

2018-19 (Existing)

73

Existing Total
Capacity

Elementary (K-5) 1,747 2,461 (641) (580) (622) (665) (732) (734)

Study Area
Schools by
Grade Level1

Existing Permanent
Classroom Capacity

No Action2

Surplus or (Deficit)
Total Capacity

2018-19 (Existing)

Surplus or (Deficit)
Permanent Capacity

(149)

(19)

(39)

(61)

(94)

(96)

203

333

313

291

258

256

64

(30)

(58)

(88)

(133)

(134)

64

(30)

(58)

(88)

(133)

(134)

Notes: 1Capacity by grade level is for schools with service areas overlapping the study area only and is not
districtwide – includes Canyon Creek, Crystal Springs, Maywood Hills, and Shelton View elementary schools;
Canyon Park, Leota, and Skyview middle schools; and Bothell and North Creek high schools.
2Starting fall 2020, permanent and total capacity increase by 200 for elementary and 200 for middle schools
with service areas overlapping the study area from the expansion of Canyon Creek Elementary School/Skyview
Middle School.
Source: Northshore School District Capital Facilities Plan 2018-2024, 2018; OSPI, 2017-18 Enrollment by School
Level, January 2018; OSPI, 2018-19 Enrollment by School Level, February 2019; BERK, 2020.

As the District has already fully exhausted capacity increases from relocating building
programs, portable additions, and boundary changes,7 additional facilities would be needed
to accommodate student growth and the associated additional teaching stations at all grade
levels. However, growth and development and the associated growth in student population
are expected to occur incrementally as individual development projects are constructed.

7

Northshore School District Capital Facilities Plan 2018-2024, 2018 (p. 25).
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The Bothell Fire Department currently has 1.3 firefighters per 1,000 capita serving the City of
Bothell. An additional 9.2 firefighters would be needed to continue to provide the LOS under
the Preferred Alternative’s projected population growth in the study area. See Table 24.

The Preferred Alternative would increase demand for police service. Considering
population growth and the current rate of 1.58 commissioned officers per 1,000 residents,
there would be demand for over 11 new officers, similar to the Live/Work Alternative.
Increases in employment under the Preferred Alternative would likely be a focal point for
calls for service (e.g., retail areas). Retail areas at shopping centers and along the BothellEverett Highway may see more theft while other employment types, such as office uses near
I-405 and close to the business park, may see other types of crime, (e.g., vandalism, white
collar crimes).

Growth under the Preferred Alternative would generate demand for an additional 32.95
acres of parkland under the Comprehensive Plan LOS standards, resulting in an overall
surplus of 142.29 acres of park lands citywide. Additional demand under the Preferred
Alternative is slightly lower than under the Live/Work Alternative (33.06 acres). See Draft EIS
Section 3.6.2. Consistent with the other alternatives, there are increases in demand and
insufficient supply of particular park types under some park classifications.

Growth under the Preferred Alternative would generate demand for an additional 22.92
acres of core parkland under the 2020 PROS Plan standards, similar to the Live/Work
Alternative. The Preferred Alternative includes more employment growth than the No
Action Alternative but less than the other Action Alternatives and would thus place less
demand on parklands from workers.

The Preferred Alternative would add 633 students, including 291 elementary, 145 middle,
and 197 high school students. Based on Northshore School District’s minimum LOS
standards, this would require approximately 6 elementary, 3 middle, and 4 high school
teaching stations more than the No Action Alternative.
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Mitigating measures identified in the Draft EIS and Section 1.8 of this Final EIS would be
adequate to address potential impacts of the Preferred Alternative.

▪

Under the Draft Subarea Plan, proposed conversion of some private roads to public
roads and additional public road connections would be considered and may assist with
traffic distribution and access, and thus increase the ability of fire and emergency
medical services to meet response time standards.


▪

The Preferred Alternative includes transportation improvements to address
congestion levels and access which could assist future response times. See Section
1.6, Park and Transportation and Ecological Mitigation Investments for a
description of new connections and other improvements.

The subarea plan includes additional on-site open space, completing trail connections
to the North Creek Trail system, and improved trail connections throughout the
business park. Added investment in bicycle and pedestrian facilities would also improve
non-motorized access to existing park and recreation facilities. The Preferred
Alternative includes a Draft Subarea Plan with the following provisions to shape park
and public space investments:


Private and public actions to achieve signature, central gathering spaces
(conceptual locations identified in Figure 4), especially connecting to North Creek.
The City may invest in signature spaces or encourage public/private partnerships
to achieve the signature spaces.



Private onsite open space standards.



Private and public actions to complete the North Creek Trail missing link and
improve access to and crossings of North Creek to make it a unifying element of
Canyon Park.



Require development adjacent to parks to have active, lively edges to contribute to
the park’s character.



Development standards for through-block connections that would improve nonmotorized access to existing park and recreation facilities.

The City of Bothell addresses public service levels or service in its Capital Facilities Plan
Element. The element is updated periodically to ensure that proposed growth and change
can be served.
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In addition, all new development in the study area will be required to comply with the
provisions of the Bothell Municipal Code (BMC), including specific sections as outlined
below. For the area around Thrasher’s Corner located in unincorporated Snohomish
County, new development will be required to comply with the provisions of the Snohomish
County Code (SCC).

▪

The City of Bothell collects fire impact fees to help fund system improvements needed
to serve new growth (see BMC Chapter 21.16).

▪

Ongoing capital facilities improvements, budgeting, and operational planning by the
Bothell Fire Department and Fire District 10 are anticipated to address incremental
increases and other changes in demand for fire services, including the need for
additional personnel, additional apparatus, and facility improvements.

▪

The City of Bothell is starting a multi-year project to demolish and build a new Canyon
Park Fire Station #45. The project will provide safety upgrades, technical modernization,
and energy efficiency accommodating current and long-term emergency fire, medical,
and rescue response needs. The funding also adds new firefighters and a new aid car to
ensure full-time emergency medical services at Station #45 to respond to growing calls
for services in North Bothell. The new Fire Station #45 at Canyon Park will include a
Police Department satellite office to serve residents of north Bothell.

▪

The City of Bothell has adopted the 2015 International Fire Code (IFC) as amended by
State of Washington and Bothell Municipal Code. Standards referenced in 2015 IFC,
Bothell Design and Construction Standards, and Bothell Engineering Standards are also
adopted as part of the City’s code.

▪

A portion of the tax revenue generated from potential redevelopment in the study area
would accrue to the City and Fire District 10 to help fund additional fire and emergency
medical services.

▪

The Bothell Police Department promotes ‘Crime Prevention Through Environmental
Design’ (CPTED) to provide tips to residents, businesses, and developers on how to
manage their properties and create designs in landscaping, access, and buildings to
promote natural surveillance, create natural access control, and manage territorial
behavior (City of Bothell Police Department, Undated).

▪

The City of Bothell collects park and open space impact fees to help fund system
improvements needed to serve new growth (see BMC Chapter 21.08).

▪

Per the Imagine Bothell… Comprehensive Plan, acquisition of land for neighborhood
parks is the City’s highest priority park project. With the 2020 update to the PROS Plan,
access analysis helps identify priority locations.
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▪

The City requires private open space and recreation for new development within an R
5,400a, R 4,000, R 2,800 or R-AC zoning district (see BMC Chapter 12.20 Recreation Area).

▪

The City has received federal grants to complete the design and right-of-way acquisition
phases of the North Creek Trail Section 4 project and is currently seeking funding for
construction of the trail. When complete, this trail will connect the Snohomish County
North Creek Regional Trail with the existing North Creek Trail system in Bothell.

▪

The City of Bothell and Snohomish County collect school impact fees on behalf of
Northshore School District (see BMC Chapter 21.12 and SCC Chapter 30.66C). Future
residential development in the study area contributes impact fees to help fund the cost
to construct new or expanded facilities needed for growth.

▪

Ongoing capital facilities improvements, budgeting, and operational planning by
Northshore School District, in conjunction with the City of Bothell and Snohomish
County, will be needed to accommodate projected student enrollment at acceptable
levels of service and to meet capacity needs at schools serving the study area (including
Canyon Creek, Crystal Springs, Maywood Hills, and Shelton View elementary schools;
Canyon Park, Leota, and Skyview middle schools; and Bothell and North Creek high
schools).

▪

The School District will continue with the expansion of Canyon Creek Elementary
School/Skyview Middle School and construction of a new elementary school,
Elementary School #21.

The City will monitor growth and demand for fire and emergency medical services in the
study area in order to determine if/when additional personnel, equipment, or facilities are
needed and will regularly review trends to ensure the City and Fire District 10 have enough
advance time to address the needs. In addition, the County and City should provide
opportunities for the fire district to review proposed development plans and consider any
anticipated specialized needs from the uses proposed.

The City of Bothell could require on-site private security agreements for new employment
centers to reduce calls for service.
The City of Bothell could formalize CPTED principles in the municipal code regulations
applicable to the study area.
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LOS standards and provision are determined based on resident population citywide. The
City Council adopted the 2020 Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PROS) Plan on February
4, 2020 via Resolution 1398 and has committed to amending the Comprehensive Plan to
match the 2020 PROS Plan revised LOS standards. Per the Imagine Bothell… Comprehensive
Plan, acquisition of land for neighborhood parks is the City’s highest priority park project.
This continues to be high priority in the 2020 PROS Plan, though no near-term funding is
identified and all acquisition projects are considered long-term priorities (2026+).8 In
addition, the City could encourage and promote dedicated public spaces through
public/private partnerships where possible.
The City could consider lowering or altering the LOS if resources do not allow achievement
of the acres-based standard.
Connecting public parks and open spaces and trails to private ones can increase amenities
in the study area.

Northshore School District tracks information on growth in enrollment and demand for
educational program offerings across all grade spans in the region, including the study
area, as part of its determination about if/when additional personnel or facilities are
needed. The City will periodically review trends and information from the Northshore
School District, to ensure the District has enough advance time to address the needs,
including grade configuration, optimum facility size, educational program offerings,
classroom utilization, scheduling requirements, and the use of temporary classroom
facilities.

The threshold of significance for utilities and stormwater include:

▪

8

Inconsistency with utility system planned growth and capital plans.

See the potential project list on page 101 of the 2020 PROS Plan.
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Much of the sewer and water infrastructure is in place to support growth in the near-term
within the study area. As development occurs, some new extensions and some upgrades of
existing infrastructure will naturally need to occur. Growth should be closely coordinated
with both AWWD and the City of Bothell so that demand and growth can be managed
within the study area and any system deficiencies can be communicated between agencies.

The results of the AWWD’s flow monitoring program for wastewater may help redefine
system needs and reduce the number of capital projects needed within the North Creek
Basin. This assessment will take time and should not be relied upon in the near term.
Given the large number of separate conveyance and collection system upgrades needed
within the basin as identified in the AWWD Comprehensive Plan (45 in total were noted), it
may be necessary to review the planned incremental improvements and determine if any
major sewer capital improvements projects will need to be done in the short-term to
support growth within the Canyon Park Subarea. These capital improvement needs will
need to be closely coordinated with AWWD.
Recent improvements made by King County Wastewater Treatment Division (WTD) to the
North Creek Interceptor and Trunk line provided capacity for projected growth and service
demands beyond 2030, the end of the 30-year planning period for the Region Wastewater
Service Plan (RWSP). In addition, the King County Brightwater Treatment Facility has
capacity through 2060. Regional sanitary sewer treatment capacity and conveyance appear
to be enough to support the planned growth for all alternatives.

As defined in the 2017 Comprehensive Plan, the water supply outlook for both the District’s
service area and to the Canyon Park Subarea (specifically Zone 520), is strong and has
capacity to support growth in the area. Storage capacity in Zone 520 is more than needed
to meet projected growth. System-wide water transmission capacity and improvements
appear sufficient to support the planned growth for all alternatives. While the water supply
is sufficient, it is expected that additional water pressure will be required with continued
growth within the Canyon Park Subarea. This will likely require the addition of pressure
zones and the creation of four lower pressure zones within Zone 520. Additional
investment in these improvements should be planned concurrent with development.
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The Preferred Alternative will result in changes to the hydraulic system in the form of rates,
volumes, and flow patterns similar to alternative identified int the Draft EIS. The study area
is already mostly developed with a high density of impervious surface area. There are
currently only a few undeveloped parcels north of 220th Street SE and west of 20th Avenue
SE with a potential for approximately 650,000 sq. ft. of new impervious surface area or 3%
of the proposed RGC area, that has been drawn to include urbanized lands and to exclude
most wetlands and streams. However, this area is very small relative to the overall subarea.
All other parts of the study area are either already developed with mostly impervious
surface or are occupied by streams, wetlands, and their associated buffers. Additionally,
since the study area was originally developed, the governing stormwater regulations in the
region have become significantly more stringent. Any new development or redevelopment
in the study area would be subject to these regulations and therefore likely improve the
overall health of the hydraulic system and streams by decreasing volumes and flow rates
and improving water quality using best management practices including low impact
development. All new development will be subject to the City of Bothell’s stormwater
regulations, which include the most recent version of the City’s Surface Water Design
Manual, Chapter 4 of the Bothell Design and Construction Standards and Specifications,
and BMC Title 18.04.

The Preferred Alternative is comparable to the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative considered
in the Draft EIS. While AWWD has stayed up to date on their comprehensive plan and
capital improvements program to support forecasted growth within their service area,
future updates of the comprehensive plan and system modeling will need to be reevaluated should zoning in the Canyon Park Subarea change.
The Preferred Alternative would increase demand for service to a lesser degree than the
full Live/Work and Business Plus alternatives in the Draft EIS. The increase above the No
Action Alternative is a combined 6,196 residents and jobs. For additional discussion see
Mitigation Measures.

Under the Preferred Alternative, the amount of stormwater runoff and stormwater
pollution is expected to decrease. This is because the study area is already mostly built out
with impervious surface area, and more stringent stormwater regulations are now in place
which will further restrict the release of flow rates and polluted water into the downstream
system. This alternative will likely result in even less stormwater runoff than the No Action
Alternative or Business Plus Alternative because the Preferred Alternative involves
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redevelopment at higher densities with an even greater focus on residential development
and pedestrian amenities. This results in a reduction of impervious surfaces since new
landscaping and open space areas would be incorporated into the redevelopment. This is
especially evident in areas where there is currently a large surface parking lot that would
be developed into a higher density mixed-use development. With current stormwater
standards that promote low impact development methods, the higher density mixed-use
development will typically result in a decrease in impervious surface, resulting in less runoff
and improved water quality. In addition, given the more diverse possibilities for
development under this alternative, developers will have more incentive to develop or redevelop the area, further increasing the likelihood that stormwater runoff and stormwater
pollution would be improved in the study area.
The footprint of the Preferred Alternative is similar with the Live/Work Alternative and the
above results are anticipated to be similar. For additional discussion see Mitigation
Measures.

There are no water, sewer, or stormwater incorporated plan features.

Plans and regulations adopted at the time development permits are submitted will be
applicable, such as:

▪
▪
▪
▪

Bothell Municipal Code Title 18, Utilities Infrastructure

▪

Alderwood Water and Wastewater District, Comprehensive Water Plan (WCP),
September 2017

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

King County Code

Imagine Bothell… Comprehensive Plan, July 7, 2015
Alderwood Water and Wastewater District Code
Alderwood Water and Wastewater District, Comprehensive Wastewater Plan (WWCP),
September 2017

King County Wastewater Treatment Division
2013 Regional Wastewater Services Plan Comprehensive Review
Wastewater Services Plan 2017 Annual Report
Regional Needs Assessment, Conveyance System Improvement Program, May 2015
2017 Conveyance System Improvements (CSI) Program Update
Most recent version of the City of Bothell’s Surface Water Design Manual
Chapter 4 of the Bothell Design and Construction Standards and Specifications
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▪

AWWD and King County WTD track information on growth and demand for sanitary
sewer and water services in the region, including the study area, as part of their
determination about if or when additional facilities are needed. The City will periodically
review trends and information from AWWD and King County WTD to ensure all parties
have enough advance time to address future needs.

▪

AWWD has identified large growth targets within their service area that address the
type of growth that a change in the zoning of the subarea would represent; however,
this growth could impact the local wastewater collection systems over time. If the
zoning changes, the City and AWWD should coordinate and adjust their plans
accordingly. In the next update to the District’s comprehensive plan, which should be
initiated in the next 2-3 years, any changes in zoning to the subarea will need to be
considered. A model of the collection system within the subarea that considers build
out conditions should be able to identify any additional system improvements beyond
what is already accounted for under the current plan. These new improvements would
then need to be added to AWWD’s Capital Improvement program.

▪

Due to the concentrated growth that a rezoning of the subarea would represent, local
water system improvements will be necessary to increase system pressures and to
provide for additional system transmission capacity. During the next comprehensive
plan update, any changes to the zoning within the subarea will trigger the need for
additional analysis of local infrastructure within the subarea zone. This analysis should
identify system deficiencies and identify local system capital improvements needed to
meet the subarea demands and system requirements. These local improvements
should be considered normal as the Snohomish County Regional Growth Areas, which
this subarea is a part of, continues to densify in meeting growth targets.

▪

There may be opportunities within older neighborhoods in the study area that currently
have no flow control or water quality treatment systems to implement retrofit systems
to detain and/or treat runoff before it is released into creeks. These systems could be
located within planter areas or unimproved roadside shoulders and ditches, and could
include shallow bioretention cells, infiltration trenches, or proprietary treatment BMPs
for water pollution, such as Filterras or Modular Wetlands. The City could consider
applying for retrofit project grants offered by the Washington State Department of
Ecology to partially fund upgrades above and beyond what is required.

▪

The City could consider trenchless technologies, such as Cured in Place Pipe (CIPP), slip
line, and slip line spot repair, to more cost effectively extend the life of existing,
deteriorating storm pipe infrastructure.
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▪

Flow control and water quality facilities meeting the most recent version of the Bothell
Surface Water Design Manual will be required for new development and redevelopment.
To protect water quality and reduce impacts, the City could enforce more stringent
requirements in this area and require that higher flow control and water quality facilities
be installed; for example, the City could apply the 2019 Surface Water Design Manual
Level 3 flow control standard, as amended. Higher flow control measures in this area
would lessen the demand on existing downstream stormwater infrastructure and North
Creek.

▪

A system-wide hydrologic and hydraulic analysis of the existing storm drain system
could help pinpoint areas in the system that are currently over capacity or that would
become capacity-constrained due to new development. This analysis could help the City
prioritize which stormwater infrastructure improvements should occur first.

▪

There may be opportunities to complete reconstruction or retrofit of existing stormwater
facilities to provide improved flow control and water quality for both existing uses and
future development or redevelopment. There are significant opportunities for improved
flow control and water quality associated with the large stormwater pond located
southeast of the intersection of 244th Street SE and 23rd Drive SE.

▪

There is opportunity to restore the Canyon Park Business Center detention pond to its
original capacity. Over the years, the lack of maintenance associated with this existing
detention pond resulted in significant sediment and vegetation build-up, decreasing the
pond’s capacity for flow control. Excavating all the sediment, vegetation, and debris
down to the originally designed pond bottom elevation would restore the pond’s
capacity to its original design volume and raise the detention pond’s High Water Line
(HWL) to add live storage capacity. There may also be potential to lower the detention
pond bottom and gain even more live storage capacity. See Appendix G for a summary
of stormwater recommendations specific to the Canyon Park Business Center detention
pond and the drainage basin that drains to it, including a diagram of the as-built pond
plan and the approximate basin boundary.

▪

Low Impact Development (LID) techniques should be explored wherever possible,
through new development that will occur and/or through the retrofitting of existing
infrastructure/public right-of-way. LID measures (such as pervious concrete and asphalt
pavements, bioretention cells, rain gardens, rain water harvesting, etc.) could be
considered. Incentivizing private land owners to implement LID techniques may also be
considered.
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This Chapter provides clarifications and corrections to the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (Draft EIS) due to responses to comments or due to review by City staff or
consultants. Changes are noted in the order of the Draft EIS Chapter and subsections.
Insertions are noted as underlined text and deletions are noted with stricken text.

This Draft (EIS) considers a range of alternatives that illustrate how to implement the
community’s vision for an economic and multi-faceted center that respects the natural
environment and provides multiple modes of travel:

Objectives to meet the vision include:
Foster and leverage Canyon Park as a Transportation Hub.Transit service and multimodal access
1.1. Improve transit access for employees and residents commuting to and from the
area, overall freeway/highway access, and multi-modal infrastructure to improve
circulation within and around Canyon Park.Improve multimodal infrastructure and
circulation to make transit and non-car modes attractive options.
1.2. Maintain or relieve, as possible, congestion levels throughout Canyon Park.Improve
quality, reliability, and access to transit for employees and residents for trips within,
to, and from the subarea.
1.3. Improve quality, connectivity, and access to safe routes for people walking, biking,
and rolling throughout the subarea.
1.4. Strategically expand road/intersection capacity to improve traffic flows within the
subarea. Minimize business, resident, and ecological impacts to the maximum
extent feasible.
1.5. Improve street network connectivity by extending select Canyon Park streets to
relieve congestion on Bothell-Everett Highway and at choke points. Minimize
business, resident, and ecological impacts to the maximum extent feasible.
1.6. Encourage the highest density land uses to locate near high capacity transit.
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1.3.1.7.
Meet regional and county growth targets, and balance desired land use
patterns and transportation investments and policies.
Job center
2.1. Ensure that Canyon Park continues to grow as the regional hub for the biomedical,
life sciences and related industries.
2.2. Retain and grow existing and new businesses in Canyon Park, and continue to meet
the needs of both small and large businesses.
Housing for the workforce
3.1. Promote development of a diverse range of market rate and affordable housing in
Canyon Park and ensure that it meets the needs of the local workforce.
Parks and public space
4.1. Implement new public park space(s) with recreational uses and with investments in
signature public spaces.
4.2. Improve access to and crossings of North Creek to make it a unifying element of
Canyon Park.
Amenities and services
5.1. Increase the number of retail and service amenities that serve Canyon Park and the
surrounding area.
Natural environment
6.1. Maintain the high quality wetland and creek system.

All three study corridors of SR 527, SR 524, and 228th St SE, are expected to operate at
LOS F conditionsWithout mitigation, two or three concurrency corridors are expected to
operate at LOS F conditions, with multiple individual intersections expected to operate
at LOS F conditions. Potential mitigation strategies considered Transportation System
Management and Operations (TSMO) strategies to operate the existing transportation
system as safely and efficiently as possible such as prioritizing high quality transit, active
transportation, travel demand management, and mobility on demand. Specific Potential
mitigations strategies to address these impacts could take the form of the following:
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Source: MAKERS, 2020.
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Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.
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No.

Project

Description

Status

Comprehensive Plan Projects
C-1

9th Ave SE Widening:
228th St SE to SR 524

Widen 9th Ave SE from 228th St SE to SR 524 to Collector
Arterial standard (3-lanes) with improved pedestrian/bike
facilities and improvements to the 228th St SE and SR 524
intersections. At 9th Ave SE and SR 524 add a second
northbound left turn lane from 9th Ave SE to SR 524.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-2

SR 527 (211th St SE to
north of SR 524)

Add a third northbound through lane. Add a southbound
left turn lane from SR 527 at SR 524 (2 left).

Planned,
Unfunded

C-3

SR 527: Add a southbound
lane between SR 524 &
220th St SE

Add a third southbound lane, and associated intersection
revisions.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-4

220th St SE & SR 527
Intersection

WSDOT planned intersection improvements as part of
project C-6. This may include a City-planned project to add
a second eastbound left turn lane on 220th St SE to
northbound SR 527.

WSDOT
Project
Funded,
City Project
Unfunded

C-5

WSDOT I-405, SR 522
Vicinity to SR 527 Express
Toll Lanes Improvement
Project

Add one ETL in each direction of I-405 between south of SR
522 and SR 527, as well as build direct access ramps at SR
522 and near SR 527 at 17th Avenue SE.
Improvements include a shared-use path on the east side
of 17th Ave, 17th Ave SE street improvements between
220th St SE and SR 527, and intersection improvements at
220th St SE / 17th Ave SE.

Funded

C-6

WSDOT I-405, SR 527 to I5 Express Toll Lane Project

Add one ETL in each direction of I-405 between SR 527 and
I-5. Full reconstruction of the SR 527 interchange with HOV
lane connections.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-7

228th St SE & Fitzgerald
Rd intersection

Adds eastbound right turn pocket.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-8

228th St SE & 29th Dr SE
intersection

Adds westbound right turn pocket.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-9

228th St SE / 31st Ave SE
Intersection

Add a westbound dedicated right turn lane.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-10

Fitzgerald Rd: 240th St SE
to 228th St SE

Widen road and add curb, gutter, and sidewalks.

Planned,
Unfunded

NA

ST, I-405 Bus Rapid Transit

Planned BRT route connect the subarea to Lynnwood to
the north and Kirkland/Bellevue to the south. Project not
mapped.

Planned,
Funded

Mitigation Projects
M-1

SR 524 (Maltby Rd)/ SR
527 Intersection

Modify the intersection to include two westbound left turn
lanes and two westbound through lanes.

Proposed

M-2

20th Ave SE Extension

Extend 20th Ave SE to Maltby Road and install a traffic
signal at SR 524. Include pedestrian and bike facilities, add
a pedestrian-activated crosswalks at 214th St SE (or a
signal if carrying transit) concurrent with the street
extension.

Proposed
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Project

Description

Status

M-3

214th St SE Extension

Extend 214th St SE west to 9th Avenue SE, including a
traffic signal at 9th Ave SE and pedestrian/bicycle facilities.

Proposed

M-4

214th St SE & SR 527
Intersection

Add channelized westbound right turn lane and dual
westbound left turn lane. Replaces project C-4.

Proposed

M-5

17th Ave SE/220th St SE
Intersection

Add westbound dual left-turn lanes and a new southbound
receiving lane on 17th Ave SE.

Proposed

Other Operational Improvements
O-1

219th Place Extension

Allow private property owners to improve 219th Pl SE to
9th Avenue SE and open access to the properties
northwest of the I-405/527 interchange.

Proposed

O-2

Traffic Control for Three
Private Intersections

26th Ave SE/220th St SE – Signalize intersection. Modify the
northbound approach with a left-turn pocket (up to 300
feet long), shared left/through lane, and add an eastbound
right turn pocket (up to 150 feet long). A roundabout could
also be considered.
20th Ave SE/220th St SE – Signalize intersection. Add a
westbound right-turn pocket (up to 500 feet long) and
northbound left-turn and right-turn pockets (up to 300 feet
long).
223rd St SE/29th Dr SE – Signalize intersection. Add an
eastbound left-turn pocket (up to 350 feet long) and
northbound left-turn pocket (up to 250 feet long). A
roundabout could also be considered.

Proposed

O-3

26th/29th Ave SE
Rechannelization

Rechannelize road to three lanes when constructing bicycle
facility.

Proposed

Further Exploration or Study
1

SR 527 Corridor Study

Study to solidify a regional vision for SR 527 function,
performance, and design, particularly for transit. As part of
this study, explore potential intersection improvements at
228th Street SE/Bothell-Everett Highway.

Proposed

2

WSDOT SR 527
Interchange 17th Ave
SE/228th St SE Connection

Construct I-405 Express Toll Lane and bus access ramps on
the south side of I-405 which connect to 228th Street SE.
This is part of the I-405 Master Plan, however, this subarea
plan treats it as a future project because the timeline is
unknown and likely beyond the 2044 plan horizon.

Planned,
Unfunded

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020.

No.

Project

Description

1

WSDOT I-405 Direct Express Toll Lane
Access Ramps

Direct access ramps from ETL to Canyon Park at 17th Ave SE
and transit connections. Includes improvements to 17th Ave
SE and intersections at 220th St SE / 17th Ave SE and 220th St
SE / SR-527.

2

220th St SE & SR 527 Intersection

Add another eastbound left turn lane (2 total left turn lanes).

3

SR 527: Add a southbound lane
between SR 524 & 220th St SE

Prepare plans, specifications, and estimates to add a third
southbound lane, and associated intersection revisions.

4

214th St SE & SR 527

Re-channelize the westbound through/left lane to a
through/right lane.
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5*

214th St SE & SR 527

Add channelized westbound right turn lane and dual
westbound left turn lane.

6

SR 527 (211th St SE to north of SR 524)

Add a third northbound through lane. Add a southbound left
turn lane at SR 524 (2 left). Also known as SR 527/SR 524
Intersection Improvements.

7

228th St SE & Fitzgerald Rd intersection

Add eastbound right turn pocket.

8

228th St SE & 29th Dr SE intersection

Add westbound right turn pocket.

9

I-405 Widening & SR 527 Interchange
Improvements

Widen I-405 to add a second Express Toll lane from SR 522
to I-5 in Lynnwood. Improvement the SR 527 and I-405
Interchange/ramps.

10*

9th Ave SE & SR 524

Dual northbound left turn lanes.

11

9th Ave SE Widening: 228th St SE to SR
524

Upgrade road to a Collector road standard (3-lanes) with
improved pedestrian/bike facilities and improved 228th St SE
and SR 524 intersections.

12

North Creek Trail – Section 4

Complete the missing link along SR 524 between current trail
and Filbert Rd.

13

229th St SE / 31st Ave SE Intersection

Add a westbound dedicated right turn lane.

240th

St SE to

228th

14

Fitzgerald Rd:

St SE

Widen road and add curb, gutter, and sidewalks.

15*

SR 527 / SR 524

Modify intersection to include two westbound left turn lanes
and two westbound through lanes.

16*

214th St SE Roadway Extension

Extend 214th St SE west to the Canyon Park Subarea
boundary.

17*

20th Ave SE

Add new connection from 20th Ave SE to SR 524.

18*

228th St SE

Widen to five lanes from 19th Ave SE to 31st Ave SE. This
widening project could be physically constrained where it
crosses under I-405 due to the placement of existing I-405
columns and may have impacts to 19th Avenue SE.

*Potential new project proposed in this study.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.

The benefits and disadvantages of the supplemental transportation investments
associated with the Mitigated Live/Work Alternative are described conceptually in Table
3. These are new proposed mitigation project in this Final EIS.

Based on the current zoning and buildable lands capacity method, the No Action
Alternative could accommodate about 4,500484-4,847 residents and about 4,787-4,804
jobs including the full study area and addressing the County and City’s 2015 evaluated
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parcels. The amount of population growth is similar to the values in the Comprehensive
Plan (e.g. 4,498 persons reported). As a slightly lower bookend the EIS assumptions were
tested for No Action.
The Business Plus Alternative has about the same number of residents and a much higher
number of jobs at 17,350. The Live/Work Alternative would have a greater residential
population of nearly 7,200 and high job count at nearly 15,300. Across all alternatives,
nearly all the growth would be in the RGC (see Table 4).
Table 4. Housing, Population, and Jobs

Alternative

Regional Growth Center (RGC)

Full Study Area

Total
Dwelling Population
Job
Activity
Capacity Capacity Capacity Units

Total
Dwelling Population
Job
Activity
Capacity Capacity Capacity Units

No Action: EIS
Assumptions

1,856

3,712

4,530

8,242

2,242

4,484

4,787

9,271

No Action:
Capacity
Amended

2,029

3,713

4,430

8,143

2,654

4,847

4,804

9,651

Mitigated
Live/Work

2,816

4,225

9,458

13,683

3,614

5,496

9,805

15,302

Business Plus

2,687

4,012

17,209

21,221

2,915

4,468

17,350

21,818

Live/Work

4,498

6,732

15,143

21,875

4,726

7,188

15,284

22,472

Source: MAKERS, 2019; BERK, 20192020.

The key issues facing decision makers include:

▪

Approval of a Subarea Plan Update including a vision, guiding principles, land use
concept and design principles.

▪

Approval of revised RGC boundaries, associated population and employment
activity units, and appropriate infrastructure and amenity investments to meet the
Regional Growth Strategy and Centers requirements of the Puget Sound Regional
Council.

▪
▪

Approval of a new set of development regulations.
Level of growth to be incentivized in a Planned Action and cost-recovery
requirement.
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▪

A constrained and over-capacity roadway system that is anticipated to fail in the
future if no improvements or changes are made. This a regional issue that cannot
be resolved by Bothell alone.

▪

Type, location, cost, and financing of transportation improvements, including new
public streets.

▪
▪

Type and location of new park public realm investments, to serve new growth.

▪

The potential for in progress development applications or proposals to alter the
vision of future uses in study area, such as the Sound Transit base or others.

Potential to change private roads to public roads and effect on cost, maintenance,
and other factors; and

Shadows. Redevelopment may cast shadows on the North Creek Trail corridorfuture
pedestrian/bicycle facilities on 17th Ave SE in the morning afternoon and evenings.
Shadows are not expected to be much more significant than existing tree shadows on
the trail, and because of the north-south orientation of the street, midday sun exposure
would be preserved. Shadow impacts are not expected on the two city parks—
Centennial Park and Cedar Grove Park.

Both Action Alternatives encourage redevelopment of the Canyon Park Park-and-Ride
with potential view and afternoon/evening shadow impacts on a future connection to
the North Creek Trail.

Shadows. The City could study shadow impacts to the North Trail Creek corridor,
identify places to preserve solar access, and develop and implement development
standards to preserve solar access in those placesShadow impacts on the North Creek
Trail and connections are not expected to be significant enough to require mitigation.
Development standards might include stepped-down scale near the corridor and
orientation of buildings to reduce their shadow impacts on neighboring areas and future
public spaces.
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Selected objectives to meet the vision include:
Foster and leverage Canyon Park as a Transportation Hub.Transit service and multimodal access
1.1. Improve transit access for employees and residents commuting to and from the
area, overall freeway/highway access, and multi-modal infrastructure to improve
circulation within and around Canyon Park.Improve multimodal infrastructure and
circulation to make transit and non-car modes attractive options.
1.2. Maintain or relieve, as possible, congestion levels throughout Canyon Park.Improve
quality, reliability, and access to transit for employees and residents for trips within,
to, and from the subarea.
1.3. Improve quality, connectivity, and access to safe routes for people walking, biking,
and rolling throughout the subarea.
1.4. Strategically expand road/intersection capacity to improve traffic flows within the
subarea. Minimize business, resident, and ecological impacts to the maximum
extent feasible.
1.5. Improve street network connectivity by extending select Canyon Park streets to
relieve congestion on Bothell-Everett Highway and at choke points. Minimize
business, resident, and ecological impacts to the maximum extent feasible.
1.6. Encourage the highest density land uses to locate near high capacity transit.
1.3.1.7.
Meet regional and county growth targets, and balance desired land use
patterns and transportation investments and policies.
Job center
2.1. Ensure that Canyon Park continues to grow as the regional hub for the biomedical,
life sciences and related industries.
2.2. Retain and grow existing and new businesses in Canyon Park, and continue to meet
the needs of both small and large businesses.
Housing for the workforce
3.1. Promote development of a diverse range of market rate and affordable housing in
Canyon Park and ensure that it meets the needs of the local workforce.
Parks and public space
4.1. Implement new public park space(s) with recreational uses and with investments in
signature public spaces.
4.2. Improve access to and crossings of North Creek to make it a unifying element of
Canyon Park.
Amenities and services
5.1. Increase the number of retail and service amenities that serve Canyon Park and the
surrounding area.
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Natural environment
6.1. Maintain the high quality wetland and creek system.

Based on the current zoning and buildable lands capacity method, the No Action
Alternative could accommodate about 4,500 484-4847 residents and about 4,787-4804
jobs including the full study area and addressing the County and City’s 2015 evaluated
parcels. The amount of population growth is similar to the values in the Comprehensive
Plan (e.g. 4,498 persons reported). As a slightly lower bookend the EIS assumptions were
tested for No Action.
The Business Plus Alternative has about the same number of residents and a much higher
number of jobs at 17,350. The Live/Work Alternative would have a greater residential
population of nearly 7,200 and high job count at nearly 15,300. Nearly all the growth
would be in the RGC, as shown in Table 8.
Table 8. Housing, Population, and Jobs—Net Growth

Alternative

Regional Growth Center (RGC)

Full Study Area

Total
Dwelling Population
Job
Activity
Capacity Capacity Capacity Units

Total
Dwelling Population
Job
Activity
Capacity Capacity Capacity Units

No Action: EIS
Assumptions

1,856

3,712

4,530

8,242

2,242

4,484

4,787

9,271

No Action:
Capacity
Amended

2,029

3,713

4,430

8,143

2,654

4,847

4,804

9,651

Mitigated
Live/Work

2,816

4,225

9,458

13,683

3,614

5,496

9,805

15,302

Business Plus

2,687

4,012

17,209

21,221

2,915

4,468

17,350

21,818

Live/Work

4,498

6,732

15,143

21,875

4,726

7,188

15,284

22,472

Source: MAKERS, 2019; BERK, 20192020.
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The thresholds of significance utilized in this impact analysis include:

▪

Inconsistency with current regulations, guidance documents and/or best available
science including Wetland Guidance for CAO Updates (Department of Ecology, 2016,
updated 2018).

▪

Likelihood of jeopardizing a plant or animal population that is not currently
vulnerable in Bothell and is a priority habitat or species.

▪

Impact to critical area functions and values that reach a magnitude that is
qualitatively considered to be more than moderate.

For the purposes of this analysis, it is presumed that the City’s updated Critical Areas
Ordinance (in progress) will be consistent with Ecology recommendations (Department
of Ecology, 2016) at the time of adoption.

The regulatory framework that guides proposed activities that may affect frequently
flooded areas is expected to adequately prevent impacts from occurring in this critical
area. Future development activities are subject to current floodplain requirements with
respect to flood-proofing and elevating but are not expected to increase flooding in the
study area. Stormwater regulations in the region are significantly more stringent than
when the study area was originally developed. New development or redevelopment in
the study area would be subject to these more protective regulations. Furthermore,
impervious surface area is not expected to increase significantly, and could potentially
decrease, resulting in less runoff and improved water quality. No significant adverse
impacts are anticipated.
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Proposed mitigation measures which are necessary to prevent significant adverse
impacts to elements of the natural environment include:

▪

Supplement existing Bothell critical area regulations by utilizing wetland buffers
widths and wetland compensatory mitigation recommendations consistent with the
latest guidance and Best Available Science including the following documents, as
amended:


Wetland Guidance for CAO Updates (Department of Ecology, 2016 and 2018).



Wetland Mitigation in Washington State Part 2: Developing Mitigation Plans
(Department of Ecology, 2006)

Other mitigation measures which would further reduce natural environment impacts
includeAs part of the amendments to the subarea plan and development regulations,
add policies and code that:
▪ Consider the development of an advance mitigation program for wetland and stream
buffer impacts that may result from transportation projects to offset unavoidable
impacts to wetland and stream critical areas in accordance with Interagency
Regulatory Guide: Advance Permittee-Responsible Mitigation (U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, et al., 2012) buffers through buffer and/or wetland restoration. This would
mean mitigation and enhancement are accomplished at locations determined to be
degraded and capable of ecological lift. Such advance mitigation would demonstrate
improved functions and values prior to development (e.g., prior to public
infrastructure investments). Potential sites where restoration activities may occur are
generally located in the vicinity of Centennial Park and south of North Creek,
associated with a private parcel (27052900303900) at the south end of the Canyon
Park Subarea. An example of such a program includes the Kirkland Critical Area
Buffer Advance Mitigation Program.

▪

Mitigate for loss of vegetated areas not otherwise protected by critical area
regulations. For example, protect vegetation on steep slopes. For geologically
hazardous areas, mitigate for impacts to vegetated slopes at a 1-to-1 ratio. A reduced
mitigation ratio could be approved on a case-by-case basis, based upon the results of
a functional analysis. For example, the City of Bellevue’s performance standards for
disturbance of landslide hazard areas and steep slopes includes a mitigation and
restoration requirement (Bellevue City Code 20.25H.125).

▪

Apply more stringent stormwater requirements in this area that require flow control
and water quality facilities to be installed. This includes application of the 2019
Surface Water Design Manual Level 3 flow control standard, as amended.

▪

Develop a stewardship program for retained natural areas that improves habitat
and offers a way for community members to become involved.
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▪

Install interpretive signs near natural areas to highlight important functions the
natural environment provides.

▪

Consider creating development standards that allow for ongoing beaver presence
and activity in the subarea. Where beaver activities are known to occur,
development proposals could include a Beaver Management Plan with
requirements to consider the site’s history, existing conditions, and proposed
conditions and how those may be influenced by beaver activities. The Beaver
Management Plan should identify strategies to minimize impacts to beavers,
anticipate potential infrastructure impacts that may result from beaver dams, and
develop a way to mitigate possible flooding issues should they become a problem.

Under the State of Washington Growth Management Act, each County and City is
required to provide sufficient land capacity for added population to meet growth targets
assigned by counties in consultation with cities. Many counties, including Snohomish
and King Counties, also assign housing and employment targets.
The City of Bothell found that its 2014 Comprehensive Plan did not provide enough
population capacity. In 2015, Bothell added opportunities for mixed-use development in
the Canyon Park study area. The capacity for jobs and housing was increased by
amending the zoning of portions of the study area to include the Residential-Activity
Center designation, as shown in Table 18 and Table 19.
Table 18. Current Bothell Comprehensive Plan Population Capacity

2014 OFM1
Pop. Est.

2035
Pop.
Target
(net)

King

24,610

6,495

31,105

35,263

+4,158

Snohomish

17,020

6,940

23,960

20,406

-3,544

Total

41,630

13,435

55,065

55,669

See note

County
(portion)

Current
Pop. Capacity
Pop.
Canyon Park:
(2014)
(2014 Pop. +
Capacity
Additional
plus target
Pop.
Surplus (+)
population
population
capacity)
or Deficit (-)
capacity
4,498

1Washington

State Office of Financial Management
Note: A total population capacity is not given for both combined counties, since surplus in one county
cannot be used to offset a deficit in another county. All numbers in the above table are stated in terms of
population (persons).
Source: City of Bothell, 2015.
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Table 19. Current Bothell Comprehensive Plan Employment Capacity
Employment
Target (2035)
(additional jobs)

2035 Employment
Capacity (surplus
jobs [+] or deficit
[-])

King

3,097

6,344 (+3,247)

Snohomish

4,960

Total

8,057

County
(portion)

Canyon Park:
Additional
employment
capacity

Expanded Red
Barn Village

5,500 (+540)

753

807

11,844

753

807

Note: Current employment figures are not shown due to the constantly changing nature of employment
numbers.
Source: City of Bothell, 2015.

Most of the study area is fully or partially developed. A small amount of the study area is
in active permit review, or in the “pipeline”, and some lands are redevelopable or vacant.
About one third of land in the study area is mapped as critical area and protected from
alteration, as shown in Table 20.
Table 20. Canyon Park Property Buildable Land Status, Updated 2020
Property Status

Acres

Critical Area Acres

Developed/Constant

460.9 472.5

213.4 245.3

Partially-Used1

201.5 352.4

42.4 48.4

Pipeline2

43.1 30.7

3.1 3.1

Redevelopable3

195.9 33.4

11.8 2.7

Vacant

55.6 45.8

30.9 2.4

Total4

957.0 934.8

301.6 302.0

1Partially-Used:

For commercial, industrial, and mixed-use zones, the floor area ratio is usually less than 25%
and the building improvement to land value ratio is greater than 100%.
2Pipeline: Properties in permit review.
3Redevelopable: For multifamily, commercial, industrial, or mixed-use zoned or designated land, existing
buildings valued at less than 100% of the land value are usually considered potentially redevelopable.
4Total acres are net parcel acres excluding public rights of way. With rights of way total acres are 1,037.
Source: Snohomish County Tomorrow, 2012; Snohomish County PDS 2015; Snohomish County Assessor,
2018; BERK, 2019 and 2020.

The 2012 Buildable Lands Report for Snohomish County calculated capacity in the Canyon
Park Study Area based on Vacant and Redevelopable Land. Redevelopable land includes
parcels where the improvement value is less than 100% of the land value. As described
above, the City added capacity for mixed-use development on Redevelopable land in its
2015 Comprehensive Plan.
Reviewing 2012 and 2015 County and City results and maps available at the time, it
appears that Partially Developed Land was not identified in the 2012 Buildable Lands
Report and not in the City’s capacity analysis of its 2015 R-AC additions in the Canyon
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Park areafor areas updated with more recent Assessor data, the resulting buildable land
is shown in Figure 36. The 2012 Buildable Lands Report defines Partially Developed land
as developed to 25% of allowed building space even if building value exceeds more than
100% of the land value.
Figure 37 and Table 21 shows updated population and employment capacity conditions
based on updated Snohomish County data (excluding critical areas and applying similar
market availability factors as the 2012 report), and adding parcels the City and County
evaluated in 2015 and addressing property information as of 2020. The resulting
population capacity is similar to the City’s results in 2015 (4,498 in Comprehensive Plan
is similar to results in Table 21, less than 10% different) and the employment results are
greater currently than studied in 2012 or 2015. Adjusting some of the assumptions
about the share of property that could be used for residential and commercial in mixeduse formats could alter the results (e.g., greater population, less employment).
Table 21. Current Canyon Park Capacity Review
Population Capacity

Employment Capacity

Full Study Area

RGC

Full Study Area

RGC

Redevelopable Land

1,856 282

1,447 124

2,306 456

2,281 401

Partially Developed Land

9242,192

3441,640

2,1613,877

1,8813,681

1,6871,836

1,6871,836

-0

-0

380 174

235 108

337 454

268 405

4,8474,484

3,713 3,708*

4,8044,787

4,430 4,487*

Pipeline Development
Vacant
Total

Notes: *Reflects the adopted RGC boundary. When the capacity estimates were applied to more refined
blocks and transportation analysis zones the estimates rounded and were around 1% higher: 3,712
population (+4) and 4,530 (+43) but when considering the full study area, the numbers added to similar
amounts. This table reflects an updated and corrected land capacity analysis. The amount studied in the EIS
is less than 10% different than these amounts and is a slightly lower bookend.
Source: Snohomish County Tomorrow, 2012; Snohomish County Assessor, 2018; BERK, 2019 and 2020.
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Figure 36. Canyon Park Buildable Lands, 2012 and 2015
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Source: Snohomish County Tomorrow, 2012; BERK, 2019.
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Figure 37. Canyon Park Buildable Lands, 20182020
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Source: Snohomish County Tomorrow, 2012; Snohomish County Assessor, 2018; BERK, 20192020.
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Adding buildable land capacity to the Comprehensive Plan reported capacity, the
maximum activity units per net acre by 2035 is projected to be about 31 in the present
RGC boundaries.
Table 22. Activity Units, Current and 2035 Projected Current Comprehensive Plan
Regional
Growth Center
(RGC) Current

Regional
Growth Center
(RGC) 2035

Full Study
Area Current

Full Study
Area 2035

1,773

5,48654

3,079

7,563926

10,833

15,23634

11,767

16,554571

Gross Acres

733

733

1,037

1,037

Activity Units per Gross Acre

17.2

28.34

14.3

23.63

673

673

935

935

18.7

30.831.0

15.9

25.826.2

Activity Units
Population1
Employment2

Net

Acres3

Activity Units per Net Acre

Notes/Sources:
1ESRI Business Analyst – 2018 population, accessed 2019.
2PSRC, 2017.
3Excludes non-parcel areas but retains private roads.
4The estimates of units for the current RGC reflect the 1% higher estimates that occurred when
disaggregating capacity results across blocks and analysis zones. See notes associated with Table 21.

Table 26.

Imagine Bothell…Comprehensive Plan Vision Statement Compatibility

Vision Statement

No Action

Business
Plus

Live/Work
and Mitigated
Live/Work

Notes

No changes proposed.

All alternatives provide capacity for housing, population, and employment growth; see
Table 32. Most properties are already developed; there are 1,376 dwellings, about 3,079
persons, and about 11,767 jobs.
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There is a potential for displacement of existing jobs and to a lesser extent housing, but
there is capacity to retain or replace existing housing or jobs since most sites are
partially developed with space for added floors or added structures. See Figure 37 for a
map of developable lands (page 3-39).
Table 32. Net Growth Capacity by Alternative, Full Study Area

Alternative

Dwelling
Capacity

Increase
Above
Existing

Population
Capacity

Increase
Above
Existing

3,079

Job
Capacity

Increase
Above
Existing

Existing

1,376

11,767

No Action: EIS
Assumption

2,242

163%

4,484

146%

4,787

41%

No Action: Capacity
Amended

2,654

193%

4,847

157%

4,804

41%

Mitigated
Live/Work

3,614

263%

5,496

178%

9,805

83%

Business Plus

2,915

212%

4,468

145%

17,350

147%

Live/Work

4,726

343%

7,188

233%

15,284

130%

Sources: Existing Housing and Population - ESRI Business Analyst 2018; Existing Jobs – PSRC, 2017; Capacity
of Alternatives: BERK, 2019.

About 3,8007,000 jobs were estimated on sites considered developable (vacant, partially
developed, and redevelopable) using employee rates in the 2012 Buildable Lands Report
and 2015 evaluation for the Comprehensive Plan based on estimates of jobs by parcel.
These developable sites are mapped on Figure 37. It is possible that current jobs could
be displaced if new development does not replace the space they occupy. However,
capacity numbers are presented as net increases above existing; the presumption is that
current employment space can be replaced and there could be additional jobs above
existing levels.
Table 33. Current Employment on Buildable Sites with Buildable Lands Assumptions
Location
Regional Growth Center (Current)
Partially-Used
Pipeline
Redevelopable
Vacant
Subarea (not RGC)

Acres

Current Employees

387348

6,6723,582

129264

2,2143,302

4343

—

17822

4,452247

3719

633

5520

12779

Partially-Used

325

8650

Redevelopable

52

3926

1814

24

19111

12788

306

8643

Vacant
Added Study Area
Partially-Used
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Location

Acres

Current Employees

1624

3944

496380

6,9913,749

Redevelopable
Total

Source: Snohomish County Assessor, 2018; BERK, 20192020.

Similar to sites with existing employment, 83 acres of the over 1,037-acre study area
have existing residential uses that also have capacity for more population. Current
population is not estimated.
Table 34. Sites with Current Residential Uses that Have Capacity for More Population
Study Area Location
Regional Growth Center (Current)
Partially-Used: Single Family & Multifamily Sites
Redevelopable: Single Family Sites
Subarea (not RGC)
Partially-Used: Single Family & Multifamily Sites
Redevelopable: Single Family Sites
Added Study Area
Partially-Used: Multifamily Sites
Total

Acres
22
21
2
57
53
4
3
3
83

Source: Snohomish County Assessor, 2018; BERK, 2019.

The No Action Alternative would increase dwellings by 163% over existing dwellings and
add only 28% more jobs. See Table 32. This alternative would have capacity to
accommodate another 4,500-4,850 people and an additional 4,800 jobs, the least of the
studied alternatives. Growth assumptions under the No Action Alternative would
essentially apply past trends forward; while the zoning code allows multi-story business
and residential uses, the area is generally low-rise.

Transportation conditions in the subarea are summarized below:

▪

Major roadways through the subarea have recurrent, PM peak hour commute
congestion.
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The park-and-ride lot offers approximately 300 parking stalls, which are often nearly
fully utilized (9099% occupancy on a typical weekday).

Under the Live/Work Alternative, it was assumed the direct access ramps would be near
capacity (approximately 850 vehicles per hour per lane) as the alternative generates a
much larger number of PM peak hour trips (10,900 under Live/Work versus 3,960 under
No Action). The 850 vehicles per hour is similar to the WSDOT I-405 Direct Access Ramp
forecasts for vehicles exiting the I-405 direct access ramps at Canyon Park.
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Source: MAKERS, 2020.
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Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.
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No.

Project

Description

Status

Comprehensive Plan Projects
C-1

9th Ave SE Widening:
228th St SE to SR 524

Widen 9th Ave SE from 228th St SE to SR 524 to Collector
Arterial standard (3-lanes) with improved pedestrian/bike
facilities and improvements to the 228th St SE and SR 524
intersections. At 9th Ave SE and SR 524 add a second
northbound left turn lane from 9th Ave SE to SR 524.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-2

SR 527 (211th St SE to
north of SR 524)

Add a third northbound through lane. Add a southbound
left turn lane from SR 527 at SR 524 (2 left).

Planned,
Unfunded

C-3

SR 527: Add a southbound
lane between SR 524 &
220th St SE

Add a third southbound lane, and associated intersection
revisions.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-4

220th St SE & SR 527
Intersection

WSDOT planned intersection improvements as part of
project C-6. This may include a City-planned project to add
a second eastbound left turn lane on 220th St SE to
northbound SR 527.

WSDOT
Project
Funded,
City
Project
Unfunded

C-5

WSDOT I-405, SR 522
Vicinity to SR 527 Express
Toll Lanes Improvement
Project

Add one ETL in each direction of I-405 between south of SR
522 and SR 527, as well as build direct access ramps at SR
522 and near SR 527 at 17th Avenue SE.
Improvements include a shared-use path on the east side
of 17th Ave, 17th Ave SE street improvements between
220th St SE and SR 527, and intersection improvements at
220th St SE / 17th Ave SE.

Funded

C-6

WSDOT I-405, SR 527 to I5 Express Toll Lane Project

Add one ETL in each direction of I-405 between SR 527 and
I-5. Full reconstruction of the SR 527 interchange with HOV
lane connections.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-7

228th St SE & Fitzgerald
Rd intersection

Adds eastbound right turn pocket.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-8

228th St SE & 29th Dr SE
intersection

Adds westbound right turn pocket.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-9

228th St SE / 31st Ave SE
Intersection

Add a westbound dedicated right turn lane.

Planned,
Unfunded

C-10

Fitzgerald Rd: 240th St SE
to 228th St SE

Widen road and add curb, gutter, and sidewalks.

Planned,
Unfunded

NA

ST, I-405 Bus Rapid Transit

Planned BRT route connect the subarea to Lynnwood to
the north and Kirkland/Bellevue to the south. Project not
mapped.

Planned,
Funded

Mitigation Projects
M-1

SR 524 (Maltby Rd)/ SR
527 Intersection

Modify the intersection to include two westbound left turn
lanes and two westbound through lanes.

Proposed

M-2

20th Ave SE Extension

Extend 20th Ave SE to Maltby Road and install a traffic
signal at SR 524. Include pedestrian and bike facilities, add
a pedestrian-activated crosswalks at 214th St SE (or a
signal if carrying transit) concurrent with the street
extension.

Proposed

FINAL | December 2020

4-29

Canyon Park Subarea Planned Action EIS
Chapter 4 Clarifications and Corrections to Draft EIS
No.

Project

Description

Status

M-3

214th St SE Extension

Extend 214th St SE west to 9th Avenue SE, including a
traffic signal at 9th Ave SE and pedestrian/bicycle facilities.

Proposed

M-4

214th St SE & SR 527
Intersection

Add channelized westbound right turn lane and dual
westbound left turn lane. Replaces project C-4.

Proposed

M-5

17th Ave SE/220th St SE
Intersection

Add westbound dual left-turn lanes and a new southbound
receiving lane on 17th Ave SE.

Proposed

Other Operational Improvements
O-1

219th Place Extension

Allow private property owners to improve 219th Pl SE to
9th Avenue SE and open access to the properties
northwest of the I-405/527 interchange.

Proposed

O-2

Traffic Control for Three
Private Intersections

26th Ave SE/220th St SE – Signalize intersection. Modify the
northbound approach with a left-turn pocket (up to 300
feet long), shared left/through lane, and add an eastbound
right turn pocket (up to 150 feet long). A roundabout could
also be considered.
20th Ave SE/220th St SE – Signalize intersection. Add a
westbound right-turn pocket (up to 500 feet long) and
northbound left-turn and right-turn pockets (up to 300 feet
long).
223rd St SE/29th Dr SE – Signalize intersection. Add an
eastbound left-turn pocket (up to 350 feet long) and
northbound left-turn pocket (up to 250 feet long). A
roundabout could also be considered.

Proposed

O-3

26th/29th Ave SE
Rechannelization

Rechannelize road to three lanes when constructing bicycle
facility.

Proposed

Further Exploration or Study
1

SR 527 Corridor Study

Study to solidify a regional vision for SR 527 function,
performance, and design, particularly for transit. As part of
this study, explore potential intersection improvements at
228th Street SE/Bothell-Everett Highway.

Proposed

2

WSDOT SR 527
Interchange 17th Ave
SE/228th St SE Connection

Construct I-405 Express Toll Lane and bus access ramps on
the south side of I-405 which connect to 228th Street SE.
This is part of the I-405 Master Plan, however, this subarea
plan treats it as a future project because the timeline is
unknown and likely beyond the 2044 plan horizon.

Planned,
Unfunded

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020.

No.

Project

Description

1

WSDOT I-405 Direct Express Toll Lane
Access Ramps

Direct access ramps from ETL to Canyon Park at 17th Ave SE
and Transit connections. Includes improvements to 17th Ave
SE and intersections at 220th St SE / 17th Ave SE and 220th St
SE / SR-527.

2

220th St SE and SR 527 Intersection

Add another eastbound left turn lane (2 total left turn lanes).

3

SR 527: Add a southbound lane
between SR 524 and 220th St SE

Add a third southbound lane, and associated intersection
revisions.

4

214th St SE & SR 527

Re-channelize the westbound through/left lane to a
through/right lane.
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5*

214th St SE & SR 527

Add channelized westbound right turn lane and dual
westbound left turn lane.

6

SR 527 (211th St SE to north of SR 524)

Add a third northbound through lane. Add a southbound left
turn lane at SR 524 (2 left). Also known as SR 527/SR524
Intersection Improvements.

7

228th St SE & Fitzgerald Rd intersection

Adds eastbound right turn pocket.

8

228th St SE & 29th Dr SE intersection

Adds westbound right turn pocket.

9

I-405 Widening & SR 527 Interchange
Improvements

Widening I-405 to add a second Express Toll lane from SR
522 to I-5 in Lynnwood. Improvements to the SR 527 and I405 Interchange/ramps.

10*

9th Ave SE & SR 524

Dual northbound left turn lanes.

11

9th Ave SE Widening: 228th St SE to SR
524

Upgrade road to a Collector road standard (3-lanes) with
improved pedestrian/bike facilities and improvements to the
228 and SR 524 intersections.

12

North Creek Trail – Section 4

Complete the missing link along SR 524 between current trail
and Filbert Rd.

13

229th St SE / 31st Ave SE Intersection

Add a westbound dedicated right turn lane.

240th

St SE to

228th

14

Fitzgerald Rd:

St SE

Widen road and add curb, gutter, and sidewalks.

15*

SR 527 / SR 524

Modify intersection to include two westbound left turn lanes
and two westbound through lanes.

16*

214th St SE Roadway Extension

Extend 214th St SE west to the Canyon Park Subarea
boundary.

17*

20th Ave SE

Add new connection from 20th Ave SE to SR 524.

18*

228th St SE

Widen to five lanes from 19th Ave SE to 31st Ave SE. This
widening project could be physically constrained where it
crosses under I-405 due to the placement of existing I-405
columns and may have impacts to 19th Ave SE.

*Potential new proposed in this study.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2019.

The table provides planning level cost estimates, if available, as well as project source
references to City plans. Only one project is funded, as noted.
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Figure 84. Public Facilities

Source: City of Bothell, 2019; BERK, 2019.
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Bothell’s five patrol districts are illustrated in Figure 85. The study area falls primarily in
patrol district 4; private roads are not patrolled but the area is provided responses when
there are calls for service. The UGA is served by the Snohomish County Sherriff.

Estimated Additional Park Demand by Type of Facility—All Alternatives

Demand/
Goal (Ac.)

Surplus/
(Deficit) (Ac.)

Demand/
Goal (Ac.)

Surplus/
(Deficit) (Ac.)

Demand/
Goal (Ac.)

Surplus/
(Deficit) (Ac.)

Demand/
Goal (Ac.)

Surplus/
(Deficit) (Ac.)

Demand/
Goal (Ac.)

Surplus/
(Deficit) (Ac.)

Mitigated
Live/Work

2014 Existing
Inventory (Ac.)

Existing
(2014)

Rec. Std. Acres Per
1,000 Pop.

Table 58.

Mini

0.1

10.42

4.05

6.37

4.50

5.92

4.50

5.92

4.60

5.82

4.77

5.65

Neighborhood

1.1

13.65

44.59

(30.94)

49.53

(35.88)

49.51

(35.86)

50.64

(37.0)

52.50

(38.85)

Community

1.2

53.92

48.65

5.24

54.03

(0.11)

54.01

(0.09)

55.24

(1.32)

57.27

(3.35)

Athletic Fields

0.8

24.30

32.43

(8.13)

36.02

(11.72)

36.01

(11.71)

36.83

(12.5)

38.18

(13.88)

Total Core
Parkland

3.2

102.29

129.72

(27.43)

144.08

(41.79)

144.03

(41.74)

147.3

(45.0)

152.73

(50.44)

Park
Facilities

No Action

Business Plus

Live/Work

Core Parkland

Other Park and Recreation Lands
Open Space

1.2

157.93

48.10

109.83

54.03

103192.9
0

54.01

103192.9
2

55.24

102191.6
9

57.27

100189.6
6

Regional

0.2

12.5

8.02

4.48

9.00

3.50

9.00

3.50

9.21

3.29

9.55

2.95

Total Other
Parks and
Recreation
Lands1

1.4

170.43

56.12

114.31

63.03

107196.4
0

63.01

107196.4
2

64.45

105194.9
8

66.82

103192.6
1

Total

4.5

272.7

185.8

86.88

207.1

65154.6
1

207.0

65154.6
8

211.8

60149.9
5

219.6 53.2142.
17

Note: 2014 City of Bothell population = 40,540. 1Existing inventory (2014) dDoes not include Wayne Golf Course
(89 acres of open space) purchased after the City’s Comprehensive Plan Update in 2015. The No Action and
Action alternatives include Wayne Golf Course.
Source: Imagine Bothell… Comprehensive Plan (Table 8 on p. PR-22, Table 10 on p. PR-28), 2015; BERK, 2019.
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The outlook for water supply, as defined in 2017 Comprehensive Plan for both the
District’s service area and to the Canyon Park Subarea, specifically Zone 520, is strong
and has capacity to support growth in the area. Storage capacity in Zone 520 has is
more capacity than needed to meet projected growth. System-wide water transmission
capacity and improvements appear sufficient to support the planned growth for all
alternatives.

Since all three alternatives result in land development to some degree, normally there
would be changes to the hydraulic system in the form of rates, volumes, and flow
patterns. However, the study area is already mostly developed with a high density of
impervious surface area. There are currently only a few undeveloped parcels north of
220th Street SE and eastwest of 20th Avenue SE with a potential for approximately
650,000 sq. ft. of new impervious surface area or 3% of the RGC area, that has been
drawn to include urbanized lands and to exclude most wetlands and streams. However,
this area is very small relative to the overall subarea. All other parts of the study area are
either already developed with mostly impervious surface or are occupied by streams,
wetlands, and their associated buffers. Additionally, since the study area was originally
developed, the governing stormwater regulations in the region have become
significantly more stringent. Any new development or redevelopment in the study area
would be subject to these regulations and therefore likely improve the overall health of
the hydraulic system and streams by decreasing volumes and flow rates and improving
water quality. All alternatives will be subject to the City of Bothell’s stormwater
regulations, which include the most recent version of the City’s Surface Water Design
Manual, Chapter 4 of the Bothell Design and Construction Standards and Specifications,
and BMC Title 18.04.

Under the Business Plus Alternative, the amount of stormwater runoff and stormwater
pollution from new development and redevelopment is likely to decrease. This is
because the study area is already mostly built out with impervious surface area, and
more stringent stormwater regulations are now in place which will further restrict the
release of flow rates and polluted water into the downstream system. This alternative
will likely result in even less stormwater runoff than the No Action Alternative because
the Business Plus Alternative involves redevelopment at higher densities. This results in
a reduction of impervious surfaces since new landscaping and open space areas would
be incorporated into the redevelopment. This is especially evident in areas where there

FINAL | December 2020

4-34

Canyon Park Subarea Planned Action EIS
Chapter 4 Clarifications and Corrections to Draft EIS

is currently a large surface parking lot that would be developed into a higher density
mixed-use development. With current stormwater standards that promote low impact
development methods, tThe higher density mixed-use development will typically result
in a decrease in impervious surface, resulting in less runoff and improved water quality.
In addition, given the more diverse possibilities for development under this alternative,
developers will have more incentive to develop or re-develop the area, further
increasing the likelihood that stormwater runoff and stormwater pollution would be
improved in the study area.

Under the Live/Work Alternative, the amount of stormwater runoff and stormwater
pollution from new development and redevelopment is expected to decrease. This is
because the study area is already mostly built out with impervious surface area, and
more stringent stormwater regulations are now in place which will further restrict the
release of flow rates and polluted water into the downstream system. This alternative
will likely result in even less stormwater runoff than the No Action Alternative or
Business Plus Alternative because the Live/Work Alternative involves redevelopment at
higher densities with an even greater focus on residential development and pedestrian
amenities. This results in a reduction of impervious surfaces since new landscaping and
open space areas would be incorporated into the redevelopment. This is especially
evident in areas where there is currently a large surface parking lot that would be
developed into a higher density mixed-use development. With current stormwater
standards that promote low impact development methods, tThe higher density mixeduse development will typically result in a decrease in impervious surface, resulting in
less runoff and improved water quality. In addition, given the more diverse possibilities
for development under this alternative, developers will have more incentive to develop
or re-develop the area, further increasing the likelihood that stormwater runoff and
stormwater pollution would be improved in the study area.

▪

Flow control and water quality facilities meeting the most recent version of the
Bothell Surface Water Design Manual will be required for new development and
redevelopment. To protect water quality and reduce impacts, the City could enforce
more stringent requirements in this area and require that higher flow control and
water quality facilities be installed; for example, the City could apply the 2019
Surface Water Design Manual Level 3 flow control standard, as amended. Higher
flow control measures in this area would lessen the demand on existing
downstream stormwater infrastructure and North Creek.
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5 Responses to Comments on Draft EIS

During the Draft EIS comment period, written comments were received from the tribes,
agencies, organizations, and individuals listed below. The issues raised in each comment
letter are numbered on each letter and are followed by correspondingly numbered
responses. Comments that state preferences on alternatives or other matters are
acknowledged with a response that the comment is noted and forwarded to City decision
makers. Comments that address methods, analysis results, mitigation, or other matters are
provided a response.
Exhibit 5-1. List of Commenters
Letter

Last

First

Organization

Received

1

Walter

Karen

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe

1/13/20

2

Gresham

Doug

Washington State Department of Ecology

12/13/19

3

van de Kamp

Bernard

Sound Transit

1/13/20

4A

Henry

Kim

Washington State Department of Transportation

1/13/20

4B

Henry

Kim

Washington State Department of Transportation

1/13/20

5

Tourtellot

Kate

Community Transit

1/13/20

6

Brent

Laura

Northshore School District via Brent Planning Solutions

1/10/20

7

Lawrence

Molly

Canyon Park Business Center Owner’s Association via
Van Ness Feldman

1/13/20

8

Gustafson

Sarah

1/13/20

9

Hoopingarner

Stephanie

12/6/19

10

Kuiper

David

1/12/20

11

Moses

Kellye

12/6/19

12

O’Neal

Javen

1/9/20

13

Pejsa

Owen & Ann

1/9/20

14

Smith

Gaylan

1/10/20

15

Zada

Carol

1/10/20

16

Anonymous

--

1/9/20

17

Carson

Carole

1/9/20

18

Giles

Andrea

1/9/20

19

Huang

Larry

1/9/20

20

Lilliquist

Jeffrey

1/9/20
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The City has mapped its streams and storm system in compliance with the State of
Washington Department of Ecology guidance, and the City includes mapping of culvert
sizes. The City relies on the fish passage assessments that Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife (WDFW) has conducted and will incorporate that information into the
recommendations and design for individual improvements or projects. The WDFW
inventory and barrier assessments within the planning area appear to be fairly
comprehensive and complete with regard to crossings with known or high potential for fish
use. It is understood that additional crossings not included in that inventory for whatever
reason will need to be evaluated either in response to road improvement projects or
proactively when fish passage improvement projects are undertaken in their own right.
The City concurs that it will be important to coordinate with WSDOT culvert
replacement/fish passage projects to improve passage at upstream and downstream
crossings to provide passage along these streams overall.
While transportation projects evaluated in the Planned Action are addressed for SEPA
purposes, transportation improvement projects involving modified, expanded, or new
stream crossings will require compliance with Bothell Shoreline Master Program and
Critical Area Regulations as well as state Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA) from WDFW.
Further, for each future planned action proposal, the City will determine during permit
review whether a proposed project is consistent with a planned action ordinance. Notice
for the planned action will be provided to all federally recognized tribal governments and
agencies with jurisdiction. (RCW 43.21C.440(3)(a) and (b)) Thus, notices of application for
city transportation improvements in the study area as well as other private and public
development will be reviewed and notices provided consistent with the City’s permit review
procedures in Title 11 BMC.

The Canyon Park Subarea and project study area do not contain existing levees. However,
levees are present downstream. Levee setbacks are not specifically included because
levees do not exist, and there are no plans to place levees going forward as a means of
flood protection.
As part of this process, restoration projects are being considered in Canyon Park that could
serve as mitigation for wetland and stream impacts that would be focused on restoration
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of natural processes including floodplain reconnection, side channel and backwater
creation, associated armoring removal, wood placement, non-native vegetation removal,
and revegetation with native plant species. With stormwater management improvements,
the subarea plan update is not anticipated to result in increased downstream flooding and
sedimentation. Potential mitigation activities in the subarea could also serve to improve
these basin functions.

The floodplain mapping used in planning area analyses is a FEMA preliminary floodplain
map layer, revised June 28, 2019. The City periodically reviews its critical area floodplain
mapping for accuracy and applicability. The City will continue to incorporate the most upto-date floodplain mapping available which will be utilized to guide development on a
project-by-project basis.

The City agrees that lethal beaver removal should be a last resort. Extensive floodplain
wetland areas occur, especially along North Creek in the northern part of the planning
area, where beavers should flourish and where they can do so with little conflict with
development. It is less likely that North Creek would be blocked by beaver dams through
the wet season due to its size. However, dams along the smaller tributaries could cause
conflict and local flooding. The Preferred Alternative includes proposed policies and
mitigation measures which would limit development impacts to beavers. These can be
incorporated into the proposed Subarea Plan and Planned Action Ordinance.

Low Impact Development (LID) techniques will be explored where ever possible, through
new development that will occur and/or through the retrofitting of existing
infrastructure/public right-of-way. LID measures such as pervious concrete and asphalt
pavements, bioretention cells, etc. could be considered. Requiring private land owners to
implement feasible LID techniques such as rain gardens, bioretention cells, pervious
pavements and rain water harvesting may also be considered. Such measures are included
in the proposed Subarea Plan and Planned Action Ordinance.

The principle of providing on-site and in-kind mitigation to the extent that it feasible and
available is shared by the City as reflected within its Municipal Codes. However, federal
agencies and regulations are increasingly requiring off-site mitigation, especially for
wetlands, as is provided by mitigation banks. It is also agreed that additional mitigation
should be planned and implemented in coordination with existing, already-in-place
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mitigation and habitat enhancements to maximize habitat benefit. Potential mitigation
sites within the planning area are currently being evaluated. See Appendix C for the
Technical Memorandum “Ecological Impact Assessment Summary & Mitigation Cost
Estimate” by The Watershed Company. This has informed the Draft Subarea Plan and
Preferred Alternative.

Development within the planning area will adhere to the latest stormwater and
environmental standards. However, the planning area represents only a relatively small
proportion of the entire North Creek basin, and application of such improved and more
effective stormwater management methods throughout the basin will be needed in order
to make a real difference and effectively reverse the trend.
Potential mitigation projects within the Canyon Park Study Area are currently being
evaluated; the potential for one or more mitigation sites to reduce large-scale watershed
problems will be considered in the evaluation process.
The Preferred Alternative includes proposed policies and mitigation measures regarding
support for regional stormwater approaches and recognizing downstream basin
conditions. These can be incorporated into the Planned Action Ordinance.
See also Appendix C for the Technical Memorandum “Ecological Impact Assessment
Summary & Mitigation Cost Estimate” by The Watershed Company related to riparian,
wetlands, and other mitigation strategies. This has informed the Draft Subarea Plan and
Preferred Alternative.

Comment noted. The Draft EIS Appendix A included scoping comments and responses.

Comment noted. Please see the Preferred Alternative described in Chapter 2. It blends
features of the Draft EIS Alternatives. The Sound Transit property is illustrated with an
employment zone. City decision makers will consider the Preferred Alternative as part of
the Draft Subarea Plan and the decision making process.
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The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

The EIS applied multiple LOS standards for the transportation analysis. An LOS E corridor
standard for SR 524 and SR 527 is consistent with the City’s concurrency LOS standard. The
analysis also included an LOS E standard for individual concurrency intersections on SR 527
and SR 524 (regional significant highways), which is consistent with the PSRC LOS
E/mitigated standard. The I-405 ramp intersections have an LOS D standard as part of the I405 highway of statewide significance corridor. The EIS identifies that three intersections
along state routes are expected to operate at LOS F under the Preferred Alternatives as
shown in Section 3.5.2. For the I-405 Northbound On/off Ramp intersection, the delays
would be similar to the No Action Alternative, so no traffic impact is identified at this
location. The expected queue length would be about 1,000 feet and would not affect
freeway mainline operations as the offramp is over 2,000 feet long. At the 228th Street
SE/SR 527 intersection, the delays would be similar to the No Action results as well so not
impact is identified.
Only the 220th Street SE/SR 527 intersection is identified as a significant traffic impact for
the Preferred Alternative as the delays are higher than the No Action Alternative. The EIS
identifies mitigation that follows the TSMO philosophy recommended by WSDOT to better
manage and enhance capacity of existing facilities through operational improvements such
as ITS and TDM strategies before building new lanes/widening intersections.
Mitigation to lessen the impact identified in the Final EIS include: TSMO strategies, such as
signal re-timing and optimization in coordination with WSDOT and Snohomish County who
operate the signals; implementation of a robust TDM program as part of the Subarea Plan
to encourage travel by modes other than single-occupant vehicles; transit-oriented and
pedestrian-oriented development; non-motorized access improvements; ongoing
monitoring (as it is expected that LOS failures are more long term).
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While not part of the Preferred Alternative, the Subarea Plan identifies for future
exploration a regional partnership to consider conversion of lanes along SR 527 to BAT
lanes (this project is not fully within the City’s control and requires cooperation with entities
including Community Transit, WSDOT, and Snohomish County). Completion of the I-405
Express Toll Lane ramps on the southside of I-405 connecting to 228th Street SE (currently
unfunded) would also decrease peak hour vehicle demand at the impacted intersection.

The traffic analysis considered signal timing and corridor optimization when evaluating
each future alternative. The Preferred Alternative also considered a range of aggressive
travel demand management strategies as outlined in Final EIS Section 3.5. Additional TSMO
language has been added to the document in this section.

The AM analysis is not required for EIS purposes or to meet the City’s LOS standards,
however a smaller set of intersections were evaluated for the Preferred Alternative as
described in the in Final EIS Section 3.5 and the Draft EIS Addendum. These locations
included the I-405 ramp intersections and adjacent intersections.

Comment noted. Tables or introductory text to tables were updated as shown in Final EIS
Section 3.5 and Section 4.3.5 with suggested project descriptions and to show funding
status. An express toll lane ramp connection to the south to 228th Street SE is being
considered by WSDOT as a future project, however it is a long term project with no
definitive timeline or funding in place. This was therefore not assumed in the traffic
analysis for the Preferred Alternative. The proposed Subarea Plan does express a desire for
this connection to improve access across I-405 for people walking and biking.

The private street was analyzed for the Preferred Alternative to support subarea planning
efforts and results are described in the Draft EIS Addendum and attached to this Final EIS
in Appendix D.

Thank you for your comment and clarification of the information. The information in Draft
EIS Appendix D is noted on the slides as Draft. It was provided to the City as an attendee of
coordination meetings. As the information was included in the Draft EIS and part of a
public comment period, the City cannot retroactively remove it. However, it is noted that

FINAL | December 2020

5-6

Canyon Park Subarea Planned Action EIS
Chapter 5 Responses to Comments on Draft EIS

the appendix does not take the place of WSDOT’s subsequent formal EA issuance, which
provides definitive and up to date information.

The Preferred Alternative in this Final EIS and the proposed Subarea Plan include land use
and transportation strategies to achieve transit-oriented development and boost BRT
ridership and active transportation. The strategies include zoning that increases in required
density closer to high capacity transit; requirements for ground floor design and a mix of
uses to support a multi-faceted neighborhood and comfortable street environment for
people, through-block connections to improve multimodal circulation, and investment in
private and public gathering spaces in TOD areas; and recommendations to facilitate
partnerships and explore options for mixed-use park-and-rides and ways to improve
pedestrian/bicycle access to the future flyover BRT station on I-405.

Comment noted. The transportation mitigation section highlights the application of TSMO
strategies in Final EIS Section 3.5.3.

Objective 1 has been modified since the Draft EIS to focus on improving:

▪

Multimodal infrastructure and circulation to make transit and non-car modes attractive
options

▪

Quality, reliability, and access to transit for employees and residents for trips within, to,
and from the subarea

▪

Quality, connectivity, and access to safe routes for people walking, biking, and rolling
throughout the subarea

In general, the plan aims to aid a shift from single occupancy vehicular (SOV) travel to other
modes.

Average vehicle occupancy was not specifically evaluated for the project. Section 3.5.2 of
the Draft EIS provides background information on the trip generation methodology. The
proposed new households and jobs for each alternative was entered into the mixed-use
development MXD+ trip generation tool. The starting point is the ITE Trip Generation
estimate based on land use, then vehicle trip reductions are taken based on the built
environment including proximity and frequency of transit, density and diversity of land
uses, intersection density, and area demographics. This also considered people walking,
biking, and using transit in the subarea. This resulted in an approximate 20 percent
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reduction in new vehicle trips compared to traditional ITE rates. An additional 14 percent
trip reduction was taken for the Preferred Alternative based on the assumed TDM
strategies included in the alternative.

Details about the existing LOS standards and how each alternative performs against the
LOS standards for each alternative is summarized under Transportation and Greenhouse
Gas Emissions of Section 1.8 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures.

See response to comment 4A-12. Trip generation methodology for the mix-used land use
growth proposed in Canyon Park is described in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft EIS. A reduction
in vehicle trip generation for the subarea considered proximity to BRT service and assumed
people walking and biking with the more dense and diverse land use proposed in the
subarea.

The following mitigation strategies were identified for the subarea: TSMO strategies,
including signal re-timing and optimization; implementation of a robust TDM program as
part of the Subarea Plan; ongoing monitoring (as it is expected that LOS failures are more
long term); regional partnership to consider conversion of lanes along SR 527 to BAT lanes
(this project is not fully within the City’s control and requires cooperation with entities
including Community Transit, WSDOT, and Snohomish County). Transportation
improvement projects are also proposed to improve the pedestrian and bicycle network,
add turn lanes at intersections, as well as new local road connections to create a more
connected street system. The list of mitigation strategies and projects considered is
outlined in Section 3.5.3. The alternative LOS policy identified in the Draft EIS included
potentially accepting higher vehicle delays or change the method by which LOS is
measured (such as shift from average vehicle delay to average person delay). That is not
part of the Preferred Alternative, but should the City not move forward with proposed
improvements, it may continue to be an option.

After coordinating with the PSRC, the subarea planning needs only to meet the 45 activity
units per acre, when the Live/Work Alternative was higher than that. Also the third box in
Final EIS Figure 5 (equivalent to Draft EIS Figure 6) was revised to say “Update City’s LOS
policy where no further investment is desired or feasible”.
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Projects listed on page 1-21 of the Draft EIS are not in order of priority. The comment is
noted about prioritizing transit improvements first over enhancing general purpose traffic
capacity.

The GHG analysis and methodology are described in Draft EIS Section 3.5.2 and the same
section in this Final EIS. The future year vehicle trips and travel speeds in the area are
extracted from the project travel demand model, which was developed from the PSRC
model.

In this Final EIS, the LOS standards are listed first in Section 1.8.

A statement is added earlier in Section 1.8 of this Final EIS to describe the analysis focused
primarily on vehicle use. Please note the proposed Subarea Plan outlines multi-modal
improvements for subarea in greater detail than the Final EIS.

For the transportation evaluation of the Preferred Alternative, increased transit frequency,
capacity, reliability, and hours of BRT/high capacity transit beyond what is planned for the
area was not specifically evaluated. Transit operations and service are not within the City’s
control; however, the proposed Subarea Plan indicates a desired to continue coordination
with transit agencies as the area redevelops. Throughout this planning process the team
discussed potential transit operation improvements in the subarea, including future BAT
lanes on SR 527 through a coordinated regional effort.
The TDM strategies assumed for the Preferred Alternative, however, included improved
access to transit such as through subsidized transit passes and a subarea shuttle system.
Figure 7 shows the priority non-motorized projects for the subarea, and the proposed
Subarea Plan includes detailed project description of the priority pedestrian and bicycle
projects, including improved access to transit and the park-and-ride.

An additional park-and-ride lot was not considered in the traffic analysis. The proposed
Subarea Plan includes evaluating future opportunities for public-private partnerships to
redevelop the existing park-and-ride lot and/or create a new one potentially on the south
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side of I-405. Please also note that for each alternative, the proposed land use pattern and
growth in this area was cumulatively analyzed in the Draft and Final EIS.

The legend on Figure 67 has been revised as the data is from 2015. See Chapter 4 of this
Final EIS.

Based on traffic counts and traffic operation analysis software used, the existing
operations analysis shows the SR 527/SR524 intersection operating at LOS E and the SR
527/220th Street SE intersection operating at LOS F (see Draft EIS Table 46, page 3-132).
Statements on page 3-107 of the Draft EIS indicate that peak hour congestion and queues
could occur at business park entrances and on SR 527. Future year analysis show these
locations operating poorly under the No Action Alternative. These location were also
evaluated in the AM period for the Preferred Alternative, as described in the Draft EIS
Addendum, Appendix D of this Final EIS.

Text has been revised. See Chapter 4 of this Final EIS.

Text has been revised to show 99% occupancy on a typical weekday as shared in the most
recent Spring 2019 Park and Ride Utilization WSDOT survey. See Chapter 4 of this Final EIS.

Text was revised to provide more information on the direct access ramp operation
assumptions. For the Preferred Alternative Analysis with the lower trip generation, the
direct access ramp usage decreased and was similar to the 2045 I-405 Direct Access Ramp
study with approximately 800 PM peak hour vehicles exiting the I-405 direct access ramps
and about 600 vehicles traveling onto the I-405 ramp (in both directions). See Chapter 4 of
this Final EIS.

See responses to Letter 4A.

FINAL | December 2020

5-10

Canyon Park Subarea Planned Action EIS
Chapter 5 Responses to Comments on Draft EIS

Comment noted. Current and planned multimodal transportation services in the study
area are summarized in the Draft EIS.

Comment noted. Please see the Preferred Alternative described in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS.
It blends features of the Draft EIS Alternatives. Live/Work concepts are proposed in
commercial areas and along Bothell-Everett Highway. Because the Preferred Alternative has
a greater balance of jobs and housing, the traffic trips are reduced. As well, similar to the
Live-Work/Mitigated alternative, there are a number of mitigation measures proposed to
encourage TDM including improving on the share of transit trips.

The commenter’s suggestions are noted. The Draft Subarea Plan includes actions to
monitor parking and curb space needs and implement policies as needed. Suggestions
include designating flex curb space for short term passenger loading, transportation
network companies’ activity, and freight goods and service deliveries that limit conflict with
transit operations. In addition, the City will be updating its Comprehensive Plan in 2023,
this will be an excellent opportunity to add additional policies in response to this emerging
policy area.

An express toll lane ramp connection to the south to 228th Street SE is being considered by
WSDOT as a future project; however, it is a long term project with no definitive timeline or
funding in place. Thus, it was not assumed in the traffic analysis for the Preferred
Alternative. The Subarea Plan does express a desire for this connection to improve access
across I-405 for people walking and biking.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers. The proposed Subarea Plan
includes an action that includes coordination on any bus infrastructure needs in the
subarea.
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The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers. The City appreciates
participation by Community Transit in the planning for the Canyon Park subarea.

Comment noted. Please see Chapter 4 of this Final EIS where Figure 84, Public Facilities is
updated to identify NSD facilities including existing administrative and other new
educational facilities in the study area.

Comment noted. Please see transportation mitigation measures associated with Action
Alternatives, summarized in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIS and this Final EIS. Please also see the
Preferred Alternative which results in the least trips of the Action Alternatives as evaluated
in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers. An evaluation of the
conversion of private roads to public roads was part of a Draft EIS Addendum issued in July
2019 and was made available to interested parties in association with the public hearing
process of the Draft Subarea Plan. The Addendum is included in Appendix D of this Final EIS.

The Draft EIS applies the NSD adopted Level of Service to anticipated long-term growth in
the study area. The Draft EIS includes adopted regulations such as school impact fees. The
City and NSD coordinate on the regular review of the NSD capital facility plan and impact
fees no less than every 6 years, and often sooner.
The City has evaluated transportation mitigation options with each of the Action
Alternatives. The Preferred Alternative would result in the lowest number of trips of the
studied alternatives. NSD has been invited to participate in the Canyon Park Vision process
previously as well as to attend Canyon Park Transportation Advisory Committee meetings,
to comment on the Draft EIS and to review the Draft Subarea Plan. The City appreciates
NSD’s participation and looks forward to continuing to coordinate as the Subarea Plan is
reviewed through the hearing process and post-adoption implementation.
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The commenter’s concerns about current traffic conditions, including congestion and
queuing are noted. The recommendation in the Draft EIS is to provide new roadway
connectivity in the study area, though the extensions of 214th Street to 9th Avenue SE and
20th Avenue SE to Maltby Road/SR 524 are in response to current congestion and growth in
the study area. By providing a more robust and connected transportation network, traffic
will be able to disperse more, reducing queuing and delays. Also the street extensions
include a new traffic signal on SR 524 and 9th Avenue SE, which can better direct which
turning movements are allowed.
A roundabout at 214th Street SE/20th Avenue SE intersection may not operate well if the
westbound 214th Street queuing extends through the intersection as the roundabout
could result in halting vehicle movements from other approaches such as turning out of
20th Avenue SE. A traffic signal may be a better option. As development occurs, traffic
monitoring and an engineering study would be suggested at this location to identify if and
when a traffic control change should be implemented.

Comment noted and forwarded to city decision makers. The NSD scoping comments are
included and provided a response in the Draft EIS Appendix A. Additionally, the City values
coordinated planning with NSD now and in the future. NSD was invited and participated in
meetings of the Canyon Park Interagency Transportation Advisory Group (ITAC) and other
public meetings like the 9th Ave, 214th St, and 219th Pl Community Workshop.

Regarding the commenter’s broad opinions about adequacy, each comment is provided a
response below.
The City is the lead agency responsible for SEPA compliance. Comments are useful to help
identify areas where clarifications or corrections are appropriate and to help shape a
Preferred Alternative and mitigation measures that allow the City to achieve its objectives
with attention to environmental implications.
Please see Chapters 1, 2, and 4 regarding clarified objectives such as increasing the
movement of people through increased transit, completing non-motorized connections,
and targeted road improvements. Further, these objectives were evaluated in the Draft EIS
in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 for compatibility with the City’s adopted plans including
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transportation, and to address the balancing of growth and investment in multimodal
improvements and levels of service.

The Commenter’s reference to likely additional impacts that may be discovered through
adequate environmental review is vague. If the commenter is referring to their desire for
an evaluation of the current private streets, please see Response to Comment 7-7. As
noted there, the City’s Draft EIS in numerous locations identified that the City’s levels of
service apply to public streets and that congestion was addressed at the entry points to the
Canyon Park Business Park, which considered potential growth inside and outside of the
park. An evaluation of the conversion of private roads to public roads is included in
Appendix D of this Final EIS and was made available to interested parties for comment in
association with the public hearing process of the Draft Subarea Plan.
Regarding the specific request to add a consideration of designation of the RGC and
significant constraints, impacts and required mitigation to Section 1.7, Major Issues,
Significant Areas of Controversy and Uncertainty, and Issues to be Resolved, please see the
point added in Chapter 4 of this Final EIS, which more accurately identifies that the RGC is
already designated and the decision before the City is the boundary and potential land use,
growth, and investment needed to achieve the vision and appropriate mitigation.

The fact sheet and Chapter 2 referred the public to the project website for public meeting
advertisements:
Public meetings will be publicized on the City’s project website. Please see
http://www.ci.bothell.wa.us/1176/Canyon-Park-Visioning.9
A written comment period is the minimum method of obtaining comments under SEPA.
SEPA does not require a public hearing to obtain comments. Meetings and workshops
open to the public are optional and an appropriate method. (WAC 197-11-535(6))
An advertisement for the January 9, 2020 meeting was posted to the project website and
sent to interested parties. It was an opportunity to hear about the proposals under study,
particularly roadways. The commenter attended the meeting.

The EIS is programmatic, areawide, and cumulative in nature since it is addressing
proposed plans and regulations. (WAC 197-11-442) Development proposals in progress are

9

The link still works but the newer “address” is: http://www.bothellwa.gov/1176/Canyon-Park-Visioning.
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undergoing their own review process consistent with local permit requirements, and all are
subject to zoning standards, critical area regulations and shoreline regulations as
appropriate.
Examples of proposals underway and the cumulative analysis contained in the Draft and
Final EIS are summarized in Section 1.6 of this Final EIS. This includes:

▪

Current and future land use patterns across the study area. Each property is
designated, and cumulatively analyzed for residential, employment, or mixed use
development.

▪

Current housing and jobs are identified, and cumulative increases in population and job
growth are evaluated, including consideration of pipeline residential and employment
development.

▪

Current and future transportation investments including on state routes across the
study area were considered in the transportation analysis of the studied subarea
alternatives. Highways of statewide significance including I-405 are essential public
facilities and must also undergo review in accordance with lead agency (WSDOT)
procedures.

▪
▪

The transportation model considers background growth.

▪

The EIS considers city and special district system plans and service standards to
evaluate alternatives.

▪

Common mechanisms of impacts across the whole study area were identified in the
Draft EIS and summarized in this Final EIS for each environmental topic under “Impacts
Common to All Alternatives.”

The Sound Transit bus base site was previously planned for residential uses, and now is
proposed for a transportation and institutional use with some level of jobs. The prior
residential uses were addressed in the No Action Alternative and employment uses are
accounted for under Business Plus and the Preferred Alternative. The bus base use
specifically is an essential public facility, and must undergo permit review and a hearing
with the Hearing Examiner consistent with city procedures. See Draft EIS Appendix A.

A summary of the land capacity analysis methods are included in Final EIS Appendix D, and
were posted as part of a Draft EIS Addendum to the project website in July 2020. Please
also see Responses to Comment 7-14.

The feasibility of development is not an element of the environment in WAC 197-11-444. An
EIS is focused on environmental impacts. Other non-environmental information is
anticipated to be balanced:
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WAC 197-11-448 (1) SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social, economic, and
other requirements and essential considerations of state policy will be taken into
account in weighing and balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. However,
the environmental impact statement is not required to evaluate and document all of
the possible effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the balancing
judgments that must ultimately be made by the decision makers. Rather, an
environmental impact statement analyzes environmental impacts and must be used by
agency decision makers, along with other relevant considerations or documents, in
making final decisions on a proposal. The EIS provides a basis upon which the
responsible agency and officials can make the balancing judgment mandated by SEPA,
because it provides information on the environmental costs and impacts. SEPA does not
require that an EIS be an agency's only decision making document.
Other types of analysis not required in an EIS include economic competition, financing,
fiscal analysis, cost-benefit, etc. (WAC 197-11-448 (3) and WAC 197-11-450)
A market study was prepared to meet PSRC Centers criteria and is available under separate
cover. It was posted and made available to interested persons at the project website in May
2020; market information and projections were part of presentations to the Planning
Commission in February and March 2020. See: http://www.bothellwa.gov/1176/CanyonPark-Visioning. Considering regional growth forecasts and the City’s share of employment,
even the low jobs forecast and the population expected in the study area would meet the
minimum activity units for the future under the more compact RGC boundaries that better
meeting PSRC criteria. The market study identifies several ways in which job increases are
expected: continued increases in jobs within existing buildings, infill development by
existing business owners, and new construction. Proforma demonstrates near term
feasibility of mixed use development particularly with parking reductions as proposed, and
considers inclusionary housing. It should also be noted that residential development has
been demonstrated in the development pipeline.

The Draft EIS Addendum, included in Final EIS Appendix D, provides analysis for the private
streets considering Preferred Alternative growth for the business park. Potential traffic
operation improvements for private streets include needed intersection control changes,
added turn lanes, traffic signal coordination as the park redevelops, and intersection
widening.

Please see Appendix E for a Fire Department letter supporting the LOS analysis.
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Please see Appendix F for a AWWD email supporting the EIS analysis.

See Response to Comment 7-4.

The EIS proposes mitigation consistent with the evaluation of a subarea plan and
regulations. For example, a range of transportation mitigation measures are explored
including their environmental effects and relative costs. See Section 1.6, Park and
Transportation Investments and the proposed Subarea Plan available under separate cover
at the project website: http://www.ci.bothell.wa.us/1176/Canyon-Park-Visioning.
See also the Draft Planned Action Ordinance in Final EIS Appendix B that further details
mitigation based on the Draft EIS, the Preferred Alternative, and the input of agencies and
the public.

See Final EIS Appendix D. A 5% reduction factor was used to account for the uncertainty of
land availability for infrastructure and public needs on top of removing critical areas from
calculations.

See Response to Comment 7-4.

The 2015 analysis conducted by Snohomish County in consultation with the City was
reported in the Comprehensive Plan and the Draft EIS in Tables 18 and 19.
At the time of the Draft EIS the tabular data from the County and City effort was available.
In response to the comment, and 2012 spatial data about land status (e.g. vacant, partially
developed, etc.) was available. Snohomish County was provided a copy of the Draft EIS and
made no comments.
Additional City and County coordination occurred following the Draft EIS Comment Period
and the spatial data was provided by the County. In association with the 2015
Comprehensive Plan Update, it showed the County and City considered more lands for
redevelopment by the year 2035 considering then new planning and zoning allowing for
greater areas of mixed uses even if not qualifying as redevelopable or partially developed
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under the standard formulas in the 2012 report. This illustrates that the County and City
considered not only the base year but the future vision and changes in plans and zoning,
and that the buildable lands assumptions are a guide and may be varied from to account
for expected changes in conditions over a 20-year period.
The mapping of the buildable lands considered in 2015 is included in Appendix D and in
Chapter 4 Clarifications and Corrections to Draft EIS. See Appendix D for the use of the
Buildable Lands Procedures. The 2020 analysis incorporates more recent Assessor data
and considers permit trends and other relevant information along with addressing the
parcels considered buildable from the 2015 analysis.

It is acknowledged that CC&Rs limit residential uses in some parts of the Canyon Park
Business Park. However, that it is possible that may not be the case over the next 20 years
is demonstrated by the CBPC allowing for residential uses in part of the park.
The amended buildable lands analysis in Final EIS Appendix D does include lands
considered by the County and City as potentially redevelopable for mixed uses. It does
show a range of results depending on the inclusion of properties for both job and
residential use or job-only use. A factor considered in assuming a lower range of residential
uses is that there have been recent building investments and job growth at existing sites
making new residential uses less likely. Since it is possible that the CC&Rs may change over
time as they have, and since residential uses were marketable as evidenced by pipeline
developments, the ranged analysis also shows results if a portion of the properties were
developed for residential uses.

Figure 36 Canyon Park Buildable Lands, 2012, consolidated partially-used and
redevelopable properties and is corrected in Chapter 4 to distinguish those lands. See
Chapter 4 of this Final EIS.
Responses to Comment 7-14 and 7-15 illustrate the County and City did consider additional
lands as redevelopable in 2035 as part of the 2015 analysis including lands in the business
park. The amended buildable lands analysis in Final EIS Appendix D does include lands
considered by the County and City as potentially redevelopable for mixed uses.

In the initial Buildable Lands Analysis that informed the Draft EIS, parcels were not
aggregated into Economic Units. Updated analysis prepared in 2020 applied the criteria for
economic unit aggregation. See Appendix D of this Final EIS.
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In the Draft EIS buildable lands analysis, a threshold of 0.25 floor area ratio (FAR) was used
for identification of “Partially-Used” properties. Please note the improvement to land ratios
are required to be greater than 100%.
Due to a formula error that pulled in only one building square feet of a multi-building
property there was an underestimation of FAR which resulted in some properties being
included that did not actually meet the FAR threshold. However, in some cases these
properties inadvertently included were in fact part of the 2015 evaluation of
redevelopment by 2035. Further, permit records show that many of the sites implemented
tenant improvements and added employees in the last five years.
The partially-developed properties were included in updated results in Final EIS Appendix D
and locations verified reviewing the 2015 County and City analysis.
The amended buildable lands analysis in Final EIS Appendix D includes properties meeting
redevelopable and partially-developable thresholds as well as properties considered by the
County and City as redevelopable by 2035. Considering the 2012 Buildable Lands Report
assumptions informed by permit trends, pipeline projects, and other relevant
considerations, the resulting land capacity is presented as a range. Compared to the Draft
EIS results, the amended results are a little higher in capacity in the full study area but
within 10% of the Draft EIS results. In the RGC, the capacity results are similar in both the
Draft EIS and amended results in Final EIS Appendix D. The No Action Alternative
assumptions in the Draft EIS are retained as a lower bookend comparison to the Action
Alternatives for a conservative comparison.

The densities included in the analysis are documented in Final EIS Appendix D and
considered 2012 Buildable Lands Report and 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update
assumptions.

The Draft and Final EIS use density assumptions similar to those of the 2012 and 2015 land
capacity evaluations per Response to Comment 7-18. The City’s 2019 docketed
amendments proposed minimum densities for the Comprehensive Plan and zones that are
similar to those of the Action Alternatives, and the Draft EIS acknowledged the potential
changes in progress. The Preferred Alternative addresses floor area ratio minimums and
maximums.
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See Final EIS Appendix D. A market supply factor was applied to residential uses. It was not
applied to employment uses given more recent trends through 2019 that showed job
growth including additions in existing buildings.
Compared to the Draft EIS results, the amended capacity results are a little higher in
capacity in the full study area but within 10% of the Draft EIS results. In the RGC, the
capacity results are similar in both the Draft EIS and Amended results.
The No Action Alternative assumptions in the Draft EIS are retained as a lower bookend
comparison to the Action Alternatives for a conservative comparison and in effect are like a
market factor.

See Response to Comment 7-12.

The County and City did consider additional lands as redevelopable in 2035 as part of the
2015 analysis including lands in the business park. The amended buildable lands analysis in
Final EIS Appendix D does include lands considered by the County and City as potentially
redevelopable for mixed uses. The permit trends show that tenant improvements occurred
in the last five years and more jobs were added.
The amended capacity analysis used a ranged approach with some properties included for
mixed uses and others not given recent permit trends. See Response to Comments 7-14
and 7-15.

See responses to comments 7-6 and 7-18 which indicates that a market study is not an
element of the environment. For other planning purposes the City has completed a market
study and proforma which is available under separate cover at the project website:
http://www.ci.bothell.wa.us/1176/Canyon-Park-Visioning.
Support for housing and job densities under consideration include:

▪

In terms of jobs, updates to base year information for regional transportation models
showed an increase in jobs between 2012 and 2018 that met the 2035 estimates.

▪

Permit trends show that added jobs in Canyon Park in the last five years were occurring
in existing buildings that were the places for tenant improvements, and the density of
employees would appear to be higher. See Final EIS Appendix D.
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▪

Densities based on trends and example developments were considered rather than
maximum densities allowed in current or proposed zones.

▪

Preliminary findings for the next Buildable Lands Report due in 2021 indicate
residential densities achieved more recently exceeded assumptions in the 2012
Buildable Lands Report.10

For the Action Alternatives, use of building typologies illustrate built projects in the region
with calculated densities. Typologies are merely another format for reviewing densities in
an area prospectively which is a natural part of planning to consider that the future 20
years may not look entirely like the past.
Last, SEPA allows “more flexibility in preparing EISs on nonproject proposals” like a subarea
plan and development regulations, and the City “is not required under SEPA to examine all
conceivable policies, designations, or implementation measures but should cover a range
of such topics (WAC 197-11-442).”

See Appendix D of the Final EIS regarding the land capacity analysis. The material in the
appendix was also attached to the Draft Market Study in May 2020 and posted on the
project website, ahead of public hearings on the proposals and available for public review.
Further, while the City is considering buildable lands information and similar methods in its
planning process the City is not required to provide a buildable lands analysis for its
subarea plan under RCW 36.70A.215 or WAC 365-196-315, which is a process undertaken
as part of a countywide UGA evaluation next due in 2021.

The PSRC Regional Growth Centers Framework 2018 update requires Bothell to plan for a
minimum of 45 activity units (AU) per acre to maintain Canyon Park’s Regional Growth
Center (RGC) designation. The Live Work alternative exceeded the minimum density to
account for market unknowns and to create a bookend for analysis in the EIS. Following the
initial traffic analysis and further conversations with PSRC, Bothell proposed to amend the
RGC boundary and plan for 45 AU/acre. Thus, the Mitigated Live Work alternative reduced
the RGC’s area, thereby reducing the total required AUs, and scaled back (re)development
assumptions to just meet the minimum. Together, these strategies reduced growth by
5,170 AUs between Live Work and Mitigated Live Work.

10

See: https://snohomishcountywa.gov/1352/Buildable-Lands.
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In Draft EIS Figures 59 and 60 (portions of which are replicated below), the team used
distance to frequent transit as a planning guideline to influence zone designations. The
Business Plus alternative (shown on the left) developed a lower density employment zone
(light purple) because so much of the commercial area was outside of the ½ mile circle. For
the Live Work alternative (figure on the right), residential zones primarily fell within the
transit-oriented ½ mile areas, so a third, lesser density residential zone was not explored.
Thus, Business Plus favored the ½ mile guideline, while the Live Work alternative favored a
continuous residential zone through the parcels in question.

Above: Cropped images from Figures 59 and 60 in the Draft EIS showing the parcels in question.

The growth assumptions under all alternatives assume limited redevelopment in the
Canyon Park Business Center (CPBC). The plan expects most redevelopment to occur near
current and future BRT stations at Thrashers Corner, Canyon Park Place, and around the
Canyon Park Park-and-Ride. These areas are currently occupied primarily by single-story
retail businesses and surface parking lots and will have increased allowed building heights,
reduced parking requirements, and a multifamily tax exemption.
Market demand will likely increase most in these areas due to their proximity to future high
capacity transit paired with the public and private investment (e.g., gathering spaces)
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outlined in the plan. Regional market trends show that redevelopment in the retail nodes
appears likely. Pipeline development, continuing infill job growth, and modest
redevelopment within the CPBC would meet the growth targets during the plan’s 24-year
timeframe. Please see the Canyon Park Market Study and Pro Forma Analysis11 for more
information about likely redevelopment patterns in the subarea.
In addition, the updated Canyon Park Subarea Plan will address development, urban
design, urban infrastructure, transportation, environmental, and recreation resources in a
more coordinated way than any previous plan for Canyon Park. The subarea, which has
developed piecemeal over several decades, has a number of factors that limit its current
growth potential, such as the lack of a coordinated effort to encourage active mixed-use
centers, amenities such as restaurants and gathering spaces, a connected network for
walking and biking, last-mile connections between transit service and employers, and most
importantly, a unified vision for the future. The proposed Subarea Plan addresses these
limiting factors, furthering the case for future long-term growth.

See the response to comment 7-27 above.

Please see response to comment 7-6.

Please see response to Comment 7-7. The private street analysis includes a review of the
internal street road capacity and potential internal intersection control changes for the
Preferred Alternative. The trip assignment from the select zone analysis for the Preferred
Alternative is included in the Draft EIS Addendum in Attachment C; the Addendum is
included in Appendix D of this Final EIS.
Comment regarding the potential 20th Avenue SE extension to SR 524 is noted and
forwarded to City decision makers.

The project team has coordinated with the WSDOT ETL project and found that the No
Action Alternative had similar new PM peak hour trips forecasted as the WSDOT ETL Build
Alternative for the main business park campus. A vehicle-to-capacity analysis was

Available at the project website: http://www.bothellwa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/11368/Draft--Market-Study-andProforma-Analysis---May-2020-.
11
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completed for the Preferred Alternative (see the Draft EIS Addendum in Final EIS Appendix
D) for 17th Avenue SE, which is expected to be over capacity for the northbound approach
in the PM peak hour.
A mitigation project identified is to construct dual westbound left turn lanes and an
additional southbound receiving lane on 17th Avenue SE to improve traffic operations to
LOS E for the intersection; however the northbound approach would still experience long
delays during peak hours. Potential operational improvements that do not require
widening the intersection would be traffic signal timing and coordination adjustments with
the adjacent SR 527/220th Street SE intersection.

The adopted Comprehensive Plan is for year 2035, which does meet the LOS standards.
There was a desire to have a Subarea Plan farther out than 2035 (only 15 years from now),
and for all alternatives to be evaluated with a consistent horizon year. The No Action
Alternative assumed additional growth over and above the Comprehensive Plan due to the
job trends (see Section 1.1 of this Final EIS). The No Action Alternative assumed land use
growth up to the capacity of the current land use plans for Canyon Park.
For the Preferred Alternative, the land use mix and location of growth was modified for a
lowest amount of new PM peak hour trip growth of all Action Alternatives (+5,000
compared to +6,500 for the Mitigated Live/Work alternative evaluated). The traffic analysis
in Section 3.5.2 shows the Preferred Alternative meeting the City LOS corridor standards,
however some individual intersections along Bothell-Everett Highway would operate at LOS
F conditions during peak hours.
For a comparable future analysis, all alternatives – No Action and Action Alternatives – were
studied in a regional transportation model that anticipates a horizon year of 2045. That
allows for comparable background growth and regional travel patterns.

Comment noted and forwarded to decision makers. For the Preferred Alternative, the land
use mix was revised compared to what was analyzed in the Draft EIS for the Mitigated
Live/Work Alternative. The traffic analysis in Section 3.5.2 shows the Preferred Alternative
meeting the City LOS corridor standards, however a traffic impact is still expected at 220th
Street SE/SR 527 intersection which would operate at LOS F with delays higher than the No
Action Alternative.

Comment noted. A statement is added to the Police section in Chapter 4 of this Final EIS, as
follows:
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Bothell’s five patrol districts are illustrated in Figure 85. The study area falls primarily
in patrol district 4; private roads are not patrolled but the area is provided responses
when there are calls for service. The UGA is served by the Snohomish County Sherriff.

The City’s response time is a citywide objective and measured annually. Staffing levels are
comparable over time. The Fire Department finds the measures of service delivery,
including qualitative transportation results in relation to response times, as well as
population per 1,000 persons, were adequately addressed in this EIS, and the level of
investment from the levy in capital improvements and staffing as well as fees collected due
to development are sufficient for the plan over a 20+year period. See Appendix E for a
letter from the Fire Department in support of the analysis and conclusions as it relates to
their service delivery in the subarea.

The Parks LOS in the Comprehensive Plan does not vary on a subarea basis. The new PROS
plan identifies areas well served in proximity to existing parks as a way to prioritize
investment but does not use it as a LOS, which still considers an acres per population
approach. See Section 3.6 of this Final EIS for a review of the current Comprehensive Plan
LOS and the PROS Plan LOS, as well as a qualitative discussion of the gap analysis from the
2020 PROS Plan.
The Draft Subarea Plan under separate cover does show added plazas and recreation
space through development standards and incentives. Trail connections are also promoted
consistent with the City’s non-motorized plans. Recognition is also made of dedicated
natural areas.

See Response to Comment 7-35.

The EIS is not required to address funding or fiscal analysis. See Response to Comment 7-6.
The Subarea Plan does not propose a new LOS or impact fee. On a systemwide basis, the
City will update its impact fee periodically such as to implement its new PROS Plan.
The Draft Subarea Plan associated with the Preferred Alternative includes development
standards and incentives to guide project-level gathering space and recreation
improvements rather than city system improvements which are instead guided by the
PROS Plan.
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AWWD was coordinated with and has review the Draft EIS and found it to be consistent
with their plans. It should be noted that, as of the 2017 Comprehensive Plan Update, the
District is implementing flow monitoring to assess whether the assumptions made when
evaluating conveyance capacity had been potentially overstated. The results of this flow
rate monitoring may be used to re-evaluate system capacity and demand calculations,
which can directly correlate to the number of identified deficiencies. Until such a time when
the flow monitoring results can be analyzed, and additional modeling based on the results
can be performed, the findings in the 2017 Comprehensive Plan should be considered the
best available information.

Regional Wastewater Service Plan Conveyance Policies (RWSP) and 20-Year Peak Flow
Standard are codified in the King County Code 28.86.060 and are intended, in part, to guide
the planning, design, and construction of Conveyance System Improvement (CSI) projects
to accommodate increased flows over a 30-year period (through 2030). The 2017 CSI
Program Update addresses the RWSP peak flow and conveyance policies. King County
Metro has reviewed the Draft EIS alternatives and had no concerns on the capacity of the
North Creek Interceptor and Trunk Line as it relates to the Canyon Park Subarea Plan.

AWWD was coordinated with and has review the Draft EIS and found it to be consistent
with their plans. From a review of the District’s system analysis related to pumping supply,
transmission, storage, distribution, and fire flows pertaining to the sub area, the systemwide transmission capacity evaluations found that the current infrastructure is adequate
over the planning period to meet forecasted demand (2030) and storage capacity within
area is adequate to meet needs through 2035 with 1.94 mgd surplus. Additionally, fire flow
standards are flow rates available to fight fires while maintaining a minimum operating
pressure within the system.

See Response to Comment 7-4.

Please see Response to Comment 7-11 and 7-44 to 7-46.
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The EIS considers a wide range of mitigation measures and identifies feasibility and relative
cost particularly of transportation since it has a potential to result in significant
unavoidable adverse impacts. See Section 1.6 of the Draft EIS and this Final EIS.
The Preferred Alternative advances one of the mitigation measures identified in the Draft
EIS – to reduce land use and, therefore, trips; it has the lowest trips of all Action
Alternatives given its greater balance of housing and jobs. Several of the policy options
identified in the Draft EIS are also further explored in the Final EIS as well as in the Draft
Subarea Plan.
SEPA does not require a jurisdiction to mitigate all significant adverse impacts. The City
may shape its legislative proposals weighing and balancing several goals. The City may
decide that tradeoffs associated with some of the mitigation in relation to wetlands,
neighborhoods, etc. do not provide enough transportation mitigation to warrant
implementation.

The potential capital investments are described and mapped and evaluated at
programmatic level consistent with the legislative nature of the subarea plan and code in
Chapters 1 and 3 of the Draft and Final EIS. Tables of draft standards are referenced in
Chapters 1 and 2 of the Draft and Final EIS. See for example: Figure 6, Table 6, and Table 7
in Chapter 1.
The purpose of the Draft EIS is to explore alternatives and potential mitigation. The City
developed a Preferred Alternative, Subarea Plan, development code, and planned action
using the results of the Draft EIS and associated comments.
The draft Planned Action Ordinance is included in Appendix B of this Final EIS. The draft
Subarea Plan and development code are available under separate cover at the project
website: http://www.ci.bothell.wa.us/1176/Canyon-Park-Visioning.

See Response to Comment 7-35 regarding the fire LOS. The Fire impact fee is collected
based on the value of fire facilities per person, and is applied so that development does not
cause a decrease in levels of service due to growth. The fees may not be used for prior
system deficiencies or for improvements that do not benefit or serve new growth per BMC
21.16.020.
The City does not have a specific police LOS. Nevertheless it was evaluated and the Police
Department reviewed the Draft EIS and proposed mitigation of onsite security and
application of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) to future
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development. Onsite security and CPTED principles are included in the Draft Subarea Plan
and associated code and the Planned Action. See Final EIS Appendix B for the Draft
Planned Action Ordinance.
See Response to Comment 7-38 for Parks LOS discussion. The Preferred Alternative and
Subarea Plan propose measures to add recreation and gathering space standards to
address project level needs. The City provides an impact fee to address additional
population requirements created by new development to address the system level needs.
Per BMC 21.08.020 impact fees may not be used for prior system deficiencies or for
improvements that do not benefit or serve new growth.
Please see responses to comments in terms of school impacts and mitigation in NSD in
Letter 6 regarding schools.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers.
The RGC is already designated. In order to be eligible to obtain additional funding for
capital improvements the subarea plan must be updated and meet PSRC criteria. Under
the Preferred Alternative, the RGC boundary would be reduced and growth would be at the
minimum to meet requirements. With a better balance of housing and jobs the traffic trips
are reduced compared to other Action Alternatives.

Please see responses to comments 7-1 to 7-47 regarding the commenters concern over
aspects of the Draft EIS.
A draft Planned Action Ordinance is included in Final EIS Appendix B and would add a
number of requirements for new development. It is developed in consideration of the Draft
EIS and responses to comments as well as the Preferred Alternative and Draft Subarea Plan
and development code to ensure new development mitigates its impacts to the levels
desired by the City decision makers.
There are numerous adopted planned actions in the state,12 including one for Downtown
Bothell. Most Planned Actions in the state address a subarea/neighborhood scale, and
consider the extensive regulatory backstop of local regulations like critical areas,
concurrency, etc. as well as state and federal regulations.

Though some information is dated more than five years ago, the Municipal Research and Services Center identifies
many planned actions established: http://mrsc.org/Home/Explore-Topics/Planning/Land-Use-Administration/PlannedAction, last updated 2017.
12
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Growth would only be allowed when consistent with City standards and requirements. If
infrastructure is not programmed within a six year period, development would need to
provide it or be delayed.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers. See also the Draft Subarea
Plan which identifies pedestrian improvements associated with the Preferred Alternative.
The Subarea Plan’s maps identify this route and other informal paths. These improvements
would happen with redevelopment and/or as opportunities arise and as possible in
citywide transportation planning.

The comment is noted regarding suggested police enforcement or red light cameras and
forwarded to City decision makers. The City is looking at a future study of the SR 527
corridor, including the 228th Street SE/SR527 intersection. Comment noted that the effects
to adjacent bicycle and pedestrian facilities should be considered.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers. See Final EIS Appendix C for
wetland enhancement and mitigation options.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers. See also the Natural
Environment Element of the proposed Subarea Plan, available at the project website:
http://www.ci.bothell.wa.us/1176/Canyon-Park-Visioning.

See Section 1.1 of this Final EIS and Response to Comment 7-32.

FINAL | December 2020

5-29

Canyon Park Subarea Planned Action EIS
Chapter 5 Responses to Comments on Draft EIS

The comment is noted regarding suggested red light cameras at SR 527/228th Street SE
and forwarded to City decision makers. The City is looking at a future study of the SR 527
corridor, including the 228th Street SE/SR527 intersection. Effects to adjacent bicycle and
pedestrian facilities will be considered.

Some of the traffic on 228th Street SE can be alleviated with the added capacity with
proposed added turn lanes along 228th Street SE as identified in the City’s Comprehensive
Plan and mapped in Figure 31 in Section 3.5.2. In addition, the Preferred Alternative
recommends new street extension of 214th Street SE west to 9th Avenue SE and 20th
Avenue SE north to SR 524. These street extensions would provide an alternative route for
some drivers who would otherwise use SR 527 to 228th Street SE to reach their destination.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers.

Addition of traffic lights on 9th Avenue SE could be helpful in managing the speeding
mentioned by many community members at the public meeting since today there is no
traffic control to stop vehicles between Maltby Road and 228th Street SE. Traffic signals
provide gaps in traffic flow for vehicles to make turns out of driveways and can also provide
more safe crossings for people walking and biking, which was another request heard from
community members. Also, the operations at the 228th Street SE/9th Avenue SE
intersection is influenced by the 228th Street SE/Bothell-Everett Highway intersection. The
City is considering a future SR 527 corridor study with a specific review of potential
improvements at this intersection.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers. Please see the responses to
Comment 10-4, Comment 10-5, and Comment 10-6.
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The comment about preferred street cross-section and pedestrian facilities is noted and
forwarded to City decision makers. Please note the City has identified in its Comprehensive
Plan a project to upgrade 9th Avenue SE to collector arterial standards which includes a
center turn lane, sidewalks, and bicycle facilities along both side of the street. In addition to
the road project, installing missing sidewalks along the eastside of 9th Ave SE between
Crystal Springs Elementary School and SR 524 is a high priority project as identified by the
City’s Safe School Walk Routes Taskforce that was put together to prioritize walk routes that
need improvement using Safe Streets and Sidewalks Levy funding.

The comments about speed limits are noted and forwarded to City decision makers.

Addition of traffic lights on 9th Avenue SE could be helpful in managing the speeding
mentioned by many community members at the public meeting since today there is no
traffic control to stop vehicles between Maltby Road and 228th Street SE. Traffic signals,
such as the one proposed with the 214th Street SE extension, provide gaps in traffic flow
for vehicles to make turns out of driveways and can also provide more safe crossings for
people walking and biking, which was another request heard from community members.
The comment about speed limit changes are noted and forwarded to City decision makers.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers.
Please see above Responses to Comments 10-1 to 10-6.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers. Please also see Response to
Comment 7-47.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers. See Draft EIS and Final EIS
Chapter 3, Section 3.6 Public Services where the effects on schools are addressed.
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The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers. Please also see Response to
Comment 7-47.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers.

The analysis with and without the 214th Street SE extension is described in Section 3.5.2.
The existing PM peak hour volumes on 9th Avenue SE corridor is 1,000 – 1,100 vehicles. The
2043 future year Preferred Alternative would expect 1,400-1,700 vehicles without the
connection and 1,800 – 2,100 vehicles with the extension on the 9th Avenue SE corridor
during the PM peak hour. The future year forecasts considers increased land use growth in
the area by 2043.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers.

The City has identified in its Comprehensive Plan a project to upgrade 9th Avenue SE to
collector arterial standard which includes a center turn lane, sidewalks, and bicycle facilities
along both side of the street. Funding for this project could be a mix of local funds and
grant funds. The timeline for completion is dependent on the when funds are secured. The
subarea plan identifies that the 214th Street extension would not be constructed until after
improvements have been made on 9th Avenue SE. The comment about the need for
potential traffic calming on 9th Avenue SE is noted and forwarded to City decision makers.
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The comment about speeding on 9th Avenue SE is noted and forwarded to City decision
makers.

The comment has been noted and forwarded to City decision makers. The proposed
configuration of 9th Avenue SE includes bike lanes and buffered sidewalks which can
provide more separation from vehicles.

Please see Appendix C of this Final EIS that addresses mitigation and enhancement options
for several roadway improvements also covered broadly in Section 1.6 of the Draft and
Final EIS.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers.
Note that the proposed growth has been decreased in the Preferred Alternative to
approximately 15,500 new people and jobs in the full study area (see Table 4 in Section
1.6). Also the RGC requirement is to plan for 45 activity units (residents and jobs) per acre,
not increase housing density to 45 units per acre as stated in the comment.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers. Part of the objectives of this
plan is to identify what improvements are needed to support the proposed growth in the
subarea. Objectives listed in the comment are reflected in the Subarea Plan goals and
policies.

The commenter mistakenly describes extension of 114th Street instead of the 214th Street
extension proposed for the Preferred Alternative. It is noted that the commenter feels the
214th street extension is unacceptable and the comment has been forwarded to City
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decision makers. Comment is noted about poor driving behavior and the restricted existing
traffic flow on 9th Avenue SE in part because of the designated school zone, reduced speed
limits, congestion during student pick-up/drop-off at the elementary school, and traffic
lights at 228th Street and Maltby Road intersections.
The commenter states that the street extension will not significantly meet objectives to
move more people on SR 527 and on Maltby Road, however the commenter does not
define “significantly”. The traffic analysis for the Preferred Alternative in Section 3.5.2 shows
that construction of the 214th Street extension would decrease some of the vehicles trips
along Bothell-Everett Highway. This street extension, along with the other mitigation
projects included in the Preferred Alternative including a new 20th Avenue SE road
extension in the business park between 214th Street SE and Maltby Road (SR 524), would
result in the Bothell-Everett Highway meeting the City’s LOS E corridor standard.

The commenter is correct that increased traffic volume is an increase in exposure to
potential collisions. The Subarea Plan Chapter 9 states that improvements to the 9th
Avenue SE corridor to collector arterial standard (three-lane roadway, sidewalks, and
bicycle facility) would be in place before a 214th Street extension is constructed. New traffic
control such as a traffic signal at the 9th Avenue SE and 214th Street SE intersection would
create a safe crossing for people walking and biking.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers.
Please see Appendix C of this Final EIS that addresses mitigation and enhancement options
for several roadway improvements also covered broadly in Section 1.6 of the Draft and
Final EIS.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers.
Note that the addition of a traffic signal on 9th Avenue SE could be helpful in providing
gaps in traffic flow for vehicles to make turns out of driveways, and can also provide more
safe crossings for people walking and biking, which was another request we heard from
community members. Alignment and design of any 214th St SE extension would consider
impacts to trees and private property. Additional vehicles would use the publicly accessible
214th St SE, but no changes to streets internal to private development (i.e., beyond the
gates) are proposed.
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The comment for new I-405 access is noted and forwarded to City decision makers. A new
I-405 access from 29th Drive SE and 31st Avenue SE was not included in the traffic analysis
of the alternatives as it is inconsistent with WSDOT’s regional I-405 Master Plan. An I-405
express toll lane ramp connected to 17th Avenue SE near the Canyon Park park-and-ride
was assumed as it is funded and construction is expected to begin in 2021 by WSDOT.

A 20th Avenue SE connection between 214th Street SE and SR 524 is recommended. The
extension of 30th Drive SE to connect to SR 524 was considered but found to be less
desirable than 20th Avenue SE (see Transportation Improvements in Section 1.6) because
of greater potential wetland impacts, a longer road would need to be constructed, steep
slopes, and neighborhood impacts.

The comment for new I-405 access near Filbert Road or Larch Way is noted and forwarded
to City decision makers. A new I-405 access at this location was not included in the traffic
analysis of the alternatives as it is inconsistent with WSDOT’s regional I-405 Master Plan.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers. The Canyon Park park-andride is often full before 6:30 a.m. The subarea plan recommends exploring private-public
redevelopment of the existing Canyon Park park-and-ride that preserves (and potentially
expands) existing parking spaces, as well as exploring a private-public partnership to create
a new park-and-ride on the southside of I-405 near the freeway transit station.
Another opportunity to manage demand at park-and-ride lots in the region that King
County Metro is implementing is a permit program where a portion of the stalls are
reserved for carpools. The Preferred Alternative also includes an aggressive Travel Demand
Management program to encourage people to use other modes than driving alone such as
a circulator shuttle and improved walking and biking access to the park-and-ride to
encourage transit ridership (see Section 3.5.3).

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers.
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Please note that a new traffic signal was proposed at 9th Avenue SE and 214th Street SE,
not at 226th Avenue SE and 9th Avenue SE. This new traffic signal would be part of the
proposed 214th Street SE extension between Bothell-Everett Highway west to 9th Avenue
SE. A traffic signal may slow cars on 9th Avenue SE, which could help address some of the
speeding concerns other members of the public have expressed. It would also provide a
safe crossing for people walking and biking, and may provide more gaps in traffic flow for
drivers to make left-turns out of side-streets.

The proposed 214th Street SE extension between Bothell-Everett Highway and 9th Avenue
SE would include a new traffic signal at the 9th Avenue SE intersection.

The traffic analysis took a conservative approach and did not assume expansion of the
Canyon Park park-and-ride for any of the alternatives as the timing and process to expand
the park-and-ride is not known at this time. The proposed Subarea Plan however, includes
actions to coordinate with WSDOT and transit agencies to potentially expand the park-andride as the area redevelops, and to also facilitate potential public-private partnerships for a
creation of a new park-and-ride on the south side of I-405 near the freeway transit station.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers.

The City has identified in its Comprehensive Plan a project to upgrade 9th Avenue SE to
collector arterial standard which includes a center turn lane, sidewalks, and bicycle facilities
along both side of the street. Installing missing sidewalks along the eastside of 9th Ave SE
between Crystal Springs Elementary School and SR 524 is a high priority project as
identified by the City’s Safe School Walk Routes Taskforce that was put together to
prioritize walk routes that need improvement using Safe Streets and Sidewalks Levy
funding. Funding for this project could be a mix of local funds and grant funds. The timeline
for completion is dependent on the when funds are secured. The proposed Subarea Plan
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identifies that the 214th Street extension would not be constructed until after
improvements have been made on 9th Avenue SE.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers. The City’s Comprehensive
Plan has identified a project to upgrade 9th Avenue SE to collector arterial standard, which
is mostly likely one lane in each direction with a center turn lane. See response to
Comment 16-5.

Transit operations and service are not within the City’s control. This comment is noted and
can be forwarded to Community Transit, which is the agency that would provide this
service. The transportation analysis only assumed the planned transit service on the
Bothell-Everett Highway corridor. The 214th Street extension would improve the walking
and biking environment from 9th Avenue SE to increase access for people using transit
stops on Bothell-Everett Highway.

The proposed 214th Street extension between Bothell-Everett Highway and 9th Avenue SE
would increase traffic volumes on 9th Avenue SE by approximately 400 new PM peak hour
vehicle trips on the north half and 400 new trips on the south half of the 9th Avenue
corridor. The street extension assumes a new intersection control such as a traffic signal at
the 9th Avenue SE intersection, which may help reduce vehicle speeds on the 9th Avenue
SE corridor. Slower vehicle speeds result in lower severity crashes. The new traffic control
also provides more opportunities for people walking to safely cross the street. With the
proposed 214th Street extension, the City will coordinate with Crystal Springs Elementary
to evaluate the pick-up/drop-off operations and how it can be improved if the 214th Street
extension is completed. This level of detail was not evaluated as part of the transportation
analysis. The subarea plan states that improvements should be made along 9th Avenue
corridor to collector arterial standard with sidewalks and bike facility before the 214th
Street extension is constructed.

The City’s traffic LOS standard is based on the average delay along a corridor of
intersections, not individual intersections. Widening of 228th Street SE was not considered
between Meridian Avenue SE to 9th Avenue SE and additional improvements at 9th Avenue
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SE intersection is not proposed in the Preferred Alternative as the corridor is expected to
meet the LOS E standard in 2043.
The queueing concerns at 9th Avenue SE/228th Street SE has been noted and is often
related to operations at the 228th Street SE/Bothell-Everett Highway intersection. The
subarea plan includes a potential future SR 527 corridor study which would include
evaluating improvements to the 228th Street SE/Bothell-Everett Highway intersection, such
as an alternative intersection design. The queueing at the 9th Avenue SE/228th Street
intersection would be related to this future study.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision makers. Please see Chapter 2 for a
description of the Preferred Alternative which carries forward a similar pattern of uses as
the Live/Work Alternative.

The comment about re-timing traffic signals on 228th Street SE has been noted and
forwarded to City decision makers. In this Final EIS, traffic operations were considered for
the 2043 full land use growth in the subarea, and some of the congestion expected on
228th Street SE could be alleviated with the proposed added turn lanes on 228th Street SE
as identified in the City’s Comprehensive Plan and mapped in Figure 31 in Section 3.5.2. In
this 2043 traffic analysis, traffic signals were optimized based on traffic forecasts for the No
Build and all Build Alternatives. In addition, the Preferred Alternative recommends new
street extension of 214th Street SE west to 9th Avenue SE and 20th Avenue SE north to SR
524. These street extensions would provide an alternative route for some drivers who
would otherwise use SR 527 to 228th Street SE to reach their destination.

Maintaining Canyon Park’s preservation of- and connection to- the natural environment are
primary objectives the proposed action and alternatives considered. Some transportation
projects would impact wetland, riparian, and/or wildlife habitat. However, impacts from
such projects must be avoided, minimized, and mitigated as required by mitigation
sequencing regulations. Preservation of existing wildlife habitat connectivity and corridors
would be strongly considered in any project with potential impacts to such areas. Possible
mitigation projects that may improve habitat functions in the planning area are also being
evaluated. See the Draft Subarea Plan for proposed policies and code applicable in the
subarea, available at the project website: http://www.ci.bothell.wa.us/1176/Canyon-ParkVisioning.
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The comment is noted. The commenter was added to the project contact list.

The comment has been noted and forwarded to City decision makers. For the Preferred
Alternative, the 20th Avenue SE street extension is proposed as a new vehicle road behind
Fred Meyer and includes a traffic signal to be constructed at the new Maltby Road
intersection.
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From: Karen Walter <KWalter@muckleshoot.nsn.us>
Sent: Monday, January 13, 2020 3:17 PM
To: Bruce Blackburn <Bruce.Blackburn@bothellwa.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Canyon Park Planned Action Draft Environmental Impact
Statement
Stop! Look! Think before you click! This message originated from outside the
City of Bothell network. Use caution when clicking links or opening
attachments.
Bruce,
We have reviewed the Planned Action Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the Canyon Park Subarea Plan referenced above. We offer the following
comments in the interest of protecting and restoring the Tribe's treatyprotected fisheries resources:

1

1. Stream Crossing and culvert upgrades
The City should complete an inventory of all stream crossings in the planning
area (public and private) to determine where existing barriers exist for
adult and juvenile salmon.
A plan to replace known barriers should be
implemented regardless of the no-action or action alternatives. Table 15 in
Vol 1 of the DEIS implies that only some action alternatives will potentially
improve some of the crossings. There is no mention of doing any inventory
work either.
WDFW has completed assessments of some of the crossings in the
planning area and has information about replaced culverts that arguably
provide adult and juvenile salmon access. See
https://url.emailprotection.link/?b6Zzn3nwr09ZU1ImvvqsVPCXZefrf7z5ZxV57FXu9mm
ip5eICYKDoek4vbUmQTuqoWPYqcWGrUt2aAKH0fsL8nXzvHTAhb4cMTp51pMav_7xq7nZJikvoc1N
nEiYvSmRJ
The City is likely aware that WSDOT is currently working on some of its
barrier culverts along I-405 as part of its court injunction requirements
under U.S. v. Washington. We expect culverts up and downstream of any
replaced culverts on I-405 to be made fish passable in a timely manner so
that salmon access can be restored improving survival and production.

2

2. North Creek levee/floodplains
The DEIS states on page 3-13:
These well-vegetated streambanks as supplemented by armoring result in
relatively stable banks and the rate of channel migration and associated

2

cont.

erosion is expected to be limited as shown in Figure 30. Where bank erosion
does occur, actions will likely be taken to the extent needed to prevent
significant channel migration and thereby protect existing development and
associated infrastructure.
None of the
North Creek
between the
streams and
and habitat

alternatives discuss the potential to set existing levees along
back, avoid new levees, and otherwise improve connectivity
stream and its floodplains. Levee setbacks in Puget Sound
rivers have been shown to improve floodplain conveyance, storage,
conditions for salmon.

North Creek and its tributaries are amenities in this subbarea. This subarea
plan is an opportunity to restore natural stream processes and functions to
the fullest extent (versus project by project) and particularly given the
Planned Action intent of this environmental review which will limit or
eliminate further environmental review as the plan is implemented.

3

3. Floodplain mapping
The subarea needs to ensure that it is using the most up-to-date floodplain
mapping. In our experience, FEMA maps can lag 10 years or more all the while
growth and development that affects groundwater recharge and streamflows
continue. Now is the time for a comprehensive flood map update if one hasn't
occurred recently.

4

4. Beaver management
Similarly, now is the time for a comprehensive beaver management plan that
follows mitigation sequencing. Lethal beaver removal should be the last
option in the suite of actions. A comprehensive floodplain mapping, levee
setback analysis and beaver management

5

5. Stormwater management
The stormwater management assessment in the DEIS is too broad and there is no
discussion or consideration of Low Impact Development measures that could be
implemented per each alternative. It seems logical that there were could be
differences between each of the alternatives regarding the extent and/or type
of LID measure(s) that could be implemented. Some items require larger areas
of land to be implemented and may be precluded due some of the alternative
priorites and/or in particular locations within the subareas.

6

6. Stream and stream buffer mitigation
The DEIS notes a likely need for stream buffer mitigation. We strongly
encourage to look at options to restoring stream buffer functions in North
Creek and its fish-bearing/potential fish bearing streams before considering
any offsite options.
As part of this comment, we highly recommend that the
City map all existing compensatory wetland and stream mitigation sites to
determine where these locations are that could be further enhanced by other
mitigation efforts.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this proposal and look forward to the
City's responses to these concerns.
Thank you,
Karen Walter
Watersheds and Land Use Team Leader
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe Fisheries Division Habitat Program
39015 172nd Ave SE
Auburn, WA 98092
253-876-3116

From: Gresham, Doug (ECY) <DGRE461@ECY.WA.GOV>
Sent: Friday, December 13, 2019 9:55 AM
To: Canyon Park <CanyonPark@bothellwa.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments on Canyon Park subarea plan DEIS

LETTER #2

Bruce,
As a wetland specialist at Ecology I wish to add my comments to the scoping document for the Canyon Park subarea plan
dra� environmental impact statement (DEIS).

1 I want the DEIS to cover environmental topics such as, the North Creek watershed, storm water management, wetland

preserva�on and restora�on, and water quality protec�on. There are problems in the North Creek watershed such as
ﬂooding, sediment deposition that is threatening infrastructure, and water quality degrada�on. Future development in
the North Creek watershed should incorporate storm water management features that detain and treat runoﬀ in
exceedance of Ecology’s 2019 storm water management manual requirements. The exis�ng impervious surfaces in this
watershed is already causing ﬂooding and erosion problems so any future development needs to reverse this trend.

For example, the North Creek Maintenance District Associa�on has requested permits from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers and Ecology to repair levees near the NE 195th Street bridge because there is too much sediment deposi�on
that is threatening the bridge. This sediment deposi�on is caused by excessive storm water runoﬀ that is eroding
stream banks. Periodic dredging of the North Creek channel at bridge crossings is not a long-term solu�on to this
problem. There is too much storm water ﬂowing oﬀ too much impervious surfaces, not enough deten�on pond
capacity, and not enough riparian vegeta�on to stabilize stream banks.
The City of Bothell should require any new development or redevelopment within the Canyon Park subarea to address
these storm water management issues. This includes:
1. Requiring both conven�onal and innova�ve storm water features such as deten�on ponds, rain gardens,
underground treatment vaults, inﬁltra�on ponds, bioswales, pervious pavement , etc.
2. Encouraging the preserva�on and restora�on of riparian vegeta�on along North Creek to help stabilize the
stream banks.
3. Require the removal of exis�ng structures from the North Creek ﬂoodplain whenever possible to provide more
ﬂood capacity.
4. Promote the crea�on of regional storm water facili�es that detain and treat storm water, to augment the
private developers storm water facili�es.
5. Encourage the crea�on of more open space parcels within the North Creek watershed to increase groundwater
inﬁltra�on, reduce storm water runoﬀ, and improve water quality.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment and please contact if you have any ques�ons.
Doug Gresham, Wetland Specialist
Washington State Department of Ecology
3190 - 160th Ave. SE
Bellevue, WA 98008
Phone: (425) 649-7199
Email: Doug.Gresham@ecy.wa.gov
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LETTER #4B
From: Henry, Kim <HenryK@wsdot.wa.gov>
Sent: Monday, January 13, 2020 4:09 PM
To: Canyon Park <CanyonPark@bothellwa.gov>
Cc: Hanson, Barre� (Consultant) <HansonB@consultant.wsdot.wa.gov>; Gilman, Celeste
<GilmanC@wsdot.wa.gov>; Ballard, Lisa <BallarL@wsdot.wa.gov>; Strand, Chris�na
<StrandC@wsdot.wa.gov>; Swires, Mike <SwiresM@wsdot.wa.gov>; Bruce Blackburn
<Bruce.Blackburn@bothellwa.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Canyon Park Subarea Plan Dra� EIS
Dear Mr. Blackburn:

1

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the City of Bothell’s Canyon Park Subarea Planned Action
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). This letter provides the Washington State Department of
Transportation (WSDOT)’s compiled comments on the DEIS, representing the perspectives of WSDOT’s
I-405/SR 167 Megaprogram, Regional Transit Coordination Division, and Northwest Region.
WSDOT appreciates the ongoing coordination with the City regarding transportation improvements in the
Canyon Park area, including the proposed I-405, SR 522 Vicinity to SR 527 Express Toll Lanes
Improvement Project. This project, which is currently in the preliminary engineering and environmental
review phase, will provide a new express toll lane (ETL) direct access ramp and inline transit station at
17th Avenue SE in support of Sound Transit’s proposed new I-405 Bus Rapid Transit system, as well as
local street and active transportation improvements. Close coordination between WSDOT and the City of
Bothell will need to continue as both parties progress with concurrent environmental analyses that pertain
to the Canyon Park area.
WSDOT provided comments during the scoping period for the DEIS, including considerations for
transportation, land use, and traffic assumptions. As described in the more detailed comments that follow,
WSDOT has several questions and comments about the approach, assumptions, and data used for the
DEIS alternatives analysis.
Level of Service (LOS) Standards
• WSDOT sets level of service standards for highways of statewide significance (HSS) based on
RCW 47.06.140(2). For this DEIS, HSS facilities include I-405 and any associated ramps in the
study area. SR 527 and SR 524 are designated as regionally significant highways (non-HSS),
and LOS standards are adopted by WSDOT, Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC), and local
agencies. WSDOT maintains that any operational or other impacts from the proposed action to
HSS facilities (I-405 ramp terminals) would need to be mitigated. WSDOT is opposed to any
proposal that would lower the LOS standards at the I-405 ramp terminals.
• The DEIS should clarify what LOS standards apply to this subarea. If the standard for SR 524
and SR 527 is not LOS “E/mitigated” per PSRC, please provide reasons why. The PSRC LOS
standards (see: https://www.psrc.org/level-of-service) for LOS “E/mitigated” include the following
description: “The standard for Tier 1 routes is LOS ‘E/mitigated,’ meaning that congestion should
be mitigated (such as transit) when p.m. peak hour LOS falls below LOS ‘E.’” If this is the
standard being used, the DEIS should provide more information about mitigation.
• The City should consider best practices in the development of transportation systems
management and operations (TSMO) and transportation demand management (TDM) strategies
for the Canyon Park and additional performance metrics.
Traffic Analysis of PM Peak Only
• The DEIS only provides an analysis of the PM peak period. What is the City’s rationale for not
analyzing the AM peak period? Will the AM peak period be analyzed for a preferred alternative
once identified?

1

cont.

•

WSDOT requests that the City at a minimum analyze the AM peak period for the I-405 ramp
terminals and adjacent intersections because WSDOT needs to understand how the City’s
proposal would affect this HSS facility.

Traffic Analysis Project Assumptions
• The future transportation network considered in this DEIS included several projects that are not
assumed in WSDOT’s traffic modeling for the I-405, SR 522 Vicinity to SR 527 Express Toll
Lanes Improvement Project Environmental Assessment (EA). WSDOT did not include these
projects in its analysis because they are not currently funded for construction. Although these
differences in assumptions are appropriate for the respective environmental documents, they will
likely lead to differing traffic analyses and results. To better understand these differences, the
document, including Tables 2, 3, 48, and 50, should identify whether the listed projects are
funded, planned, or newly proposed.
o In addition, the DEIS references the I-405 projects in several different ways throughout.
Please list the WSDOT projects in the I-405 corridor as the “I-405, SR 522 Vicinity to SR
527 Express Toll Lanes Improvement Project” and the “I-405, SR 527 to I-5 Express Toll
Lane Project.” The SR 522 to SR 527 project, which is funded, would add one ETL in
each direction of I-405 between south of SR 522 and SR 527, as well as build direct
access ramps at SR 522 and near SR 527 at 17th Avenue SE. The SR 527 to I-5 project,
which is currently not funded, would add one ETL in each direction of I-405 between SR
527 and I-5.
o Please consider adding “ST3, I-405 BRT Project” to Tables 2, 48, and 50 for consistency
with Table 41, which lists I-405 BRT as a project that will be completed by 2043.
Traffic Analysis for the Privately Owned Street Network
• The description of all of the action alternatives includes the possibility of transferring the private
street network owned by the Canyon Park Business Center (CPBC) to public ownership;
however, all of the proposed mitigation projects are at the periphery of the regional growth center
(RGC). What motorized and active transportation mitigation is proposed within the RGC interior
street network with the additional projected jobs/population?
• Because the privately owned, internal CPBC intersections were not analyzed (see Figure 79),
WSDOT cannot assess impacts that each land use alternative may have on the new I-405 direct
access ramp, SR 527 corridor, and surrounding roadway network. Page 3-119 of the DEIS states,
“Once a preferred alternative has been defined, implications to the business park’s private street
system can be addressed.” Is the City planning to analyze the private street network as part of
developing a preferred alternative and issuing a Final EIS? If so, what opportunities would be
provided for the public and WSDOT to comment on the proposal?
• Please note that the information provided previously by WSDOT and included in DEIS Appendix
D was a preliminary analysis to facilitate the ongoing discussions with the CPBC Owners
Association. This information was not requested by or provided to Bothell for public dissemination
or inclusion in the DEIS as it may change as we continue the WSDOT analysis. We request that
you remove this information. The results of the WSDOT traffic analysis will be included as part of
our EA, anticipated to be published in June 2020.
Transit Oriented Development (TOD) and TSMO
• The document and the plan for the subarea would benefit from additional focus on TOD and
TSMO. WSDOT suggests adding more narrative about the transportation-land use interaction.
For example, how will the City plan the areas around the transit stations to boost BRT ridership
and use of active transportation modes and decrease the need to use a car for local errands?
The City should consider adding a section to discuss the areas around the two stations through a
TOD lens, including a comparison of the effectiveness of residential mixed use and mixed
business concepts. The document would also benefit from including visual concepts of a TOD
neighborhood at this location and details on the building, set back, sidewalk, and pathway
characteristics that support TOD within the walking radius.
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WSDOT uses a “transportation system management and operations (TSMO) first” philosophy that
prioritizes high quality transit, active transportation, travel demand management, and mobility on
demand. Figure 6 on Page 1-16 somewhat reflects this concept, but further discussion is needed
throughout the document.
Specific Comments
Page 1-6: Please clarify the intent of Objective 1, particularly 1.2. Is the City aiming to increase
transit service and multi-modal access?
Page 1-16:
o Paragraph 1: Does the analysis assume that future average vehicle occupancy
continues at the current rate of 1.x? Please clarify the assumptions.
o Paragraph 1: How does the LOS comply with the City’s adopted LOS standards? See
LOS discussion above. Please clarify this point and describe the performance targets
should be described in this paragraph.
o Paragraph 2: Please clarify the trip generation methodology, including whether
adjustments were made for BRT, other active transportation modes, and other factors.
o Bullet list of potential mitigations: Is the City considering mitigating with high capacity
transit, increased density, TDM strategies, and TSMO strategies? What alternative LOS
standard or policy is the City proposing?
o Figure 6: This figure appears to say that lower activity units per acre decrease LOS. Is
this correct? Lower density often results in higher VMT, which is at odds with the stated
objectives.
Page 1-21: Are the measures discussed in the text on this page listed in priority order? If so,
WSDOT suggests transit should be listed first and considered the primary mitigation before any
projects that enhance general purpose traffic capacity.
Page 1-37: What method is being used for the greenhouse gas analysis?
Page 1-38: LOS standards should be introduced and defined earlier, with the discussion on page
1-16.
Page 1-40, last paragraph: This is the first time that the document discloses that the
transportation analysis focuses on vehicle use. Please introduce this information earlier on Page
1-16.
Page 2-17: Regarding multimodal infrastructure, is the City considering strategies that increase
frequency, capacity, reliability, and hours of BRT/high capacity transit? Is the City considering
strategies that improve access to stations?
Page 3-83: The Aesthetics and Urban Design section mentions potential development of other
park and rides in the mitigation measures for the Mitigated Live/ Work Alternative. The potential
for new park and rides is not mentioned in other sections of the DEIS. If the City is considering
this mitigation measure, it should also be analyzed in other sections in the DEIS.
Page 3-103, Figure 67: This figure title indicates the data year as 2015, the legend indicates
2017, and the source line below indicates that they are from the Imagine Bothell…
Comprehensive Plan, which we understand to show average daily traffic from 2014 (though the
document was published in 2015). Please clarify the data year used.
Page 3-109, Figure 68: Based on WSDOT data, the SR 527/524 intersection currently operates
poorly in the PM peak period (LOS F). The northbound approach is over capacity and regularly
has queues that extend back to the I-405 interchange now. WSDOT suggests revisiting existing
and future PM peak operations at this location, with attention to whether counts taken by the
DEIS team represent demand or just constrained throughput. Similarly, the SR 527/220th Street
SE intersection fails today, with westbound queues typically extending well east of 20th Avenue
SE. As noted earlier in this letter, WSDOT also requests that AM peak operations be analyzed at
the I-405 ramp terminals.
Page 3-102: The first bullet indicates that the major roadways through the subarea have
“recurrent, peak hour commute congestion.” If only the PM peak hour was analyzed, PM peak
hour should be specified in this statement.
Page 3-110: The Canyon Park Park and Ride utilization is indicated here as “90% occupancy on
a typical weekday.” This is a lower percentage than WSDOT has observed. In particular, WSDOT
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has understood from Community Transit staff that the lot is typically 100 percent occupied by 6:45
a.m. on weekdays.
Page 3-122: The statements regarding direct access ramp operations for each alternative need
to be supported with data and analysis.

If you have questions or need clarifications about these comments, please contact Barrett Hanson with
the I-405/SR 167 Program at 425-456-8534.
Sincerely,
Kim Henry, PE
I-405/ SR 167 Program Administrator

Please note: Email exchanges may be public records and subject to disclosure.
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Canyon Park Subarea Planned Action EIS

Chapter 1 Summary
Canyon Park Study Area

Figure 1.
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LETTER #7
719 Second Avenue, Suite 1150
Seattle, WA 98104-1728
206-623-9372
vnf.com

January 13, 2020
Bruce Blackburn, Senior Planner
City of Bothell, Community Development Department
18415 101st Avenue NE
Bothell, WA 98011
Sent by email: CanyonPark@bothellwa.gov; bruce.blackburn@bothellwa.gov
RE:

Comments of Canyon Park Business Center Owners’ Association on City of
Bothell Canyon Park Subarea Planned Action Draft EIS

Dear Mr. Blackburn:

1

On behalf of our clients, the Canyon Park Business Center Owners’ Association (“CPBCOA”),
we submit our comments regarding the City of Bothell Canyon Park Subarea Planned Action
Draft EIS (“DEIS”) issued on December 6, 2019.
SEPA is an environmental disclosure statute that sets forth a “state policy of protection,
restoration and enhancement of the environment.” Polygon Corp. v. City of Seattle, 90 Wn.2d 59,
63 (1978). The primary function of an EIS is to “identify adverse impacts to enable the decisionmaker to ascertain whether they require either mitigation or denial of the proposal.” Victoria
Tower P’ship v. City of Seattle, 29 Wn. App. 592, 601 (1990). Under SEPA, an agency must
consider both the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of its decision. WAC 197-11060(4)(d).
We have reviewed the City’s DEIS and are concerned that the DEIS’s analysis and disclosure of
impacts is inadequate in many respects. In some instances, the DEIS’s own analysis indicates
that the impacts disclosure is inadequate; in other instances, it is impossible to assess whether
reasonable methodologies were used to assess impacts. Further, the DEIS’s discussion of
proposed mitigation is insufficient because the discussion is vague, unmeasurable, and
speculative.
The following is a brief discussion of general concerns, followed by a discussion of concerns
related to impacts and mitigation on specific topics.
1. General Comments:
a. As noted in the DEIS, SEPA requires a statement of objectives and analysis of how well
the alternatives achieve those objectives. The DEIS’s discussion of how the proposal and
107841
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the alternatives achieve the defined objectives is inadequate. The DEIS affirmatively
suggests the proposal will preclude some of the stated objectives, such as the objective to
“improve transit access . . . , overall freeway/highway access, and multi-modal
infrastructure to improve circulation within and around Canyon Park.”
b. Given the impacts disclosed in the DEIS (and the likely additional impacts that may be
discovered through adequate environmental review), Section 1.7 should be revised to
include the following: “Consideration of whether a Regional Growth Center (“RGC”) is
functionally and economically feasible in the Canyon Park area, given the significant
constraints, impacts and required mitigations.”
c. Pages 1-4 and 2-3 indicate that a public meeting would be held during the public
comment period to analyze and present the DEIS alternatives. No such meeting was
held, and the meeting with CBPCOA on January 9, 2020, though valuable, did not
constitute a public meeting.
d. The following is a summary of our concerns regarding each section of the DEIS:
i. Natural Environment: The DEIS does not identify potential impacts from planned
projects.
ii. Land Use Patterns and Policies: The DEIS does not provide sufficient information
to determine the adequacy of the Buildable Land Capacity Analysis and the
feasibility of the projected development capacities of the Action Alternatives.
iii. Aesthetics and Urban Design: The DEIS does not provide sufficient information to
determine the feasibility of the redevelopment based on the development standards
proposed by the Action Alternatives.
iv. Transportation: The DEIS does not identify or mitigate potential impacts to the
private road system within the CPBC, does not analyze impact from planned
projects, and does not provide sufficient mitigation for identified impacts.
v. Public Services: The DEIS does not adequately analyze potential impacts to public
services, does not use the adopted LOS standard for fire protection and EMS, and
does not provide adequate mitigation for identified impacts.
vi. Utilities and Stormwater: The DEIS does not adequately analyze potential impacts
to capacity of water and sewer utilities.
vii. Cumulative Impacts: The DEIS fails to discuss the cumulative impacts from
planned and reasonably foreseeable projects.
viii. Mitigation: The DEIS does not propose adequate mitigation for identified impacts,
and much of the proposed mitigation is not feasible.
Please note that the detailed discussion below provides some specific examples of these
concerns.
2. Natural Environment:
a. Page 3-19 states that the City’s critical regulations are outdated and are being updated.
The DEIS Buildable Lands Capacity Analysis (the “DEIS Capacity Analysis”) should be
updated to reflect the new critical area regulations, or an adjustment factor should be
applied to account for larger buffer requirements and mitigation standards.
b. The DEIS does not identify or analyze the impacts to wetlands, streams and habitat that
will result from the widening of 17th Ave SE that is a component of the Washington State
Department of Transportation (“WSDOT”) Express Toll Lane (“ETL”) project.
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3. Land Use Patterns and Policies
a. Buildable Land Capacity Analysis (the “DEIS Capacity Analysis”):
i. Please clarify how the DEIS Capacity Analysis has been coordinated with
Snohomish County’s Buildable Lands process.
1. Please confirm and document how the Snohomish County Buildable Lands
Procedures were used for the DEIS Capacity Analysis.
2. Please document that Snohomish County was consulted on and approved the
methodologies used in the DEIS Capacity Analysis.
ii. Residential use in the CPBC is limited to a defined area of 72.75 acres pursuant to
the CPBCOA CC&Rs. For the areas proposed for Residential Mixed Use within
the CPBC in the Live/Work and Mitigated Live/Work Alternatives, only 18.09
acres is within the defined area where residential use is permitted by the CC&Rs.
Please revise the DEIS Capacity Analysis to eliminate residential use from those
areas where it is not permitted by the CC&Rs.
iii. Partially Used Land:
1. Page 3-35 states, “Reviewing results and maps available at the time, it appears
that Partially Developed Land was not identified in the 2012 Buildable Lands
Report and not in the City’s capacity analysis of its 2015 R-AC additions in the
Canyon Park area, shown in Figure 36.” Please refer to Exhibit 1, the Bothell
MUGA Land Status Map from the Snohomish County 2012 Buildable Lands
Report. It does identify “Partially-Used” land within the Canyon Park Business
Center (“CPBC”) and the Study Area. If the DEIS is indicating that there were
errors in the 2012 Buildable Lands Report, it is important that the DEIS and
supporting appendices include documentation from Snohomish County
acknowledging the errors and confirming that additional “Partially-Used” land
is within the CPBC and the Study Area.
2. The DEIS includes two different and inconsistent definitions for “PartiallyUsed” land. Table 20, Footnote 1 (Page 3-35) of the DEIS states “PartiallyUsed: For commercial, industrial, and mixed use zones, the floor area ratio is
usually less than 25% and the building improvement to land value ratio is
greater than 100%.” On Page 3-35, the DEIS states, “The 2012 Buildable
Lands Report defines Partially Developed land as developed to 25% of allowed
building space even if building value exceeds more than 100% of the land
value.” These are two different definitions, and the second definition is not the
definition from the Snohomish County 2012 Buildable Lands Report. Please
clarify which definition was used to identify “Partially-Used” land in the DEIS
Capacity Analysis, and apply that definition consistently throughout the
analysis.
3. Please clarify the methodology to identify, review and designate “PartiallyUsed” land in the DEIS Capacity Analysis.
a. Were parcels aggregated into Economic Units based on common ownership
and shared improvements pursuant to the Snohomish County Buildable
Lands Procedures? Figure 64 in the DEIS appears to provide a portion of
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this analysis, but it does not appear to have been used in the capacity
analysis.
b. Consistent with the definition of “Partially-Used” in the 2012 Buildable
Lands Report, was a threshold of 0.25 FAR used to determine what parcels
were “Partially-Used”? If not, what threshold was used and what was the
basis for this threshold?
c. Were improvement to land value (“ITL”) ratios considered in the analysis of
“Partially-Used” parcels?
Please refer to Exhibit 2, which is an analysis of the 25 parcels identified in the
DEIS Capacity Analysis as “Partially-Used.” This analysis shows the
following:
• Only four (4) of the 25 “Partially-Used” parcels in the DEIS Capacity
Analysis are below the 0.25 FAR threshold defined within the Snohomish
County 2012 Buildable Lands Report. The remaining twenty one (21)
parcels range from 0.26 to 0.50 FAR. It does not appear that the 0.25 FAR
threshold was used in the DEIS Capacity Analysis.
• All of the four (4) parcels below the 0.25 FAR threshold are part of larger
Economic Units with other parcels under the same ownership and/or sharing
site improvements (access, parking, circulation, etc.). An additional four (4)
parcels that are above the 0.25 FAR threshold are part of larger Economic
Units with other parcels. Since eight (8) of the 25 “Partially-Used” parcels
(32%) in the DEIS Capacity Analysis are part of larger Economic Units, it
appears that this fundamental analytical step of the Snohomish County
Buildable Lands Procedures was not completed.
• The lowest ITL ratio of the 25 “Partially-Used” parcels is 90%. The range
of ITL ratios for the 25 “Partially-Used” parcels in the DEIS Capacity
Analysis is as follows:
o Twenty four (96%) have ITL ratios greater than 100%.
o Sixteen (64%) have ITL ratios greater than 200%.
o Twelve (48%) have ITL ratios greater than 300%.
o Seven (28%) have ITL ratios greater than 400%.
Based on this analysis, it appears that ITL ratios were not considered in the
DEIS Capacity Analysis.
Additionally, please refer to Exhibit 3, which is an analysis of a random
selection of ten (10) developable CPBC parcels that were not identified in the
DEIS as “Partially-Used.” This analysis shows the following:
• The FARs of the randomly selected parcels are generally within the same
range as the 25 parcels identified in the DEIS as “Partially-Used.” The
lowest FAR is 0.30, and the highest FAR is 0.57.
• Seven (7) of the randomly selected parcels are part of larger Economic Units
with other parcels under the same ownership and/or sharing site
improvements (access, parking, circulation, etc.).
• Although it is a small sample size, the ITL ratios of the randomly selected
parcels are skewed slightly lower than, but generally within the same range
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as, the 25 “Partially-Used” parcels in the DEIS Capacity Analysis. The
lowest ITL ratio is 136%, and the range of ITL ratios is as follows:
o Ten (100%) have ITL ratios greater than 100%.
o Six (66%) have ITL ratios greater than 200%.
o Two (20%) have ITL ratios greater than 300%.
o Two (20%) have ITL ratios greater than 400%.
Comparison of the 25 “Partially-Used” parcels in the DEIS Capacity Analysis
and the randomly selected parcels does not identify a clear analytical basis for
the inclusion of the former parcels in the “Partially-Used” analysis and the
exclusion of the latter. Please clarify the methodologies of the DEIS Capacity
Analysis so that it is clear and consistent which parcels are meet the definition
of “Partially-Used” and provide a parcel by parcel assessment of the
development capacity of each parcel.
Please document the achieved redevelopment densities under the current development
standards that were used to project future growth in the DEIS Capacity Analysis for the
No Action Alternative.
Page 1-36 states that the No Action Alternative does not include a minimum floor area
ratio. Table 7 (Page 2-14) states that the No Action Alternative includes a minimum
density of 35 DU/ac and 0.5 FAR for non-residential. Please clarify which is correct and
which was used for the DEIS Capacity Analysis for the No Action Alternative, and
update the analysis applying the consistent standard.
Please document the market availability and land market supply factors used for vacant,
re-developable and partially used land in the DEIS Capacity Analysis for all alternatives.
Please document how compliance with current stormwater regulations will affect the
development capacity in the Subarea. The development capacity of a “Pipeline
Development” project on Parcel Nos. 27052900204600, 27052900204700,
27053000106400, and 27053000106300 has been reduced for this reason.
Page 3-90 of the DEIS states, “The Canyon Park Business Center Owners Association is
the largest private landholder in the area, with about 86 acres of land within the study
area. These lands reflect a significant portion of land within the Canyon Park Business
Park and include a significant portion of the land that would likely redevelop as part of
revised planning for this area.”
i. The CPBCOA owns 12 parcels totaling 62.92 acres, not 86 acres as stated in the
DEIS. None of the CPBCOA owned parcels are currently developable beyond their
current condition, because they contain roads, trails, stormwater infrastructure,
critical areas/buffers, and native growth protection easements. Were any CPBCOA
owned parcels determined to be developable in the DEIS Capacity Analysis? If so,
please identify those parcels?
ii. Figures 59 and 60 show Parcel Nos. 27052900203100, 27052900203100 and
27052900203500 as Commercial Mixed Use. These parcels are owned by the
CPBCOA are not developable for the reasons stated above, which is reflected in
their assessed values. These three parcels should be identified as undevelopable in
these figures and excluded for the DEIS Capacity Analysis as undevelopable.
To date the conceptual development standards in the Action Alternatives have not been
implemented. As a result, there are no achieved densities upon which to base future
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growth projections. We understand that an alternative method using building typologies
was used to determine the maximum redevelopment capacity for the Action Alternatives.
However, RCW 36.70A.215(3)(a) specifies that “zoned capacity of land alone is not a
sufficient standard to deem land suitable for development or redevelopment within the
20-year period.” This requirement places an expectation on jurisdictions to not just
assume properties will develop to their maximum densities allowed under their zoning
designations, but to conduct additional analysis related to how development and
redevelopment might occur to support urban capacity findings.1 Use of a building
typology analysis alone assesses only the zoned capacity of Action Alternatives and does
not comply with RCW 36.70A.215(3)(a) or the 2019 Buildable Lands Guidelines. To
prove that the future growth projections are feasible, the EIS needs to include:
i. An economic analysis to determine if the proposed densities/intensities would be
feasible based on these regulatory assumptions; and,
ii. A market study to estimate potential absorption of residential mixed use and
commercial mixed use over the planning period, given the location and competition
within the region and the transportation constraints of the area.
Lacking these analyses to prove that the proposed development regulations can achieve
the projected densities, the DEIS Capacity Analysis does not meet the requirements of
RCW 36.70A.215(3)(a).
a. The EIS should include an Appendix that shows the work behind the DEIS Buildable
Lands Analysis, as required by RCW 36.70A.215 and WAC 365-196-315.
4. Aesthetics and Urban Design
a. Table 4 shows that 68 acres are eliminated from the Live Work Alternative to result in
the Mitigated Live-Work Alternative. This represents an 11.1% reduction in land area
from the Live Work Alternative. However, it results in a corresponding reduction of
5,685 activity units (37.5%) from the Regional Growth Center and a reduction of 5,170
activity units (31.9%) from the full study area. Please provide documentation showing
how elimination of this relatively small area can result in a disproportionately large
reduction in activity units.
b. There are inconsistencies between Figures 59 and 60:
i. Figure 59: Parcel Nos. 27053000106400 and 27052900204700 are shown as being
more than 0.5 miles from BRT/Green Line stop.
ii. Figure 60: Parcel Nos. 27053000106400 and 27052900204700 are shown as being
within 0.5 miles from BRT/Green Line stop.
Please resolve these inconsistencies.
c. Of the 292.02 developable acres in CPBC, 182.23 acres (62.4%) are proposed for
“Business Park” land use/zoning in all the Action Alternatives and are greater than a ½
mile radius from a BRT/Green Line stop. The proposed development standards for this
area in the Action Alternatives are summarized as follows:
i. No height increase
ii. Minimum density of 0.5 FAR
1 Page 33, Buildable Lands Guidelines – Review and Evaluation Program, 2018, Department of
Commerce.
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iii. Approximately 33% parking reduction for office use; no change to parking for light
industrial use
iv. Affordable retail space requirements
v. Common open space requirements
vi. Wetland/stream buffer enhancement requirements
vii. Compliance with current stormwater regulations
viii. Increased impact fees to fund transportation, parks and public services required as
mitigation for the impacts of the Subarea Plan
On balance, these development regulations in the Action Alternatives do not appear to
result in sufficient increments of additional capacity over the existing zoning in the No
Action Alternative. While the parking reduction could result in additional capacity, that
benefit appears to be offset by additional costs of the other new development standards,
particularly the stormwater standards.
Further, the DEIS does not propose any substantial public investment to correct existing
transportation deficiencies or to create meaningful public space improvements to mitigate
impacts and attract private investment. While employment has grown in the CPBC, that
growth has occurred within existing buildings, although the methods and sources for that
data is not cited in the DEIS. No significant commercial or mixed use development or
redevelopment has occurred, despite the City’s past amendments to the Comprehensive
Plan and development regulations. The lack of development or redevelopment indicates
that private investment is satisfied with returns on existing assets in the CPBC and is
unwilling to accept the risks of redevelopment. Given the patterns of recent employment
growth and the lack of redevelopment activity in the CPBC, please clarify how these new
standards will result in large scale redevelopment to achieve the increase in job growth
that is projected in the DEIS.
d. Of the 292.02 developable acres in CPBC, 109.79 developable acres (37.6%) are
proposed for Commercial Mixed Use in the Business Plus Alternative and for Residential
Mixed Use land use/zoning in the Live/Work and Mitigated Live/Work Alternatives.
These parcels are within a ¼ or ½ mile radius of a BRT/Green Line stop, and the
development standards vary based on these two radii. The proposed development
standards for these areas in the Action Alternatives are summarized as follows:
i. Additional 10 feet in height for mixed use office and residential mixed use
ii. Reduced parking:
1. Within ¼ mile radius: Residential = 43% reduction; Office/Retail = 40%
reduction
2. Within ½ mile radius: Residential: 32% reduction; Office/Retail: 25%
reduction; Light Industrial: No reduction
iii. Affordable housing requirements
iv. Affordable commercial space requirements
v. Public space requirements
vi. Requirements for a new “neighborhood center street”
vii. Ground floor retail requirements
viii. Wetland/stream buffer enhancement requirement
ix. Compliance with current stormwater regulations
x. Increased impact fees to fund transportation, parks and public services
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On balance, these new development regulations appear to result in a moderate
increment of additional capacity over the existing zoning. However, these moderate
increases to capacity appear to be offset by additional costs of the other new development
standards. The DEIS does not propose any definitive public investment to correct
existing transportation deficiencies or to create meaningful public space improvements to
attract private investment. While employment has grown in the CPBC, that growth has
occurred within existing buildings, although the methods and sources for that data is not
cited in the DEIS. No mixed use or midrise development has occurred, despite the City’s
past amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and development regulations. Despite the
regional housing shortage and the fact that it is permitted under the existing zoning,
mixed use or mid-rise development has not occurred in the Canyon Park area, signaling
that there is insufficient demand, such development is economically infeasible, or both.
Given the patterns of recent employment growth and the lack of redevelopment activity
in the CPBC, please clarify how these new standards will result in large scale
redevelopment to achieve the increase in job growth that is projected in the DEIS.
e. Page 1-8 states that affordable housing will be required “where development capacity
increases.” The DEIS does not provide a proportionality analysis of new requirement for
affordable housing relative to the increased development capacity. This would allow
property owners and potential developers to understand the net effect of the new
development standards.
5. Transportation
a. CPBC Private Roads:
i. Despite our scoping comments, the DEIS does not provide any analysis of the
traffic impacts to intersections and capacity of the CPBC private street system.
ii. As discussed further below in the Cumulative Impacts section, the failure to analyze
the CBPC’s interior roads and planned and foreseeable projects results in a failure
to analyze probable significant transportation impacts.
iii. A select zone analysis was performed for the CPBC but is not documented in the
DEIS. The assumptions with regard to these conclusions are of paramount
importance to the CPBCOA.
iv. The proposed extension of 220th Ave SE to SR524 (Table 3, Figure 83, Table 48,
and Table 50) requires City acceptance of the CPBC private roads or condemnation.
b. It appears that the DEIS transportation analysis has not been coordinated with the
WSDOT ETL project. The DEIS traffic model must be adjusted based on the current and
final projected volumes from the WSDOT ETL project. Preliminary directional traffic
forecasts prepared by WSDOT with the DAR in 2045 indicate an increase in directional
traffic flow on 17th Avenue SE of between 600 and 770 vehicles per hour just by
construction the DAR ramp itself. Combined with other existing traffic flows, peak
directional traffic forecasts by WSDOT on this two-lane linkage would range between
1,100 and 1,300 vehicles per hour without any of the Action Alternatives evaluated in the
DEIS by the City of Bothell. A capacity analysis of 17th Ave SE should be performed to
determine if the projected volumes exceed the vph capacity of the proposed two-lane
linkage.
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c. The DEIS concludes that the currently adopted Comp Plan (No Action) would not meet
the City’s adopted concurrency standards by 2045 and would fall even further into noncompliance with GMA required concurrency on multiple corridors (on average
throughout three primary corridors of SR 527, SR 524, 228th Street SE) with any Action
Alternative. On a majority of these corridors, LOS delay could not even be measured
under any Action Alternatives (beyond maximum limits of LOS F conditions), even with
identified mitigation. This conclusion indicates that the DEIS should consider additional
mitigation measures for these transportation impacts, but the DEIS fails to consider
additional measures
d. The DEIS concludes that even under reduced buildout within the RGC and consideration
of both programmatic demand measures and new transportation infrastructure (e.g.,
construction of several new local arterial connections), significant adverse transportation
impacts would result. This finding suggests the RGC should not be planned or adopted in
this location, at least without additional mitigation.
6. Public Services
a. The DEIS analysis of current police services does not acknowledge that the CPBC is not
regularly patrolled at present because of the private road system. Police response to this
substantial part of the RGC is provided exclusively based on calls for service. Please
revise the analysis.
b. The existing City-wide Fire Protection and EMS response times do not meet the
established level of service (“LOS”) standard of 7 minutes, 15 seconds for 90% of calls
for service. The DEIS does not analyze how these response times will be affected in the
Subarea as a result of the projected LOS F for the majority of intersections and corridors
under the No Action and Action Alternatives. Please analyze the impacts to Fire
Protection and EMS LOS resulting from the street system in the Subarea not meeting
LOS standards.
c. The DEIS does not analyze the Parks LOS for the Subarea and only analyzes City-wide
Parks LOS, both for existing conditions and the DEIS alternatives. Since the PROS Plan
establishes walking distances for different types of park facilities, the DEIS should
analyze how the Subarea currently complies with those distance standards as part of the
assessment of the existing Parks LOS. Based on those distances and the relative scale of
Parks LOS impacts resulting within the Subarea compared to the City as a whole,
corresponding mitigation in the form of City financed and maintained parks should be
proposed. Please revise the analysis.
d. The DEIS does not use the City of Bothell’s adopted Fire Protection and EMS LOS
standard of response times as a threshold of significance. Instead, on Page 3-168, the
DEIS arbitrarily selects a different LOS standard of firefighters per 1,000 population. The
use of this alternate LOS standard in the DEIS is not consistent with the Bothell
Comprehensive Plan. Please revise the analysis to use the adopted LOS standard of
response times.
e. The DEIS acknowledges that the City does not meet its adopted Fire Protection and EMS
LOS. This is the existing deficiency, despite the fact that the City collects fire impact
fees, has a capital facilities planning/budgeting process, has proceeds from an adopted
bond to fund Fire Protection and EMS, and has experienced increased tax revenues since
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the recession. The proposed DEIS mitigations for impacts to Fire and Emergency
Services include all of these existing funding options. Please clarify how existing
funding options will mitigate impacts to Fire and Emergency Services when the existing
deficiency shows their inadequacy to maintain the adopted Fire Protection and EMS
LOS.
f. The DEIS acknowledges that the City does not meet its adopted Parks LOS. This is an
existing deficiency, despite the fact that the City collects park impact fees, has a capital
facilities planning/budgeting process, has an adopted PROS Plan to guide capital
investment, has received federal grants for PROS projects, and has experienced increased
tax revenues since the recession. The proposed DEIS mitigations for impacts to Parks
include all of these existing funding options. Please clarify how existing funding options
will mitigate impacts to when the existing deficiency shows their inadequacy to maintain
the adopted Parks LOS.
7. Utilities and Stormwater
a. On Page 3-192, the DEIS identifies that additional analysis of Alderwood Water and
Wastewater District (“AWWD”) may be necessary to review the planned incremental
improvements by AWWD. The DEIS is unclear whether short term growth in the
Subarea under the alternatives can be supported by the sewer conveyance and collection
system without major sewer capital improvement projects. This analysis needs to be
completed prior to issuance of the FEIS in order to confirm that this will not be a
constraint on the growth projected within the Subarea.
b. The DEIS is unclear whether the North Creek Interceptor and Trunk Line has sufficient
capacity beyond 2030. The capacity of the North Creek Interceptor and Trunk Line was
based on the Bothell Comprehensive Plan and zoning regulations in place at the
beginning of the current 30 year planning period in 2000. Of the DEIS alternatives, the
No Action Alternative is likely the closest to the 2000 Bothell Comprehensive Plan and
zoning regulations. The DEIS does not analyze the impacts on the capacity beyond 2030.
Please revise the capacity analysis of the North Creek Interceptor and Trunk Line for the
entirety of the 20 year planning period of the Subarea Plan.
c. As a mitigation measure for the Business Plus, Live/Work and Mitigated Live/Work
Alternatives, the DEIS recommends updates to the AWWD Comprehensive Plan and
system modeling. It is unclear why the Subarea Plan and DEIS are not being coordinated
with AWWD to ensure that water and sewer system capacity is adequate to support the
growth projected as a result of these alternatives. Deferring this coordination to a future
update after the FEIS and the adoption of the Subarea Plan creates potential adverse
impacts and risks. Growth in the short and medium term could be affected, and the costs
of required water and sewer infrastructure could make development projects
economically infeasible. Finally, until the preferred alternative has been determined to be
consistent with AWWD’s planned system growth and capital plans, it is not possible to
conclude whether the impacts exceed the defined thresholds of significance for Utilities
in the DEIS.

Comment on Canyon Park Subarea
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8. Cumulative Impacts
a. SEPA requires a discussion of cumulative impacts. WAC 197-11-060. The DEIS fails to
analyze a number of planned and reasonably foreseeable projects, including but not
limited to projects planned by WSDOT and Sound Transit, and the City’s current
proposal to establish minimum densities and intensities in designated activity centers and
R-AC zones. These projects will directly and adversely affect CPBC and should be
analyzed in the DEIS.

43

9. Mitigation
a. SEPA requires a discussion of the intended environmental benefits of mitigation
measures, and if there is concern about whether a mitigation measure is capable of being
accomplished, a discussion of the measures’ technical feasibility and economic
practicability. WAC 197-11-440(6)(c)(iv). The DEIS’s mitigation discussion generally
fails to meet this standard.
b. The DEIS concludes that even with reduced buildout and implementation of the DEIS’s
mitigation measures, significant adverse transportation impacts will result. This
conclusion indicates that the DEIS should consider additional mitigation measures, but
the DEIS fails to consider additional measures. Moreover, it is likely that many of the
mitigation measures proposed are not capable of being accomplished in a reasonable
timeframe, and there is no discussion of the measures’ feasibility and practicability.
c. Much of the mitigation proposed for the Aesthetics and Urban Design (Page 3-82) and
Socioeconomic (Page 3-99) impacts are proposed to be accomplished by City capital
investment, public private partnerships, and incentives for housing and commercial
affordability. The DEIS does not adequately detail these proposed mitigations, does not
commit the City to providing them, and does not document how these mitigations will
result in the private investment that is assumed in the growth projections.
d. The mitigation proposed in the Public Services section relies on existing funding options,
which are currently resulting in existing deficiencies. Despite the known deficiencies, the
DEIS fails to consider additional measures.

44

45

46

47

In conclusion, we have significant concerns about the DEIS’s analysis and conclusions. As
detailed above, significant portions of the DEIS’s analysis, including foundational assumptions
and analysis, are either inadequate or appear to be erroneous. Additionally, the findings of
significant adverse impacts and existing failures to meet established LOS standards suggest that
an RGC is not appropriate for this location. The discussion of mitigation is largely speculative
and inadequate, and fails to provide decision-makers with enough information to reasonably
determine whether the impacts can be mitigated. We look forward to reviewing the Final EIS and
hope that our comments are addressed.

48

We also have significant concerns about the proposed use of the Planned Action process here.
Because planned actions are not subject to new environmental analyses, the planned action’s
impacts must be adequately addressed in the EIS. Given all of the deficiencies in the DEIS, this
level of environmental analysis cannot support supplanting project-level SEPA review. The
DEIS has not adequately analyzed the probable impacts even on a broad level, much less at the
project-specific level.
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Thank you for your consideration. Please let me know if you have questions or would like to
discuss these issues in greater detail.
Sincerely,
Molly A. Lawrence
CC:

Michael Kattermann (by email: michael.kattermann@bothellwa.gov)
Jeff Smith (by email: jeff.smith@bothellwa.gov)
CPBCOA Board
Tim McHarg
File
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EXHIBIT 2:
Parcels Classified as "Partially Used" in DEIS Figure 37

FAR >= 0.25

FAR < 0.25

Parcel Area
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Parcel No.
27052900403400
27053000402100
27052900300300
27053000403900
27053000105500
27052900302500
27052900203700
27052900302200
27053000402200
27052900101500
27052900101300
27052900200900
27053000403800
27052900100500
27052900201700
27052900101400
27052900203600
27052900101000
27052900100800
27053000401800
27052900303400
27052900401300
27052900301400
27052900303200
27053000402400
Total

CPBC Total Area
CPBC Total Net Developable Area
Total # of CPBC Developable Parcels

Building

(acres)
(square feet)
8.46
68,960
2.21
18,034
2.72
27,800
6.92
72,793
9.44
105,854
5.92
66,420
7.06
80,199
15.5
177,300
1.53
17,954
4.62
63,900
4.12
60,000
86,148
5.87
5.82
87,330
13.89
210,072
9.74
149,100
5.21
82,180
16.16
266,002
6.72
112,575
10.27
173,130
3.32
56,952
1.74
31,809
9.76
181,008
5.86
110,700
4.48
93,404
43,800
2.02
169.36
382.6
283.45
60

FAR
0.19
0.19
0.23
0.24
0.26
0.26
0.26
0.26
0.27
0.32
0.33
0.34
0.34
0.35
0.35
0.36
0.38
0.38
0.39
0.39
0.42
0.43
0.43
0.48
0.50

Improvements
Value1
$7,677,100
$2,432,300
$3,259,700
$8,542,400
$12,701,800
$12,189,200
$8,727,700
$18,385,900
$2,540,200
$11,676,600
$9,106,300
$16,659,200
$11,036,000
$23,525,600
$15,788,600
$15,529,300
$16,646,500
$2,100,600
$29,616,200
$8,359,800
$5,623,200
$32,074,800
$25,609,100
$19,679,600
$6,838,600

59.7% of CPBC Developable Area
41.7%

Notes:
1. Source: 2020 assessed values from Snohomish County Assessor.
2. ITL Value Ratio = Improvements to Land Value Ratio

Land
ITL Value
Value1
Ratio2
$5,886,900
130%
$2,687,700
90%
$2,025,300
161%
$4,959,800
172%
$6,712,100
189%
$4,249,800
287%
$4,983,400
175%
$10,909,400
169%
$1,919,800
132%
$3,352,400
348%
$2,998,600
304%
$4,222,600
395%
$3,614,800
305%
$9,810,800
240%
$5,530,200
285%
$3,761,700
413%
$11,389,500
146%
$362,400
580%
$7,287,800
406%
$3,945,200
212%
$1,340,800
419%
$6,929,600
463%
$4,215,400
608%
$3,252,500
605%
$1,902,400
359%

Comments:
Part of Economic Unit: Same ownership (Canyon Park 228 LLC) and shared improvements with 27052900401500.
Part of Economic Unit: Same ownership (Plaza at the Park LLC) and shared improvements with 27053000401700 and 27053000402200.
Part of Economic Unit: Same ownership (BRE WA Office Owner LLC) and shared improvements with 27052900303600 and 27052900202100.
Part of Economic Unit: Same ownership (Canyon Park Owner LLC) and shared improvements with 27052900302200.
Public Ownership: Northshore School District. Proposed new alternative high school.
Part of Economic Unit: Same ownership (Canyon Park Owner LLC) and shared improvements with 27052900302200.

Part of Economic Unit: Same ownership (CMC ICOS Biologics Inc) as 27052900203000 and 27052900302300.
Part of Economic Unit: Same ownership (CIO Canyon Park LP) as 27052900301400.
Part of Economic Unit: Same ownership (CIO Canyon Park LP) as 27052900303200.

Excludes government ownership, CPBCOA roads, sensitive area tracts, and NGPE areas
Excludes government ownership, CPBCOA roads, sensitive area tracts, and NGPE areas

EXHIBIT 3:
Random Selection of Ten Developed CBPC Parcels Not Classified as "Partially Used" in DEIS

FAR >= 0.25

Parcel Area
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Parcel No.
27052900301200
27052900203000
27052900303600
27052900301000
27052900304300
27052900201300
27052900302400
27052900300700
27052900301800
27052900300200

Building

(acres)
(square feet)
31735
2.46
27031
2.00
46121
3.28
23816
1.56
59338
3.87
50425
3.23
70718
4.13
74750
3.90
32977
1.57
89300
3.59

Notes:
1. Source: 2020 assessed values from Snohomish County Assessor.
2. ITL Value Ratio = Improvements to Land Value Ratio

FAR
0.30
0.31
0.32
0.35
0.35
0.36
0.39
0.44
0.48
0.57

Building
Value1
2,731,900
3,255,700
4,301,700
1,652,800
8,001,000
5,910,800
13,761,500
7,073,700
2,057,200
14,068,800

Land
ITL Value
Value1
Ratio2
1,839,100
149%
1,526,200
213%
2,414,300
178%
1,212,500
136%
2,824,800
283%
2,381,200
248%
3,010,000
457%
2,846,800
248%
1,136,800
181%
2,634,200
534%

Comments:
Part of Economic Unit: Same ownership (Little Neck Properties LLC) and shared improvements with 27052900300700.
Part of Economic Unit: Same ownership (CMC ICOS Biologics Inc) as 27052900303400 and 27052900302300.
Part of Economic Unit: Same ownership (BRE WA Office Owner LLC) and shared improvements with 27052900300300 and 27052900202100.
Part of Economic Unit: Same ownership (Canyon Park Owner LLC) and shared improvements with 27052900304300.

Part of Economic Unit: Same ownership (Little Neck Properties LLC) and shared improvements with 27052900301200.
Part of Economic Unit: Same ownership (Carbine Creek LLC) and shared improvements with 00742100000400.
Part of Economic Unit: Same ownership (BRE WA Office Owner LLC) and shared improvements with 27052900202000.

LETTER #8
From: Sarah Gustafson <sarah.c.gustafson@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, January 13, 2020 4:49 PM
To: Bruce Blackburn <Bruce.Blackburn@bothellwa.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Canyon Park EIS Comments
Dear Mr. Blackburn & Consultants:
Thank you all for your hard work to elicit public comment on the Canyon Park EIS. I a�ended the 1/9
mee ng that you organized. Your workshops were par�cularly enlightening and construc�ve.
Here are my comments:

1

1. Support for Live/Work alterna�ve. We need to add smart growth to Canyon Park to avoid sprawl
elsewhere in Bothell. During the workshops, I heard my fellow residents express interest in this
alterna�ve. One person I just met that evening was very excited about crea�ng homes in the
empty spaces of Canyon Park. The vision of having people both live and work in Canyon Park is
compelling!

2

2. 9th Ave South walking connec�ons to BRT - In any alterna�ve, we need to make the Bus Rapid
Transit stop more accessible. Convenient walking routes can be the best-kept secrets of any
neighborhood. Canyon Park is no excep�on. Within the Canyon Park neighborhood, there exist
hidden shortcuts to the BRT. In one workshop, residents of 226th Street pointed out a dirt path
that their neighbors use to get to the bus sta�on (a�er crossing 9th Ave). This path may need a
bridge repair, be�er ligh�ng and some more publicity. Can we make these improvements? How
can we make these shortcuts known to all? How can we get more people to feel comfortable
walking to BRT? Let's please survey the community about footpaths and how to improve them.

3

3. 228th/527 Intersec�on - Let's improve safety here for all travelers. At the 1/9 mee�ng, several
residents noted safety issues. Drivers rou�nely run red lights, crea�ng hazards and bo�lenecks. I
also heard that drivers don't stop properly before making right turns on red lights. This safety
deﬁcit makes life diﬃcult for pedestrians, especially pedestrians on the south side trying to cross
north. Can we add red light cameras or an enhanced police presence here?

4

4. Wetland Mi�ga�on - The EIS outlines some traﬃc ﬁxes that would impact wetlands. One such
project is the 214th St SE extension (page 1-20). Here, the City might pursue compensatory
mi�ga�on. As I understand, the general standard for compensatory mi�ga�on is "no net loss of
ecological func�on." I urge the City to go beyond the "no net loss" standard and instead seek
mi�ga�on that provides a net ecological beneﬁt.

5

5. "Green-in-lieu" Development Standards - As we set new development standards, can we nudge
businesses to build ecologically friendly features? I appreciate the EIS's focus on stormwater and
habitat. I also noted the new development standards on EIS page 2-15. Relaxing the parking
requirements is a great step towards a more sustainable city! But, can we go further? Can
businesses further reduce their parking requirements if their space includes green
features? Green features -- na�ve plan�ngs, pollinator pathways -- create sustainable beauty.
Rain gardens and permeable pavers can manage stormwater runoﬀ. Of course, cra�ing a "greenin-lieu" program may go beyond current resources. However, as Bothell grows, this kind of
ini�a�ve might pay oﬀ.

6

6. Timeline Clariﬁca�on Ques�on - In the introduc�on, page 1-7, the No Ac�on plan adds "4,500
residents and about 4,800 jobs in new structures by 2035." But the Business Plus plan adds "the
same number of residents as the No Ac�on Alterna�ve (4,500) and a much higher number of jobs
(17,350) by 2043." Is there a typo in the years? I'd expect that both of these plans would add the
same number of residents by the same year.
I'm excited about the Canyon Park EIS, the Live/Work Alterna�ve, and a more sustainable Bothell!
Thank you,
Sarah Gustafson

-Sarah Gustafson
323.691.4509

Please note: Email exchanges may be public records and subject to disclosure.

LETTER #9
From: Stephanie Hoopingarner <Stephanie@hoopingarner.net>
Sent: Friday, December 6, 2019 8:52 PM
To: Canyon Park <CanyonPark@bothellwa.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Canyon Park Subarea Plan Dra EIS
Hello,

1

I live between Canyon Park and North Creek, and really like a lot of the changes proposed
here. However, the biggest area of traﬃc conges�on in this area is 228 th from 39th through 9Ave. The
intersec�on of 228th and 527 is incredibly dangerous and people run red lights o�en, or go through the
light when they shouldn’t which blocks the intersec�on for the next light change. I see that the city has
installed what appear to be traﬃc cameras on all of the lights on 228 th. I would love to see us make use
of them and �cket people running red lights the way that Lynnwood does. This would be an excellent
source of revenue for the city and would prevent so many traﬃc issues that block intersec�ons, and
cause risk to both drivers and pedestrians.

2

Secondly, in looking at this proposal, I am not seeing how we are allevia�ng traﬃc from the 228 th St
corridor. I know widening the road would be diﬃcult due to the building that has already occurred in
this area, but is there a way to funnel traﬃc in the same direc�on so that there is an alternate route for
the oﬃce park to take? Perhaps I’m just not understanding the plan completely.
Thanks for your �me,
Stephanie Hoopingarner

LETTER #10
From: D K <dkkuiper@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, January 12, 2020 12:48 PM
To: Canyon Park <CanyonPark@bothellwa.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: feedback from community mee�ng re 9th ave SE

1

Hello again, I omi�ed probably the most important aspect of our feedback – we’re not in favor of
crea�ng the connec�ng roads. Part of why we chose this house is because we were sort of “tucked
away” from Bothell Evere� highway even though we are close as the crow ﬂies. Adding more throughroads like the 214th then makes us closer to the city, and I know it may not seem like much, but it does
change things because of the higher volume of cars. We are strongly against the changes. Our
comments below exist in our current condi�ons and we believe that any addi�ons would only
exacerbate the issues.

2

We’ve “only” lived here for 5-6 years but we planned to re�re here. In this last period of 5-6 years I’ve
seen more and more cars use 9th as a bypass to B.E. HWY, and I’ve seen a drama�c increase in queueing
at the various intersec�ons (turning le� onto 9 th from 228th eastbound, 9th ave heading north into the
intersec�on at 208th, and on 9th Ave heading south into the 228th intersec�on especially turning le� onto
228th). We realize that things change but quite frankly we would hope for these issues to be addressed
even if no through-roads are made.
Thanks!
David Kuiper
From: D K
Sent: Sunday, January 12, 2020 12:34 PM
To: canyonpark@bothellwa.gov
Subject: feedback from community meeting re 9th ave SE

Hello and thank you for organizing the community mee�ng last week. Here are some of the pieces of
feedback I would like to provide:

3

First oﬀ, I should say that we live on the north end of 9 th Ave. Our address is 21129 9th Ave SE in case
that helps. Main feedback:
• Main concerns with any of the road op�ons (connec�ons such as 214th or others which will
allow more cars on 9th) are
o safe streets for pedestrians (kids especially) via sidewalks
o limi�ng speed of cars
o Allowing for us as a resident to easily get in and out of our driveway in a safe manner
Some sugges�ons to these issues, most of which came up in discussion:

4

•

Safe streets:
o The sidewalks with the foliage between the road and the sidewalk give me the absolute
most comfort when my kids are walking/biking or even when I’m with them. There are
plenty of areas on 9th where there is either no sidewalk or the sidewalk is DIRECTLY
adjacent to a 35mph car or big huge truck/bus and there is literally no barrier

4

cont.

5

•

6

•

7

space. Then, when you add the fact that people drive faster than the speed limit it
worries me even more.
Limi�ng speed of cars:
o This is sort of �ed to the above and below issues. If there are no “protected” sidewalks
then 35 is s�ll really fast when you are literally right next to cars. And, ge�ng in and out
of your driveway in a safe manner is a concern. During non-peak �mes it does seem like
35mph is ok but I probably feel like 30mph is safer. I will let the traﬃc folks help assess
the best remedies, but I’m not hugely in favor of speed camera’s because quite frankly
maintaining the perfect speed is hard and I don’t want �ckets on my own street if I stray
a few miles over. I’m mostly concerned with the very fast cars that speed down the
street, but there are plenty of cars going with the ﬂow at 40 and 45mph (my es�mate). I
wouldn’t mind if the area by Crystal springs was permanently a 20mph zone because
then I think it might also deter people from using this road and ﬂying down it during
rush hour �mes. I’d be more in favor of a speed cam in the school zone, but s�ll don’t
like it. I’d rather see more regular police speed “traps” or maybe a longer stretch of
road where it is the “20mph while ﬂashing.” I’ve driven on plenty of roads where the
speed boards are put up and I like those, but perhaps we would need 2 on 9th going
each direc�on. As much as I wrote a lot on this issue, it is probably the lowest on our
list of these three things but is something we aren’t sure how to address and what the
right solu�on is. When I’m driving on 9th late at night I don’t want to have to go 20mph,
but I do understand that variable areas is a tough thing as well.
One of our main concerns over increasing traﬃc throughput on 9 th is access in and out of our
driveway, and doing so in a safe manner. At many �mes of the day already it can be diﬃcult to
get out of the driveway because of the constant ﬂow of traﬃc in either direc�on. Our loca�on
could have something to do with it because we are in a place where people speed up going
north a�er they leave the school zone, or, there is intense queueing for the light at 208th and
9th which backs up past our house. I personally do not feel like wai�ng on the goodwill of others
to allow us in is a good solu�on, especially when it isn’t at a stands�ll. On 9th ave the traﬃc has
go�en so bad that I o�en see people trying to be nice and let you in/out of driveway but it
actually isn’t safe because then they are slowing to a stop and the cars behind them aren’t
prepared for it. Being nice isn’t always the safest decision when driving a car. Plus it also
creates ambiguity etc. We are concerned that more cars means less chance to get in/out of our
driveway. I don’t know how to remedy this. If there is a light at 214th for example I don’t know
if this helps things because of the staging of cars or if it makes it worse because of the increased
throughput on 9th, and I know there may not be a perfect solu�on. But I will say that partly
because people go fast on 9th all the �me I feel like I have to make split decisions and accelerate
quickly and this isn’t safe for me, my wife, my kids when they learn to drive, and all other
cars/people on the road. Perhaps this could be par�ally mi�gated by a 30mph limit? It’s a lot
harder to get out of my drive when people are going 40 than 30. I also genuinely fear for
accidents when I slow down to turn into my driveway – I’m sure I will be rear ended at some
point. I’ve seen an accident involving my neighbor for exactly this reason – tailgater didn’t stop
when he was turning into his driveway. I heard people talking about how to sync the stoplights
at 228th or 208th to help allow for gaps, but I’m not sure if that’s the answer – I suppose that
could simply lead to more queueing.

We realize that it is a diﬃcult situa�on and appreciate all of your considera�ons. I also realize my email
got a bit long. In summary, safety of pedestrians is our primary concern, followed by access in/out of

7

cont.

our driveway ﬁrst oﬀ and then also being able to do it in safe manner. Lastly we are concerned about
the speed of vehicles and it relates to both of these other issues.
Thanks for what you are doing and please feel free to reach out if you wish to include our further
opinions/involvement in the ma�er. We look forward to con�nued updates and mee�ngs.
The Kuipers
21129 9th Ave SE
206-455-1918 (David)

LETTER #11
From: Kellye Moses <kellye32@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, December 6, 2019 2:33 PM
To: Bruce Blackburn <Bruce.Blackburn@bothellwa.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: No�ce of Availability Canyon Park Planned Ac�on Dra� Environmental Impact
Statement
Hi Bruce,

1

I have big concerns about con�nuing to add more business oﬃces and residen�al space to this area. We
that live in these neighborhoods know that if we are home that we can’t leave our house a�er 5pm
because we will either be stuck in traﬃc on 228th or on Maltby. You can’t even go to the grocery store
and it already takes forever to get to the freeway. I don’t see the streets being widened so I don’t see
how we can ﬁt more cars.

2

Our schools are also being impacted. Some of the elementary schools have had to split what middle
school they feed into so some kids are having to go to a middle school without the majority of their
friends and there is more rezoning coming. Some kids are a�ending a school this year but know that
next year they have to move. I think our community has had enough of this.

3

I’m all for new restaurants along bothell Evere� highway but please no more burger or pizza places. We
need healthier op�ons that are aﬀordable.

4

Why is it that the city is wan�ng to jam more cars and people into our community? We don’t have the
infrastructure for it!
Thanks,
Kellye Moses
425-287-7907

LETTER #12
From: Javen O'Neal <javenoneal@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, January 9, 2020 8:51 PM
To: Canyon Park <CanyonPark@bothellwa.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Feedback from Jan 9 Public Outreach Mee�ng

1

Thank you for taking the time to hold the public outreach meeting this evening.
I'm excited that there's an opportunity to improve alternative transit in the region by connecting
sidewalks and adding bike lanes or multi-use paths on 9th Ave.
Thanks
Javen O'Neal
Resident at 21525 11th Ct SE, Bothell, WA 98021

Please note: Email exchanges may be public records and subject to disclosure.

LETTER #13

BothellCanyon Park Subarea Plan and EIS
Thursday,

9, 2020, 6:00 - 9:00 PM

Canyon Hills Community Church

Please share your comments on the Dra� EIS. Thank you for your �me and par�cipa�on.

1

214th ST SE Extension:
Table 3 states "reduces unnecessary new vehicle trips on SR 527 and SR 524" We are concerned about
the new vehicle trips that will now flow onto 9TH AV SE. A street that is already congested with people
currently bypassing SR 527, people going to Crystal Springs Elementary and the residents of the new
housing developments on 9TH.
We would like to see current traffic counts from 9th Av SE, compared to 2040 traffic counts that do not
include 214th ST SE extension and 2040 traffic counts that includes 214th ST SE extension. Both 2040
counts should include estimated development on 9th Av SE

2

There have been a number of single homes on acreage developed into 27 homes on the same parcel of
land. This trend will continue as property taxes keep increasing and current residents sell to developers.
Developers are the only market interested in acreage and 50+ year old homes.

3

In addition to traffic counts, what are the plans for improving sidewalks on 9th AV SE. The current
sidewalks are scary at best. Will there be guaranteed funding to build adequate sidewalks on the east
side of 9th for the length of 9th? Will there be guaranteed funding for adequate traffic calming devices.
What will they be?

4

Today, the 35mph speed limit is only a suggestion for most people. Speeding is getting worse every
year. This needs to be addressed soon. The center turn lane in front of Crystal Springs Elementary has
become a passing lane.

5

The center turn lane has also impacted our common mailbox on the corner of 215th and 9th. We have to
stand IN the northbound lane to get our parcels out of the box. This is no easy task during the day.

6

We are deeply concerned about the wetlands that would be impacted by the extension of 214th ST SE. It
seems that alone would take the 214th ST SE extension idea off the table.

Your Contact Informa�on (Op�onal)
Name:Owen and Ann Pejsa

Address: 21510 9TH AV SE

Email Address:owenann@msn.com

Phone Number 425-402-0647

For More Informa�on:
Contact: Bruce Blackburn, Senior Planner
City of Bothell, Comrpunity Development Department
18415 101th Avenue NE
Bothell, WA 98011
CanyonPark@Bothellwa.gov
Visit the project web site at: http://www.ci.bothell.wa.us/1176/Canyon-Park-Visioning

'•

LETTER #14
From: Gaylan smith <gaylan_and_doris@frontier.com>
Sent: Friday, January 10, 2020 7:09 PM
To: Bruce Blackburn <Bruce.Blackburn@bothellwa.gov>; Canyon Park
<CanyonPark@bothellwa.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments to Proposal concerning Canyon Park - Open house
January 9, 2020
Stop! Look! Think before you click! This message originated from outside the
City of Bothell network. Use caution when clicking links or opening
attachments.

1

My thanks to the Bothell Staff in making the subject presentation. It was a
difficult task that evoked significant concerns for those of us who are
directly impacted. It is my hope that with the concern shown for the impact
on 9th Ave and that of extension of 114th Street has provided some insight to
why this is not a viable solution.
Please advise if further information and or clarification is required to
understand concerns identified in the attached Power Point file.
Sincerely
H. Gaylan Smith
21321 9th Ave SE
gaylan_and_doris@frontier.com
Please note: Email exchanges may be public records and subject to disclosure.

CANYON PARK SUBAREA PLAN
1/10/2020 OPEN HOUSE
Comments
By
H. Gaylan Smith
21321 9th Ave SE
@
gaylan_and_doris@frontier.com

1

2

Stated Purpose
Move more people going North and South along
SR 527and East and West along Maltby road to
accommodate more people for regional growth in
area between I-405 and 208th street and bounded
on west side by 9th Ave and East side by 35 AVE
SE
Growth es�mate is in excess of 20,000 people

4500 of which would by new residents
Achieved by increasing housing density from19/acre
to 45/acre
2

2

cont.

Objec�ves to Include
Changing development standards such as
height, density, parking, etc.
Invest in transit and roads
Invest in parks
Storm water/quality improvement
Enhance North Creek & wetlands
Maintain quality of life for residents
3

3

Unacceptable proposal
An unacceptable proposal presented was to
Extend 114th street to provide a connec�on between SR
527 and 9th Ave SE
Traﬃc es�mated to be at 1000 PM

Modify 9th Ave to handle addi�onal traﬃc ﬂow

 Handle the addi�onal traﬃc resul�ng from 114 th st extension
connec�ng SR 527
Handle addi�onal traﬃc connec�ng 228 th to Maltby road resul�ng
from growth in surrounding area

4

WHY UNACCEPTABLE
 All things considered, the extension of 114th connec�ng SR 527 to 9th Ave. SE will not
signiﬁcantly meet the stated objec�ve
 Move more people going North and South along SR 527and East and West along Maltby
road to accommodate more people for regional growth in area between I-405 and 208th
street and bounded on west side by 9th Ave and East side by 35 AVE SE
 Traﬃc ﬂow on 9 th Ave currently is impaired (restricted, slowed down, stopped, backed up,
etc) during peak hours in the morning and a�ernoon.
 Morning and a�ernoon heavy conges�on occurs at Crystal Springs Elementary School
(21615 9th Ave SE) as children arrive and leave (walking, buses, parents in private
vehicles, etc)
 20 MPH speed limit in school zone
 Red lights at 228th and at 208th intersec�ons
 Minimal turn lanes at both intersec�on resul�ng in backup for next green light
 Current driver behavior observed are
 Speeding in school zone and (35 MPH zones)
 Passing on double yellow lines
 Passing using turn lane in school zone
 Sever tail gaitng, verbal, sign language and horn abuse.
 Rear end accidents
4  Increase traﬃc from growth is increasing risk of harm to school children
3

cont.

5

WHY UNACCEPTABLE – con�nued
 Extension of 114th street connec�ng to 9th Ave SE will not result in
 Storm water/quality improvement
 Enhance North Creek & wetlands
 Maintain quality of life for residents
 Extension of 114th will increase road water ﬂow into Noth Creek and tributaries without the
beneﬁt of ﬁltra�on from wet lands
 North Creek & wetlands are degraded/eliminated by rerou�ng of tributaries, addi�onal
bridges, road water ﬂow, and wetlands are destroyed.
 Current area of wet lands and exis�ng green belts is a wild life habitat for coyotes, deer,
bear, and birds including owls, etc.
6  Quality of life for residents along 9th Ave SE and 114th Street is diminished
 Access/egress to homes is further hampered by increased traﬃc.
 Ability to turn onto 9th Ave at peak hours is currently at risk
 Road noise is increased
 Privacy is diminished
 Especially so for those adjacent to the wet lands
 Private homes will be torn down if 114th street is extended.
 Homes will be put at greater wind damage risk
 Trees currently providing buﬀer will be removed by 114 th street extension
5

6

7

8

Alterna�ves to Explore
• New access to I-405 to carry away South bound traﬃc on
29 Dr SE and 31 Ave SE
• Extension of 30 Dr SE to connect to SR 524
– Provides North exit to business park

9

• New access to I-405 to SR 524 in neighborhood of Locust
Way, Filbert Rd, and Larch Way where they converge
– Provides relief to 208th

10

• Addi�on of new park and ride parks to feed new and
exis�ng business loca�ons by the proposed improved
(forthcoming) transit systems.
– Removes traﬃc conges�on
– People will migrate to the path of least resistance

7

LETTER #15
From: Carol Zada <czada@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, January 10, 2020 5:21 PM
To: Canyon Park <CanyonPark@bothellwa.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 9th ave public mee�ng of the 9th of january

1

I attended this meeting and found it to be very useful regarding information. I was, however, surprised
that at least one person in the decisions making process admitted that he had never seen, walked down
or driven down 9th Ave. I think that's short of crazy. How can one offer an opinion never having seen
what they are talking about. This person mentioned the possibility of a light at 226th and 9th. Bad
idea. Lights just stop traffic.... look at the Bothell-Everett hwy.
I would like to invite the Bothell project team to my house and then take an hour to walk down 9th Ave
with me. I am retired and free most days until the 21st. Or we can do it when the weather gets a little
better. Another idea is to drive the length of 9th Ave from the north to the south at 0730 on a weekday.
Hoping to hear back. I have umbrellas.
Carol Zada
206 919 2678
22624 9th ave SE
Bothell, WA 98021

Please note: Email exchanges may be public records and subject to disclosure.

LETTER #16
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LETTER #17
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LETTER #18
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LETTER #19
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LETTER #20
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