Bruce,
Thank you for the informative meeting yesterday in which we discussed the Comp Plan uses for
the two properties outlined below.
I support the Office/ResidentialH for my property located between 17th Ave SE and the Bothell
Everett Hwy south of 220th Street. I anticipate that this would be a 100 foot office building with
parking within the building as well as adjacent surface parking.
I also support the Office/Residential use for my four acres located on the southwest quadrant
of I405 and the BothellEverett Hwy. The City is considering the uses to be Office/Residential
Med. As we discussed I support Office/ResidentialH for this property. It is imperative to allow
flexibility and allow the future to define the specific use of either residential or office to a
maximum height of 100’. This property has excellent identity to the interchange and either
office or residential would be appropriate, but the height would need to be 100feet in order to
be economically feasible since it will require the removal of the existing retail (with the
exception of the Hilton Hotel). Either use would require parking with the building as well as
adjacent surface parking. Only the future will be able to define either uses as well as their land
use impacts and economic feasibility.
Re: Park Property
The Canyon Park Owners’ Association supports a park on the 17 acres between TMobile and
31st Ave SE. It is essential that it be so designated Park in the Comp Plan, even though the City
could reject a donation by me. It is very much a passive park now for employees as well as the
neighborhood. The kind of park use could be determined later by the City should the City
accept the property.
Thank you all for considering these proposals.
Roger Belanich

Attachments follow
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June 22, 2020
Tim McHarg, Canyon Park Business Association OwnerÊs Association
c/o Van Ness Feldman, LLP
Michael Read, PE, Principal, TENW
I-405 SR522 Vicinity to SR527 Express Toll Lanes Improvement Project
Impacts to Canyon Park Business Center OwnerÊs Association
TENW Project No. 3696
This memorandum summarizes outstanding items of concern as it relates to transportation impacts to
the Canyon Park Business Center OwnerÊs Association (CPBCOA) properties as a result of the
proposed I-405 Express Toll Lane Project. As part of your response to WSDOT's proposal for a
mitigation offer of traffic impacts to the CPBCOA private property and private roadway system, you
have asked for comments on the draft mitigation agreement presented by WSDOT. However, our
Team remains unable to provide any further guidance on specific responses to the offer or its merits
based on the following remaining concerns regarding the assumptions, approach, and analytic
techniques of the underlying traffic evaluation. These concerns include:
As a baseline, the mitigation approach in the preliminary traffic
operational and queuing analysis provided to TENW is only compared to a future No Action
condition. With inflated background growth assumptions, the conclusion on project impacts to
intersection levels of service and vehicle queuing conditions within the CPBCOA are lost in a
growth rate that is not applicable to interior private roadways within the existing business park.
With a regional aggregate growth rate of more than 40% applied to interior private intersections,
the added congestion and vehicle queuing that becomes "assumed in the future" within the business
park generates unreasonable conditions from which to measure impacts of the WSDOT project.
The projected traffic demand of PM
peak hour traffic exiting via 17th Avenue SE by WSDOT is 775 vehicles per hour (vph). This peak
directional forecast is a direct result of the proposed ETL Direct Access Ramp and is equivalent to
more than 2 turning lanes of left turning capacity (t
traffic analysis assumptions presented by WSDO
northbound left turning traffic demand from 17th Aven
forecast by WSDOT as 1,000 vph. As such, basic
provided under the current WSDOT channelization
impacts to both traffic flow and safety at this in
continue to recommend that additional intersection capacity be built at this in
the adverse traffic impacts generated by the propos
park.

Design

In addition, during our last meeting between WSDOT and our Team in March 2020, the traffic
operational assumptions (i.e., signal timing/performance) included in the Action Alternative were
confirmed as something that "would not be implemented" in the field. As such, under the decisions
of intersection geometry and signal operations by WSDOT, the mitigation analysis of direct project
impacts cannot be understood or measured.
CPBCOA has yet to receive
any concurrence from the City of Bothell on the review and acceptance by the City of WSDOT
study assumptions, methods, or conclusions on the ETL Direct Access Ramp project. Given other
comprehensive plan amendment, zoning, and private street conversion into public roadways under
consideration by the City and CBCOA, we want to recognize that our Team cannot agree to any
mitigation agreement or proposals until we also understand that the City will also accept the
proposed public infrastructure that would be converted within the existing private roadway system
currently owned by CPBCOA.
In addition to the absence of City concurrence, neither the City's ongoing Subarea Planning within
Canyon Park or WSDOT's analysis of the ETL Direct Access Ramp into the subarea are dependent
or relying on each other's work. As an example, WSDOT assumes only currently funded
transportation improvements, while as the City's comprehensive planning process allows for
assumed additional improvements that do not yet have committed funding. To ensure consistency,
at a minimum the CityÊs planning process should only assume those currently funded projects used
in WSDOTÊs ETL Direct Access Ramp project as a baseline and then evaluate other potential
regional and local projects to support the alternative land use assumptions under consideration in
the Subarea. This methodology will also inform both the City and WSDOT on the direct impacts
that new arterial roadway connections into the CPBCOA that could result as part of ETL Direct
Access Ramp project.
Beyond the transportation network inconsistencies, the other significant difference between these
two efforts is evaluating impacts of land use assumptions. The CityÊs current Subarea Planning
efforts envision significant increases in the density and types of land uses within the CPBCOA itself
and the surrounding vicinity. As noted above, WSDOT did not apply any direct land use
assumptions within the CPBCOA properties or local vicinity, but only factored local traffic volumes
(beyond those directly generated by the new ETL Direct Access Ramp) using a regional growth
factor. If any of the currently published land use scenarios or potential variants likely under the
Subarea Plan are adopted, the transportation infrastructure as part of the WSDOT ETL Direct
Access Ramp and for the Canyon Park Subarea as a whole would fail any measure of concurrency
or mobility performance measure of intersection level of service, congestion, or safety.

If you have any questions regarding the information presented in this memo, please call me at
(206) 361-7333 x 101 or mikeread@tenw.com.
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EXHIBIT 12

719 Second Avenue, Suite 1150
Seattle, WA 98104-1728
206-623-9372
vnf.com

September 1, 2020
City of Bothell Planning Commission
c/o Michael Kattermann, Community Development Director
Bothell City Hall
18415 101th Ave NE
Bothell, WA 98011
Sent via email: Michael.kattermann@bothellwa.gov; CanyonPark@bothellwa.gov
RE:

Supplemental Public Hearing regarding Canyon Park Subarea Plan

Dear Chair Kiernan and Planning Commissioners:
On behalf of Canyon Park Business Center Owners’ Association (CPBCOA or Owners’
Association), we submit these supplemental comments to our July 22, 2020 letter concerning the
Canyon Park Subarea Plan. The Owners’ Association remains opposed to the Subarea Plan as
proposed because it does not adequately address existing traffic congestion within the Subarea
generally or the Canyon Park Business Center (CPBC or Park) specifically, much less increased
congestion attendant with the City’s desire for increased land use intensity.
This comment letter includes our more detailed comments following closer review of the
draft Subarea Plan dated July 8, 2020 and Addendum to the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) dated July 9, 2020. We are still reviewing the draft Planned Action Ordinance
and Canyon Park Subarea Regulations released on August 27, 2020 and will provide further
comments on the same once we have had adequate time for review.
CPBCOA’s Interest in the Canyon Park Subarea
The Owners’ Association represents the majority of land owners within the Canyon Park
Subarea and remains significantly concerned that the draft Subarea Plan does not present a
feasible roadmap for growth. The Owners’ Association has actively participated in the City’s
four-year visioning, planning, environmental review, and public process; and yet, we still have
numerous questions as to how the City will attain its vision for Subarea growth without
implementable plans and funding for infrastructure and capital facilities that are necessary to
ensure economic viability and success. Just as each business and property owner within the Park
would approach their own long-term planning efforts, the Owners’ Association expects the City
to ensure that the Subarea Plan presents a realistic vision that capitalizes on the significant
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investment already made in the Park and produces adequate return on investment. Without that,
the Subarea Plan is simply a wish list intended to check the boxes required for continued
certification as a Regional Growth Center, rather than an implementable plan charting a path for
the Subarea’s future.
The Owners’ Association’s chief concerns with the draft Subarea Plan revolve around
insufficient transportation planning and capital improvements. This is particularly concerning
considering the combined growth arising from the Subarea Plan, the Express Toll Lane (ETL)
project at SR-527 proposed by Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT), and
Sound Transit’s (ST) desire to develop and operate their Bus Base North within the CPBC.
Specifically, the Owners’ Association believes that any successful subarea planning effort for
Canyon Park must achieve the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Ensure traffic congestion inside the Park and on roads outside the Park (SR-527, I-405,
228th Street) does not reach failing level of service (LOS) under any planning option –
including the No Action Alternative
Demonstrate how transit-oriented solutions will reduce traffic congestion in and around
the Park
Ensure cumulative traffic impacts attributable to the City’s Subarea Plan, WSDOT’s ETL
project and ST’s Bus Base project are adequately mitigated by each respective agency.
Provide adequate police presence within the Park to ensure residential development is
compatible with anticipated traffic levels
Ensure the road system within the Park can adequately support the new development and
re-development contemplated within the Subarea Plan
Avoid disproportionate burdens on property owners within the Park to fund traffic
mitigation on the internal road network arising from growth outside the Park

The Subarea Plan, as drafted, fails to demonstrate how each of these important benchmarks will
be achieved. We request that the City revise the Plan, prior to adoption, to include each of these
components. Our recommendations below address how the Plan can achieve these.
1. The City Should First Commit to Meeting Concurrency Standards Before Adding
Density
The draft Subarea Plan shows that under the No Action Alternative, the City will not
meet adopted concurrency standards for either the SR-527 or SR-524 corridors with currently
planned traffic improvements. Common sense would dictate that the City identify traffic
improvements and mitigation measures that keep these corridors from dropping below a failing
LOS before planning to increase density to the Canyon Park Subarea. The City has a legal
obligation under the Growth Management Act to ensure that transportation improvements or
strategies to accommodate the impacts of development are made concurrent with the
development.1 As noted in the Comprehensive Plan, failure to achieve concurrency may result in
the City needing to implement land use policies that reduce – not intensify – density.2
1

RCW 36.70A.070(6)(b).
See, e.g., Imagine Bothell… Comprehensive Plan, Transportation Element at TR-33 (2015). Cf. BMC 17.03.009.C.
(concurrency evaluation required as part of application to amend comprehensive plan or zoning map).
2
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Before adopting a plan to increase density and development within the Canyon Park
Subarea, the Owners’ Association would like the City to first identify and implement
transportation programs and capital improvements that prevent the SR-527 and SR-524 corridors
from falling below LOS-F standards under the existing Canyon Park Subarea Plan. The 2015
periodic update to the City’s Comprehensive Plan forecasted LOS-E for these corridors in the
planning horizon year of 2035. Less than 5 years after adoption of the 2015 periodic update, the
transportation analysis prepared to support the amendments to the Subarea Plan forecast LOS-F
for the SR-527 and SR-524 corridors in the horizon year of 2043. In conjunction with the
Subarea Plan, the City should include additional improvements in the Capital Facilities Program,
identify actual funding sources for those improvements, and address environmental feasibility of
each to ensure that even the No Action Alternative meets current City standards for concurrency.
Only then - after the City has developed an appropriate No Action Alternative that establishes
that how traffic congestion along SR-527 and SR-524 will be adequately mitigated consistent
with the City’s existing Subarea Plan and adopted LOS standards - should the City begin to
consider additional density via an update to the Subarea Plan.
2. Demonstrate Environmental Feasibility of Transportation Mitigation Projects
To maintain a LOS-E for the SR-527 corridor, the Preferred Alternative relies on four
mitigation projects per Figure 6 of the Addendum to the Draft PAEIS dated July 9, 2020. Two
of these mitigation projects – the 20th Avenue SE Extension (Project M-2) and the 214th Street
SE Roadway Extension (Project M-3) – are expected to result in significant wetland impacts.
These impacts have not been analyzed or quantified in the Subarea Plan EIS. However, the
impacts are considered sufficiently significant such that City staff has proposed amending the
City’s critical area regulations mitigation sequencing standards to allow greater flexibility for
off-site mitigation.
Without an analysis of the potential wetland impacts and mitigation options, it is
unknown whether Projects M-2 and M-3 can be permitted under local, state, and federal
regulations. Because the Preferred Alternative relies so heavily on these two mitigation projects
to meet concurrency standards for the SR-527 corridor, analysis of impacts should be included in
the Subarea Plan EIS to determine if construction is feasible. The time to determine whether
these projects are feasible cannot be deferred.
We have similar concerns regarding the viability of the other two proposed transportation
projects. To date, no cost information or feasibility analysis has been provided. By the City’s
own analysis, for the proposed Subarea Plan to meet concurrency standards, these projects must
be constructed concurrent with the development proposed by the Subarea Plan. We do not have
reason to believe this plan is actually viable.
3. The City Should Support Transportation Improvements and Policies that Improve,
Not Create, Traffic Congestion
The Owners’ Association is significantly concerned with the “strong support” expressed
in the draft Subarea Plan to convert two general purpose lanes on SR-527 to restricted Business
Access and Transit (BAT) lanes, further exacerbating traffic congestion. The DEIS Addendum
does not include BAT lanes in the traffic modeling but concludes that future changes to the
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City’s concurrency policies would be needed to reduce the acceptable LOS for the SR-527
corridor from LOS-E to LOS-F to allow BAT lanes. In other words, the City is expressing
“strong support” for a transportation approach that has not been analyzed and actually plans to
fail.
The City should instead focus on traffic improvements that more effectively distribute
traffic exiting I-405, specifically by partnering with WSDOT to construct a south-bound ETL
that funnels traffic directly to 228th Street, bypassing both the CPBC and the SR-527 corridor.
Our transportation engineer has identified this could significantly improve road capacity on SR527 leading from I-405. At a very minimum, this alternative should be analyzed and the City
should encourage WSDOT to complete a southbound ETL extension within the planning horizon
set forth in the Subarea Plan. Without a southbound ETL, the WSDOT’s ETL project will
redistribute I-405 traffic on SR-527 in a way that degrades, rather than improves, existing and
future LOS for the SR-527 corridor.
Equally concerning is the City’s signal that it is actively contemplating a strategy to
modify its concurrency standard to accept failing LOS for the SR-527 and SR-524 corridors.
The draft Subarea Plan specifically proposes to rely on that potential future policy change as an
end-run around the current concurrency standards. Using speculative changes to the City’s
comprehensive planning policies as a mitigation strategy is untenable under the GMA, and even
more alarming under SEPA given that the City intends to adopt a Planned Action Ordinance
coextensively with this Subarea Plan. Most importantly, it does nothing to actually solve the
transportation quagmire facing the Subarea; it simply accepts failure.
4. Demonstrate Effectiveness of Alternative Transportation Solutions Before Relying
on Them
The draft Subarea Plan relies heavily on single occupancy vehicle (SOV) alternative
transportation strategies, abandoning any effort to improve capacity to address anticipated traffic
congestion. The Owners’ Association agrees that transportation demand management (TDM)
strategies may be one of the tools in the traffic congestion toolkit for the Canyon Park Subarea.
However, the City must be able to demonstrate that TDM and increased transit strategies,
proposed as part of their Preferred Action, will indeed “move people” in a significant enough
manner to replace the need for traditional capacity improvements to serve transportation
demands. To date, the City has not provided any evidence (e.g., examples from other areas
similar to the Canyon Park Subarea) where these strategies have worked as contemplated in the
Preferred Alternative.
As described below in our supplemental SEPA comments, we are skeptical that the
purported 14% reduction in trips resulting from TDM implementation is accurate in light of the
proposed mixed-use development. The ITE Trip Generation Manual, used to predict traffic
volumes for various types of land uses, already factors in that dense mixed-use development will
include the types of TDM programs contemplated in the Preferred Alternative. Thus, the City’s
analysis effectively attempts to “double count” the potential traffic reduction of TDM measures –
as they are both baked into the trip generation and layered on as additional reduction measures.
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Further, the Comprehensive Plan currently contains numerous goals, policies and actions
regarding transit, TDM, and Transportation System Management (TSM). These have not
prevented the SR-527 and SR-524 corridors degrading from LOS-E in 2035 under the existing
Comprehensive Plan to LOS-F in 2043 under the No Action Alternative. Relying so extensively
on these same goals, policies and actions to provide substantial mitigation for traffic growth
under the Preferred Alternative seems to be based on hope, rather than an implementable
strategy.
5. Measure Cumulative Traffic Impacts from Subarea Plan, WSDOT, and ST Projects
In conjunction with adequately addressing concurrency as outlined above, the City must
analyze the cumulative impacts of growth within the Subarea combined with traffic growth from
the WSDOT ETL project and the planned ST Bus Base North. Both are reasonably foreseeable
projects with environmental review already underway.3 Moreover, a Subarea Plan that fails to
consider the direct impacts of these major transportation projects on the CPBC exacerbates the
Owners’ Association’s concerns regarding the lack of adequate planning for traffic infrastructure
and capital facilities to mitigate a plan for increased land use intensity.
According to the draft Environmental Assessment (EA), the WSDOT ETL project is
anticipated to result in failing intersections within the internal CPBC road network, as well as the
SR-527/220th St SE and 17th Ave SE/220th Street SE intersections, which will become part of the
City’s public road system. As addressed below in our supplemental SEPA comments, the
WSDOT EA overstates the growth assumptions for the “No Build” Alternative and establishes
an artificially high growth baseline against which the “Build” Alternative is compared. This
artificially high growth baseline results in the EA underestimating the impacts of the Action
Alternative and not fully evaluating or mitigating impacts of the ETL Project. In turn, this
results in insufficient capacity of critical components necessary to support the Project, including
the intersections of 17th Avenue SE/220th Street SE and 220th Avenue SE/SR527, both of which
are located at the primary entrance to the Park.
According to the Determination of Nonsignificance (DNS) recently issued by ST for the
Bus Base North project, ST anticipates storage for 120 buses, the majority of which are
articulated. The Bus Base North is projected to generate 878 daily trips onto the surrounding
private and public road system, which will further exacerbate inadequate LOS and queuing at the
220th St SE/20th Ave, 220th St SE/17th Ave, and 220th St SE/SR-527 intersections. The City’s
DEIS and Addendum do not mention, much less analyze, the impacts of this project in
conjunction with the City’s proposed Subarea changes.

3

WAC 197-11-792 (scope of EIS must consider cumulative impacts). Cumulative impacts are defined under NEPA
as “the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.” Gebbers v. Okanogan Cty. Pub. Util. Dist. No. 1, 144 Wn. App.
371, 381, 183 P.3d 324 (2008) (citing 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7). Impacts are “reasonably foreseeable” when they are
sufficiently likely to occur such that a person of ordinary prudence would take it into account in reaching decision.
Sierra Club v. Marsh, 976 F.2d 763, 767 (1st Cir.1992). See also State Environmental Policy Act Handbook,
Washington State Department of Ecology Publication #98-114 at 132 (2003) (“The EIS should look at how the
impacts of the proposal will contribute towards the total impact of development in the region over time.”)
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The Owners’ Association further requests that, in conjunction with evaluating the
cumulative impacts of the WSDOT and ST projects, the City require WSDOT and ST to mitigate
their impacts on the road network both within and outside of the Park. Both projects require land
use and construction permits from the City. As with any other development, these agencies
should be responsible for capacity improvements made necessary by the increased congestion
caused by their projects. Additionally, the City should require that WSDOT and ST fully
address and mitigate the impacts to the private road surfacing and subgrade resulting from high
volumes of heavy bus traffic and passenger vehicles introduced onto the internal road network.4
6. Identify How Subarea Plan Will Be Accomplished in Private Business Park with
Private Road Network
For the past several years, the CPBCOA has sought to work with the City to enable
dedication of the private road network in the Park to the City. Following the City’s prompting to
permit residential uses in the CPBC as part of the 2015 Subarea Plan update, the Owners’
Association explained to City staff that it would be necessary for the roads to become public to
support residential use (in particular, to ensure adequate police presence), and began working
with the City on a plan to transition the spine roads to the City. Thereafter, with the dawning of
the WSDOT ETL and the ST Bus Base projects, our proposal was that the City and the Owners’
Association work together to ensure that WSDOT and ST fully mitigate the effects of their
projects on transportation capacity and road conditions in the Park. Then, with some additional
upgrades funded by the Owners’ Association, the City would accept dedication of the spine
roads and make further improvements needed to support the additional land use intensity in the
Park that the City was contemplating in the Subarea Plan. So far, the City has rejected our
efforts to collaborate around the impacts of WSDOT’s ETL and ST’s Bus Base projects, and
discussion of dedication have been coupled with unreasonable conditions.
At this point, the City has no plan to accept dedication of any of the private internal street
network without significant capital investment by the Owners’ Association. The City’s position
is that the Owners’ Association must improve the internal streets up to a public street standard
before dedication will be considered. These improvements are estimated to exceed $3 million.
This cost does not benefit the Owners’ Association given that the current roadway is
appropriately maintained for the scale of development originally envisioned for the Park.
(Notably, three years ago, the City and Owners’ Association had identified a much more
reasonable set of improvements that the CPBCOA would make to improve the roads to enable
dedication, and the CPBCOA had set aside significant funds to make those improvements in the
last few years. In recent negotiations, the City has continued to layer on additional requirements
until the cost simply became too high.)
If the roads remain private, the Owners’ Association will have to monitor traffic impacts
to the private road network when reviewing all requests for new development and redevelopment
within the Park. This will have the effect of limiting land use intensity to the existing road
capacity, which is well below the intensities proposed by the Subarea Plan. The improvements
necessary to implement the pedestrian and bicycle vision of the Preferred Alternative will not be
made if the roads remain private. This will have the effect of reducing the assumed levels of
transit ridership and internal trip capture, invalidating the reductions to trip generation in the
traffic analysis of the Preferred Alternative.
4

Notably, the Owners’ Association is not aware of either WSDOT or Sound Transit having easement rights over the
roads within the CPBC authorizing their use of the private road system.
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Further, it is important that the City acknowledge that residential uses remain prohibited
in the Park, with the exception of a limited number of parcels, per Section 7.1 of the Third
Amendment to the Amended and Restated Declaration of Codes, Conditions and Restrictions for
Canyon Park Business Center (CC&Rs) (Recording No. 201807050389). As shown below in
areas shaded magenta and pink, the Subarea Plan proposes a significant amount of mixed use
development within the Park in areas where the CC&Rs prohibit residential use.
Correspondingly, the Subarea Plan prohibits residential in the areas shaded purple, which
comprises the majority of parcels where the CC&Rs actually permit residential use. The result is
a Subarea Plan that is not implementable and will not be able to meet the required number of
activity units to maintain certification as a Regional Growth Center. This issue is not disclosed
or discussed in the Subarea Plan or DEIS/Addendum, and no policies or actions are proposed to
address it.
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This outcome is particularly frustrating to the Owners’ Association as we only elected to
change the CC&Rs three years ago to enable residential at the behest of the City. At that time,
we understood that change to be part of a joint plan with the City that would support dedication
of the private road network and the provision of police services in the Park. As noted above, this
has not yet played out as originally discussed or anticipated.
7. Demonstrate Economic Viability of the Preferred Alternative
As identified in our prior comment letter, the market and proforma analysis show that
only mixed use residential/commercial redevelopment is economically feasible.5 As noted
above, however, residential development is not allowed under the Canyon Center Business Park
CC&Rs in the majority of those areas identified in the Subarea Plan. Consequently, the only
economically viable option is not currently legally viable.
Furthermore, we are skeptical that the scale and type of development identified under the
Preferred Alternative is attainable. Given the likely competition between Regional Growth
Centers for available transportation funding, the City has not explained how Canyon Park will be
able to capture such a significant share of that growth – particularly with its known
transportation issues. Also, the draft Subarea Plan is unclear as to how the City intends to keep
the Park both a biotech incubator hub and a mixed used residential/commercial neighborhood
where the same people live and work. This would be a major shift for the CPBC, and the
Subarea Plan does not explain how these multiple goals will be achieved.
8. Substantiate the Benefit of the Regional Growth Center Designation
The Owners’ Association acknowledges the City’s desire to maintain the existing
designation of Canyon Park as a Regional Growth Center (RGC) and the necessity to adopt a
Subarea Plan compliant with the Puget Sound Regional Council’s requirements to maintain that
status. The Canyon Park Subarea has been designated as an RGC since 1995, and yet land use
intensity and redevelopment activity envisioned under the prior Subarea Plan has failed to
materialize. Moreover, the benefits arising from that RGC designation remains elusive to
businesses and property owners in and around the Subarea. We understand the City’s current
position to be that it needs to maintain the RGC to compete for transportation funding to improve
traffic conditions in the Subarea. In the decades since this area was first designated an RGC, we
are unaware of what transportation funding or improvements, if any, the City secured to improve
the transportation system in this area. The DEIS and Addendum transportation analyses suggest
that conditions have only been getting progressively worse over the last ten years. Consequently,
we are skeptical that the City’s stated desire to retain the RGC designation to support future
transportation improvements will materialize into any actual improvements that reduce
congestion.

5

Appendix C (Canyon Park Proforma Analysis) of the Canyon Park Market Study dated May, 2020 prepared by
BERK Consulting.
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So far, the City has not identified any funding sources for the road improvements
proposed as part of its Preferred Alternative. We are worried that implementation of those
improvements is predicated on the City receiving grant funds from the Puget Sound Regional
Council based on the RGC designation. This seems to be an untenable do-loop, where the City’s
ability to retain the RGC is predicated on transportation improvements that are only possible if
the City retains the designation and thereafter wins grant funds to enable those improvements.
The Owners’ Association would like to know how the City anticipates the RGC
designation will benefit current and future businesses, property owners, and residents. Has the
City identified transportation funding arising from that designation, and if so, how is the City
planning to be competitive for those funds among the other 28 RGCs? Does transportation
funding tied to the RGC designation influence whether traffic improvements contemplated
within the Subarea Plan will be completed? What does the Preferred Alternative change from
the existing Subarea Plan to result in a feasible and implementable RGC in Canyon Park, when
such result has eluded the City for the last 25 years? The Subarea materials provided to date do
not answer any of these questions.
Supplemental SEPA Comments
The Owners’ Association previously provided comment on the DEIS for the Subarea
Plan; however, the City subsequently released an Addendum evaluating impacts of the Preferred
Alternative and related traffic memoranda – including evaluation of impacts on the internal
Canyon Park road network. The Owners’ Association offers these additional comments
concerning the City’s environmental review of the Subarea Plan, supported by the technical
comments in the attached memorandum from TENW.
•

Anticipated baseline traffic growth within the CPBC is based on flawed assumptions
contained in the draft EA for the WSDOT ETL Project. As indicated in a letter we
submitted to staff earlier this summer, the EA for the WSDOT ETL uses an aggregate
regional growth rate of more than 40% applied to the internal private intersections in the
CPBC. Instead, the growth rate should have been based on a specific land use analysis to
project future growth within the CPBC based on the existing City Comprehensive Plan
and zoning designations, as well as the existing development conditions and constraints.
Reliance on WSDOT’s assumptions results in a significantly higher “No Build” baseline
condition against which the “Build” alternative is then compared. The result is that the
impacts of the “Build” alternative are muted and proportionately less than they would be
under a “No Build” alternative that used valid land use assumptions to project future
traffic growth.

•

The trip generation methodology for the Preferred Alternative inappropriately relies on a
high internal capture rate inconsistent with the existing built environment for the CPBC,
resulting in artificially lower anticipated trips. Specifically, the trip generation
methodology assumes existing and new development will be connected by a convenient,
walkable, bicycle oriented, transit supportive environment in a dense
framework. However, the entire business park community is currently a closed system
with limited mixed use and no connectivity or proximity to those other land uses on the
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fringe (retail and housing). While pockets of mixed use can be implemented in the
future, this methodology cannot be applied to an area that is over a mile wide and 1.5
miles in length with limited connectivity except the SR 527 corridor and the CPBC
private road system. As an example, all existing retail within the primary Canyon Park
zone is at Thrasher's Corner, but the City’s traffic analysis of the Preferred Alternative
has reduced all trips to existing/future retail by 35 percent given an assumed proximity
between all these jobs in Canyon Park and Thrasher's corner. Use of this high internal
capture rate is inconsistent with ITE guidance. As such, adjustments should be made to
account for higher utilization of SR-527 between all of these land uses, which causes the
corridor to likely fail LOS.
•

As discussed above, the purported 14% trip reduction resulting from TDM programs
relies on duplicative counts to demonstrate effectiveness. Implementation of parking
pricing policies, shared parking, transit subsidies, commute trip reduction programs and
other measures are already included in trip generation rates for dense mixed-use
developments. Accordingly, these strategies, have been accounted for to a large extent in
ITE rates applied to the modeling. As such, the 14% reduction is likely to be entirely or
significantly duplicative.

Additional Analysis and Meaningful Dialogue with the Canyon Park Community is
Necessary Before the Planning Commission Proceeds with a Recommendation
Both the Owners’ Association and broader Canyon Park community have consistently
communicated to the City that the proposed Subarea Plan does not address the most apparent and
pressing problem from this area: traffic congestion from existing growth within the SR-527, SR524, and 228th Street corridors. Comments raised at recent open houses hosted by the City and
results of the August survey demonstrate that adequate transportation infrastructure – particularly
an internal road network that has adequate capacity to support movement of cars and people
throughout the Subarea - remains the top concern. Yet, the current Subarea Plan indicates that
the City has simultaneously given up on identifying solutions for currently projected traffic
congestion and doubled down on growth by planning for more intense utilization of land within
the Canyon Park Subarea.
We acknowledge and appreciate that the City has been working on this Subarea Plan for
a number of years. Indeed, we have been attempting to work alongside you. Unfortunately, our
most recent request for a joint study session with the Planning Commission was rejected. We
continue to be very interested in working with the City to develop a feasible and implementable
Subarea Plan update. We are not there yet but welcome the opportunity to engage further with
the City to get there.
Very truly yours,
VAN NESS FELDMAN LLP

Molly A. Lawrence

ATTACHMENT

TENW
Transportation Engineering NorthWest

MEMORANDUM
DATE:

September 1, 2020

TO:

Tim McHarg, Canyon Park Business Association OwnerÊs Association
c/o Van Ness Feldman, LLP

FROM:

Michael Read, PE, Principal, TENW

SUBJECT:

Canyon Park Subarea, Planned Action Draft EIS, December 2019
DEIS Addendum, July 2020
TENW Project No. 3696

This memorandum summarizes TENWÊs comments on the Canyon Park Subarea, Planned Action
Draft EIS, December 2019, and the DEIS Addendum, July 2020, as published by the City of Bothell
as they relate to transportation impacts within the Canyon Park Business Center (CPBC), including
impacts on properties owned by the CPBC OwnerÊs Association (CPBCOA), its private intersections
and roadways. Our comments also include review of the supporting Canyon Park Subarea Project
ă Trip Generation, August 2020, and the Canyon Park Subarea Project ă Potential TDM Strategies
ă Draft, July 2020, Fehr & Peers.
WSDOT NEPA Environmental Assessment May 2020, I-405 SR522 Vicinity to SR527 Express Toll
Lanes Improvement Project
Specifically cited in the DEIS and DEIS Addendum as a source document, the CityÊs Subarea Plan
rely on the transportation forecasts, roadway/intersection capacity determinations, and other
conclusions of the WSDOT NEPA Environmental Assessment May 2020, I-405 SR522 Vicinity to
SR527 Express Toll Lanes Improvement Project (WSDOT EA). The WSDOT EA is not, however, an
approved traffic analysis, and the WSDOT EA does not meet best practices engineering criterion.
As such, the CityÊs reliance on the WSDOT EAÊs traffic forecasts, capacity determinations of
roadways/intersections, and other evaluation criteria utilized in the DEIS and DEIS Addendum
relies on an unproven foundation. Our detailed comments on the I-405 SR522 Vicinity to SR527
Express Toll Lanes Improvement Project as they relate to the proposed Canyon Parking Subarea
DEIS within the CPBC include the following:
No Action Traffic Forecasts. The WSDOT EA for the ETL Project assumes inflated background
growth assumptions, and as such, the conclusion regarding ELT impacts to intersection levels of
service and vehicle queuing conditions within the CPBC are lost in a growth rate that is not
applicable to interior private roadways within the existing business park. The added congestion
and vehicle queuing that becomes "assumed in the future" (No Action condition) within the CPBC
generates unreasonable „assumed‰ traffic conditions from which WSDOT measures impacts of the
WSDOT ELT project to properties within the CPBC.
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Intersection Capacity of 220th Street SE/17th Avenue SE. The projected increase in traffic
demand of PM peak hour traffic exiting via 17th Avenue SE by WSDOT is 775 vehicles per hour
(vph). This peak directional forecast is a direct result of the proposed ETL Direct Access Ramp and
is equivalent to more than 2 turning lanes of left turning capacity (this is regardless of the analytical
framework or traffic analysis assumptions presented by WSDOT). At year of opening (2025), the
total northbound left turning traffic demand from 17th Avenue SE onto 220th during the PM peak
hour is forecast by WSDOT in excess of 1,000 vph. As such, basic capacity at this signalized
intersection is not provided under the current WSDOT channelization proposal, and would create
significant adverse impacts to both traffic flow and safety at this intersection and private driveways
along 17th Street SE. Specifically, the northbound approach should include additional turning
capacity and queuing storage along 17th Street SE. As it relates to the Canyon Park Subarea
DEIS, without adequate traffic capacity at this intersection, the ability for vehicles to access the
Subarea via the ELT interchange would be significantly adversely affected as would other CPBC
owners and tenants along 17th Street SE.
In addition, in March 2020 WSDOT confirmed that the traffic operational assumptions (i.e., signal
timing/performance) applied in the Action Alternative "would not be implemented" in the field. As
such, the level of service and queuing conclusions using WSDOTÊs proposed intersection geometry
and signal parameters in the WSDOT EA would not reflect built conditions. The actual proposed
geometry and signal parameters would create significant, but avoidable, transportation impacts to
properties within the CPBC, including internal access, safety, and general circulation unless
otherwise fully mitigated by WSDOT. These findings are confirmed in the DEIS Addendum, July
2020, with traffic volumes exceeding available intersection/roadway capacity at the 220th Street
SE/17th Avenue SE, 220th Street SE/20th Avenue SE, and the 220th Street SE/23rd Avenue SE
intersections and roadway approaches within the CPBC. As such, without adequate infrastructure
as part of the WSDOT I-405 ETL project, the CityÊs Subarea Plan vision will be left with additional
infrastructure needs not currently funded or in compliance with SEPA thresholds (i.e., volume
forecasts would exceed available capacity by approximately 25 percent per the CityÊs DEIS
Addendum) .
Transportation Concurrency and GMA/SEPA Compliance. The DEIS, December 2019, concludes
that the currently adopted Comprehensive Plan (No Action) would not meet the CityÊs adopted
concurrency standards by 2045 and would fall even further into non-compliance 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.
Without identification of the required transportation infrastructure needed to support the currently
adopted Comprehensive Plan (No Action) to meet current City standards, code, and GMA
required compliance (i.e., transportation concurrency), not only does the City not meet their legal
mandate under GMA, but transportation needs under the various subarea growth alternatives under
consideration by the City canÊt be differentiated as to the relative transportation needs required to
support each growth land use alternative. Under the current DEIS and DEIS Addendum, the only
choice for GMA compliance as presented is the Preferred Alternative. As the DEIS transportation
analysis is currently presented, the same infrastructure, policies, and other supporting mitigation
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measures to support the growth alternatives may also be required to support the No Action
alternative, and as such, no comparative analysis is provided as required under both SEPA and
GMA.
Trip Generation Methodology ă Application of MDX Tool to Canyon Park Subarea. The applied
trip generation methodology is considered state of the practice, but assumes/considers that
existing/new development is connected by a convenient, walkable, bicycle oriented, transit
supportive environment in a dense urban framework. The entire existing CPBC community is
currently a „closed system‰ with limited mixed use and no connectivity or proximity to those other
land uses on the fringe areas of the Subarea boundary (i.e., retail and housing). While pockets of
mixed use can be implemented in the future (as noted in the published Preferred Alternative ă Figure
3 of the DEIS Addendum), the application of the MDX Tool and mixed use trip generation
methodology should not be applied to the entire area that is over a mile wide and 1.5 miles in
length with limited connectivity except the SR 527 corridor and the CPBC private road system that
is internal to the „private business park‰.
Furthermore, ITE guidance is very specific on some underlying conditions that must be present to
utilize this methodology. One of the primary requirements is that internal trips must remain on-site
and not utilize the major street system in order to eliminate them from consideration. This argument
can be made within the CPBC private roadway system itself to some extent, but not trip reductions
along the SR 527 corridor (the only continuous arterial in the entire Subarea that serves all zones).
As such, adjustments to account for utilization of SR 527 by internal trips between all of these land
uses areas/zones identified between 228th Street SE and SR 524 would significantly increase trip
making along SR 527, causing the corridor to likely fail the CityÊs adopted LOS standard.
In addition, at a minimum all existing land uses and associated trips should be removed from the
calculations and only a portion of growth can be adjusted under future alternatives where true
mixed use can be constructed that are connected and proximate to one another. As an example,
all existing retail within the primary Canyon Park Subarea zone is at Thrasher's corner or at the
228th Street SE intersection on SR 527, but the process as currently applied has reduced all trips to
existing/future retail by 35 percent given an assumed proximity between all existing/new jobs in
between Canyon Park and these primary retail destinations, which is not consistent with ITE
practice.
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Adjustment. The additive TDM reduction of 14
percent has been documented based upon assumed implementation of parking pricing policies,
shared parking, transit subsidies, commute trip reduction programs and other measures. Many of
these incentives or built conditions however, are already inherent in dense mixed use developments
assumed within and reflective of application of the trip generation methodologies and MDX tool
noted above. Therefore, a majority of these future supportive conditions have been accounted for
to a large extent, and as such, this further reduction specifically for TDM is entirely or significantly
duplicative.
In summary, the Preferred Alternative directs 60 percent more households and 73 percent more
employees beyond those assumed in the No Action into the Canyon Park Subarea boundary, but
the resultant trip generation increase evaluated in the DEIS Addendum is approximately 26 percent
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in new trips. This basic conclusion has no reasonable supportive foundation and the conclusion of
achieving the CityÊs adopted level of service standards under the Preferred Alternative is
indefensible based on concerns outlined above.

City of Bothell Concurrence on Study Assumptions/Methods and Cumulative Impacts to CPBC
Properties. As noted previously, the CityÊs current Subarea Planning efforts envision significant
increases in the density and types of land uses within the CPBC and the surrounding vicinity. If any
of the currently published land use scenarios or potential variants proposed as part of the Subarea
Plan are adopted, the transportation infrastructure assumed as part of the WSDOT ETL Direct
Access Ramp and for the Canyon Park Subarea would fail any measure of concurrency or mobility
performance measure of intersection level of service, congestion, or safety.
Without consideration for cumulative impacts, the underlying transportation analytical traffic
operational analysis by WSDOT in the ETL Direct Access Ramp project concludes the following:
 The proposed geometry of both the 220th Street SE/17th Avenue SE and 220th Street
SE/SR 527 signalized intersections and Synchro operational model concludes that nearly
all approaches would experience vehicle queuing beyond the capabilities of the model to
predict (requiring traffic simulation modeling to be performed to provide adequate lanes
and intersection geometry conclusions for design purposes) and that 220th Street SE
volume of flow would exceed available capacity during the p.m. peak period. The
conclusions of the WSDOT EA analysis and the actual future Build condition would result in
significant vehicle queuing along both 17th Avenue SE, 220th Street SE and throughout the
entire business park due to diverted traffic demands through the CPBC. Specifically along
17th Avenue SE, vehicle queuing, overall traffic safety, and conflicting flows with exiting
traffic volumes from current business would create an untenable lease or business
operational environment for all existing properties associated with the CPBC along 17th
Avenue SE.
 As noted in the WSDOT EA: „The Project would increase freeway volumes and, as such,
more vehicles would use ramps to enter and exit the freeway.‰ At the existing SR 527
interchange, continuous congestion throughout a typical workday and on most weekend
periods afternoon is generated by the at-grade freeway access and egress in the Canyon
Park vicinity. Construction of a direct access ramp to the ETL via 17th Avenue SE will,
therefore, be a very attractive alternative to waiting at other existing ramp junctions to
enter/exit the freeway, and the WSDOT EA for the ETL facility into the existing CPBCOA
properties clearly concludes the shift in demand will be significant. The issue remains,
however, that WSDOTÊs proposed traffic improvements within the CPBC and intersections
that immediately serve the CPBC properties are limited to several „turn lane additions‰ as
noted in the WSDOT EA. However, these limited proposed improvements are intended to
mitigate an increased „arterial-level directional flow‰ of nearly 800 vehicles per hour that
would be created by the ETL Project. As such, the nexus between Project Mitigation and
Project Impacts has been established but the proposed mitigation remains unacceptable
under State or Federal standards given conclusions on vehicle queuing and substandard
traffic operations.
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 Primarily comprised of properties within the CPBC, the City of Bothell Canyon Park
Subarea Plan contemplates a preferred future land use plan that directs 60 percent more
households and 73 percent more employees beyond those evaluated in the No Action
alternative reviewed in the WSDOT EA. Multiple additional arterial and intersection
failures will occur throughout the existing primary private arterial system within the CPBC
and regional State and local arterial systems unless appropriate „arterial level capacity‰
and additional intersection turning capacity is provided as part of the I-405 ETL project
within the CPBCOA as well as within the Canyon Park Subarea Plan capital improvement
program. Currently the DEIS Addendum refers to multiple intersection/roadway failures
within the CPBC private roadway system, but offers no measures to implement or address
these deficiencies. Traffic monitoring of congestion and level of service failures in the future
does not qualify as supportive or adequate mitigation under SEPA.
 In total, the critical northbound flow along 17th Avenue SE during the PM peak hour would
comprise the following elements under a cumulative assessment:


Existing Flow ă 320 northbound vehicles.



2045 No Action ă 500 northbound vehicles.



2045 With ETL Project ă 1,270 northbound vehicles.



2045 With Subarea Plan ă 1,800 northbound vehicles.



In total, a cumulative increase of over 450 percent is forecast to occur in the
design horizon year of the proposed ETL Project on 17th Avenue SE. The effect of
this cumulative increase without adequate arterial/intersection capacity is vehicle
queuing extending on 17th Avenue SE beyond the proposed roundabout that
would block all access/egress into the transit center/park-and-ride based on
limited SimTraffic analysis completed by TENW.

 Based upon the findings noted above, at a minimum the City should require completion of
a full ETL interchange to support not only the Canyon Park Subarea Plan, but also to
mitigate significant traffic impacts that would be created by regional traffic within the CPBC
by WSDOTÊs project. This would effectively balance access to the expanded ETL on I-405
between SR 527 to the north (as currently proposed) and provide direct access to the
228th Street SE corridor to the south via a full diamond interchange as part of the ETL
project.
Cut-Through Traffic/Diversion of Traffic within the CPBCOA Properties. As WSDOTÊs own analysis
concludes that the westbound approach of 220th Street SE at SR 527 and the northbound
approach of 17th Avenue SE at 220th Street would be operating „above capacity‰ and exceed
available queue storage lengths under realistic operational assumptions, significant diversion of
trips will occur through the CPBC (i.e., cut through traffic) as drivers attempt to avoid delay. The
Bus Bay North SEPA evaluation also identifies this „diversion by buses‰ during peak commute
periods to other available arterials (i.e., buses would drive north to 214th Street SE and then head
south to the existing I-405 at-grade interchange, avoiding use of the new ETL facility all together).
With forecasted demand and congestion at the primary signalized intersection that serves the
overall CPBC in combination with the WSDOT I-405 ETL project and increased land uses
envisioned under the Canyon Park Subarea Plan, the existing private roadway system would
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become inundated with cut-through traffic by regional traffic flows to/from I-405, City-wide traffic
diversion from both SR 527 and the 228th Street SE corridor, and as existing employees within the
CPBC divert to alternatives routes to access their business.
If you have any questions regarding the information presented in this memo, please call me at
(206) 361-7333 x 101 or mikeread@tenw.com.
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[EXTERNAL] Canyon Park Subarea Comprehensive Plan
Roger Belanich <roger@businesspropertydevelopment.com>
Tue 9/1/2020 4:00 PM
To: Michael Kattermann <michael.kattermann@bothellwa.gov>
Cc: Roger Belanich <roger@businesspropertydevelopment.com>

Stop! Look! Think before you click! This message originated from outside the City of Bothell network. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments.
Dear Members of the Bothell Planning Commission:
Please take my observa ons concerning the proposed Subarea Plan under your kind advisement. I have these
concerns as the developer of Canyon Park Business Center.
Life Science Center/Oﬃces:
This has been a target since the incep on of Canyon Park Business Center and the CPBC has had the most
concentra on of Life Sciences in the Metropolitan Area in addi on to South Lake Union. This category of use
should not be compromised for Mixed Use on the only remaining undeveloped property in CPBC. That is the TIAA
property between 20th Ave SE and the Bothell-Evere Highway. The integrity of CPBC requires business use of the
property as the demand of High Tech, Oﬃces, and Life Sciences advance to Bothell from Sea le and Bellevue. A
mixed use residen al is not reasonable. Nor is the height of building to be restricted at 60 feet. A er all, it should
be considered that the formally approved development of TIAA property allowed 100 feet height and 630,000 sq.
. of oﬃces.
Storm Water:
Storm water that will be required for future redevelopment of Canyon Park Business Center must recognize and
be accommodated by the open 10 acre Deten on Pond located in the southern area of the Park as well as the
exis ng storm water system that is in place now.
There is an inconsistency in the Comp Plan that does not iden fy the Storm Water Manual that will be adopted in
January 1, 2022. Since the Comp Plan has advocated a minimum FAR, as well as the more intensive use in the
future redevelopment of CPBC, storm water must be reconciled with the proposed Subarea Plan of CPBC.
Transporta on:
The Subarea Comp Plan has grossly misrepresented the traﬃc impacts of that Plan. The Plan has not reconciled
the impacts of the Plan itself as to the projected use, par cularly for the future redevelopment of CPBC which is
inevitable. Furthermore, it has not reconciled the Plan to the impact of the DOT’s proposed and adopted oﬀramp
on I-405 that will enter Canyon Park on 17th Ave SE. Nor has the Plan reconciled the impacts of the Sound Transit
Bus Facility. The Plan must respond to these ma ers.
Density Adjacent to the I-405 Interchange:
It certainly makes sense and I endorse having the density of oﬃces and residen al at MUH adjacent to the oﬀ
ramps on both sides of I-405 and Bothell-Evere Highway. And as well as the new oﬀ ramp at I-405 and 17th Ave
SE, and adjacent to the Park-n-Ride and poten ally a Light Rail Sta on in the future.
20th Avenue Extension to Maltby Road:
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This extension should be included in the Subarea Plan. In the past 5-10 years it was shown as a recommenda on
of the Six Year Plan. It is the only possible outlet for Canyon Park and would eliminate conges on at 214th Street
and Bothell-Evere Highway as well as the intersec on of Thrasher’s Corner. At least it should be on the Plan and
subject to funding and mi ga on by CPBC.
Parks and Trails:
The survey results emphasizes the need for parks, trails, and gathering areas. The recent revised Comp Plan does
not give considera on to an earlier dra of the Plan that showed the area along 31st Ave SE and between the
Business Park (and T-Mobile Buildings) as a poten al park. These 17 acres are privately owned and not formally
included within CPBC. Most of the property is upland and only a quarter of the 17 acres is a wetland which has
been misconstrued in the Plan.
These 17 acres are a beau ful area. It is now used by the neighborhood east of 31st Ave SE and by the business
park employees even though not a formal part of those communi es. There would be a pedestrian entry from
31st Ave for entry into the CPBC as well as for bike trails. Both would connect through the CPBC to the Century
Trail which is within the Business Park. This use would fulﬁll the response of the Subarea Plan, as well as the
opinion of the neighborhood and the Business Park employees for parks, gathering places and trails as
demonstrated in the “Survey Results”.
This use as a park has been formally endorsed by a Resolu on of the Canyon Park Business Center Owners’
Associa on and the CP Board. And should be at least shown on the Comp Plan to accommodate its’ future
considera on and possible adop on by the City in expecta on of the property being dedicated to the City by the
owner.
Thank you for your considera on of these recommenda ons as I have been involved in the Canyon Park area and
the Business Park since its’ incep on.
Roger Belanich
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[EXTERNAL] Written comment for tonight's planning commission meeting


You forwarded this message on Wed 9/2/2020 4:47 PM



Label: Auto Delete Inbox Message At 90 Days Old (3 months) Expires: Tue 12/1/2020 1:35 PM

DL

David Levitan <david@dlevitan.com>
Wed 9/2/2020 2:35 PM











To: Michael Kattermann

Stop! Look! Think before you click! This message originated from outside the City of Bothell
network. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments.

Hi Michael,
I would like to submit the below for public comment at tonight's meeting.
Thank you,
David

Dear Planning Commissioners,
Thank you for your efforts to prepare a comprehensive plan for Canyon
Park. As a Bothell resident, I would like to express both excitement
about the proposed changes, but also deep concerns I have with the
transportation section.
The draft acknowledges that substantial improvements to the
transportation network must be done. But, the plan also states that the
"transportation approach relies heavily on the foundational principle
that Bothell cannot build its way out of congestion."
Yet despite the plan's statement that non-car transportation must be a
priority, the amount of resources dedicated to understanding and
improving non-car transportation is minimal. For example, in the July
22nd agenda, there is a 100 page report and traffic analysis. The
report, called the "AM and Internal Street Transportation Analysis"
starts by stating that the "transportation chapter is focusing on
potential impacts to auto/freight, transit, and people walking and
biking." Afterwards, the words bike or bicycling only appear in
complicated tables (that have no explanation) or to state that adding a
bike lane would increase car capacity over the design limits. Is this a
"transportation analysis" or a "car volume analysis"?
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EXHIBIT 16

[EXTERNAL] Canyon Park SubArea Plan, Planned Action Exhibit 2
Ann Aagaard <ann_aagaard@frontier.com>
Thu 9/10/2020 6:15 PM
To: Michael Kattermann <michael.kattermann@bothellwa.gov>

Stop! Look! Think before you click! This message originated from outside the City of Bothell network. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments.

Michael:
Please send my comments on the Canyon Park SubArea Plan to the Planning Commission and include
the comments in the Public Hearing record Scheduled for September 16th.
I would like to speak to Planning Commission on Wednesday, September 16th.
Last week, when I tried to watch the live stream of the P.C. meeting, the connection link on the P.C.
Agenda would not work. Please notify the City technician of this problem.
Ann Aagaard ann_aagaard@frontier.com

September 10, 2020
Comments for September 16 ( continued Public Hearing ) Canyon Park SubArea Plan
To: Bothell Planning Commission
From: Ann Aagaard

RE: Canyon Park SubArea Plan, Planned Action Exhibit B-2 Mitigation Document and
SubArea Plan RE: Connectivity 214th St. SE extension
My comments refer to the above two sections of the Canyon Park Subarea Plan.
1. Exhibit B-2 Mitigation Document
Page: 25 of Sept. 2 P.C. packet Page 166 of 209
Natural Environment: This section reads as follows:
"The City shall review planned actions for consistency with Bothell critical area regulations in place at
the time of application. Until such time as the City's regulations are amended, the City may condition
development to be consistent with wetland buffers widths and wetland compensatory mitigation
https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?version=20200907002.03&popoutv2=1
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recommendations contained within 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)
and in section several paragraphs down is this statement:
- "The City may implement ecological mitigation opportunities in Exhibit B-3 for public
improvements as advanced 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
The current BMC14. CAO code document MUST FIRST BE AMENDED. The language as
proposed CANNOT be implemented by including these references in the Canyon Park Planned
Action Ordinance. The City may condition development to be consistent with wetland buffers
widths and wetland conpensatory mitigation contained with the latest guidance and Best
Available Science included in these referenced documents if the buffer widths ( (and wetland
compensatory mitigation recommendations) have actually been ADOPTED by the City of
Bothell.
And regarding the advanced mitigation, the City must adopt a policy regarding such
implementation.
Language in the current BMC / CAO clearly states that only the current CAO can be considered
in applications.
BMC 14.04.110
A. The provisions of this chapter shall apply to all lands, all land uses and development activity, and all
structures and facilities in the city, whether or not a permit or authorization is required, and shall apply to
every person, firm, partnership, corporation, group, governmental agency, or other entity that owns, leases, or
administers land within the city. No person, company, agency, or applicant shall alter a critical area or buffer
except as consistent with the purposes and requirements of this chapter.
B. The city shall not approve any permit or otherwise issue any authorization to alter the condition of any
land, water, or vegetation, or to construct or alter any structure or improvement in, over, or on a critical area
or associated buffer, without first ensuring compliance with the requirements of this chapter, including, but
not limited to, the following:

I strongly suggest that the Planning Commission make a recommendation to the City Council to
change the language in the Natural Environment section of Exhibit B-2: Mitigation Document to state
the following:
"The City shall review planned actions for consistency with Bothell critical area regulations in place at
the time of application. The City shall adopt, prior to adoption of the Canyon Park SubArea
https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?version=20200907002.03&popoutv2=1
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Plan: Washington State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington: 2014 Update ( Ecology
Publication #14-06--29, or as revised and approved by Ecology) "
The reference to the above wetland rating buffers document is referenced in the Wetland Guidance
for CAO Updates( 2016-2018). The 2014 publication makes it clear these are for western washington .
I have included this reference as a separate publication for the convenient application as an
amendment to the CAO buffers in the current Bothell code. This Wetland Rating System has been
adopted by City of Kenmore and City of Kirkland.
RE: the section regarding advanced mitigation program to offset unavoidable impacts to wetland and
stream critical areas. I cannot access the 2012 document that is referenced. The Corps guidance is
updated periodically, and the document is listed, but I could not access this 2012 update for review.
Please provide the full document in Exhibit 2 .or find another reference for the Interagency Regulatory
Guide: Advance Permittee-Responsible Mitigation ( U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, et al.,2012

Improve connectivity and relieve stress on major corridors and three entry points. Page 102 Canyon
Park Subarea Plan
Option 1(preferred) Extend 214th St. SE westward to 9th Ave. SE.
Option 2. Extend a trail westward from the existing 214th St. Se to 9th Ave. SE.
Please recommend to Council that Option 2 ( extend trail westward) be designated as the
Preferred Option 1.
214th S.E. the associated wetlands on the north and south are Class I wetlands, associated with North
Creek. The Shoreline designation (200' from ordinary high water mark) for North Creek north of
214th is Natural. It is not consistent with the shoreline designation or the wetland classification to
recommend that a street be constructed that would impact the Class I wetlands and this fish bearing
stream designated Natural.
Thank you for considering these changes to the Planning Commission recommendations to Council.
Ann Aagaard
425-488-8418
ann_aagaard@frontier.com
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September 9, 2020

City of Bothell Planning Commission
c/o Development Director Michael Katterman
Bothell City Hall
18415 101st Avenue NE
Bothell, WA 98011
Re:

VIA EMAIL

Draft Canyon Park Subarea Regulations

Dear Planning Commissioners:
We represent Juno Therapeutics (“Juno”), a Bristol Meyers Squib Company with an existing campus
located at 1522 217th Place in the Canyon Park neighborhood of Bothell (“City”). Juno generally
supports the City’s Canyon Park Subarea planning efforts, but it is concerned about potential impacts
that the rapid adoption of the new development regulations may have on its campus expansion plans.
For the past several years, Juno has been working with a team of consultants to evaluate the feasibility
of adding a new building to its existing campus. Juno plans to develop approximately 65,000 sf. of
additional office facility with associated parking on its campus (“Project”). This facilities planning was
undertaken after years of due diligence and thoughtful consideration of site constraints, design
considerations, and the currently applicable Bothell Municipal Code (“BMC” or (“Code”) requirements
and development standards. Juno has scheduled a pre-application meeting with the City about the
Proposal on September 10, 2020. Juno intends to start the Project permitting as soon as possible.
Juno has been monitoring the City’s Canyon Park Subarea planning efforts, but just received the draft
development standards released on August 27, 2020 (“Code Update”) with substantive zoning details.
Based on our initial review, the Code Update does not anticipate reasonable transitions for
development like the Project, which were initiated under the current Code. To address this concern,
we are requesting that the final version of the Code Update include vesting protections for owners
who have completed the City’s pre-application process. This will provide predictability for Bothell
property owners who have invested significant resources in planning and designing improvements to
their properties in reliance of the current Code.
Our preliminary review of the draft Code Update regulations in BMC 12.48 has identified potential
impacts to Juno’s proposed Project, including but not limited to the minimum floor area ratio (“FAR”)
requirements which may impact the design and fiscal feasibility. We are also concerned about impacts
associated with policy determinations the Planning Commission and City Council have not yet made,
including affordable housing requirements, solar requirements, and maximum parking restrictions.
In order to mitigate these impacts, we request that the City add a provision to the Code Update that
extends vesting protections beyond the provisions in BMC 11.04.010.A to qualified projects that are:
(1) within the boundaries of the Canyon Park Subarea; and (2) have completed the City’s preapplication process prior to the effective date of the Code Update so long as that applicant submits a
complete Type I, II, or III application within nine months of the effective date of the Code Update.
701 Fifth Avenue • Suite 6600 • Seattle, Washington 98104 • 206.812.3388 • Fax 206.812.3389 • www.mhseattle.com

This safe harbor provision will allow property owners to continue to invest in planning efforts without
fear that the new regulations will render its planned improvements infeasible. You’ll recall that the
City adopted a similar provision to provide for a graceful transition with the Downtown code update.
Thank you for your attention to this letter. Please feel free to contact me directly with any questions.
We look forward to further discussions and the City’s final action on the Code Updates.
Sincerely,
McCULLOUGH HILL LEARY, P.S.
s/Ian S. Morrison
cc:

Client

701 Fifth Avenue • Suite 6600 • Seattle, Washington 98104 • 206.812.3388 • Fax 206.812.3389 • www.mhseattle.com

EXHIBIT 18

September 14, 2020
CHAIR

Bothell Planning Commission
City of Bothell
18415 101st Ave. N.E.
Bothell, WA 98011
Subject: Bus Base North – Comments on Draft Canyon Park Subarea Plan and
Development Regulations Update

Kent Keel
University Place Councilmember

VICE CHAIRS
Dow Constantine
King County Executive
Paul Roberts
Everett Councilmember

Dear Planning Commissioners:
BOARD MEMBERS

As Sound Transit continues to work with the City of Bothell and other local jurisdictions
on our bus rapid transit (BRT) program, we commend the efforts undertaken to update
the Canyon Park Subarea Plan to support a thriving Puget Sound Regional Council
(PSRC) Regional Growth Center that takes advantage of access to frequent and reliable
transit.
Such transit services include the existing Community Transit Swift Green Line and
planned Sound Transit Stride BRT service. The new Stride service will connect Bothell
and Canyon Park with other regional destinations and transportation facilities, including
regional light rail. Essential to the operations and maintenance of Stride service is the
Bus Base North (BBN) facility proposed in Canyon Park. BBN would be a bus
operations and maintenance facility, programmed and sized to maintain, fuel, wash, and
store up to 120 buses of the Stride and other bus fleet.
The draft Canyon Park Subarea Plan and development regulations that have been
advanced by City staff for your consideration are anticipated to apply to BBN, which
Sound Transit proposes to locate on an approximately 12.5-acre vacant parcel on the
east side of 20th Avenue Southeast, just south of 214th Street Southeast.
The adoption of the proposed development regulations is important in that it provides
the local regulatory context for the next phase of BBN project development, which will
include refinements to the existing 10% design and project requirements. In order to
better understand the City’s vision for Canyon Park, how our projects can support the
vision, and the potential implications for project design, Sound Transit staff have
tracked the development of the subarea plan and have participated in initial discussions
with City staff on the draft plan.
Following review of the draft Canyon Park development regulations released on August
28th and Planning Commission discussions on September 2nd, please find below our
initial feedback on the current language of the draft plan and development regulations.
The intent of this initial feedback is to identify at a high level areas of draft code that
could hinder and/or potentially preclude implementation of the BBN project and other
BRT projects in the City, which are essential public facilities to be accommodated under
the Growth Management Act and the City’s Comprehensive Plan (Policy LU-A1).
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Minimum Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
As the Land Use chapter of the draft plan acknowledges, some land uses such as essential public facilities may not
be capable of meeting minimum development intensity standards. Similar to other es sential public facilities with
unique programmatic and operational needs, it is impracticable for the BBN project to provide the proposed
minimum 0.5 FAR required in the Employment – Low Canyon Park zone.
For that reason, Sound Transit supports excluding essential public facilities from the minimum FAR requirements or
at least, alternatives to meeting minimum FAR for essential public facilities. One such alternative would be
including the Activity Unit Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) program identified as an implementation action
in the Canyon Park Subarea Plan.
Understanding that code fully implementing the TDR program may extend beyond the scope of the current Canyon
Park Subarea Plan and development regulations update, however, Sound Transit also urges the Planning
Commission to include provisions that allow essential public facilities to address any minimum FAR requirements
adopted in the interim. We specifically ask that the Planning Commission consider incorporating provisions in code
that allow the use of Conditional Use Permit conditions of approval that set aside development credits for
incorporation into a future TDR program as a means of meeting the minimum FAR standard absent a fully
implemented TDR program.
Additionally, as the Planning Commission contemplates incentive zoning provisions for Canyon Park, please note
that Sound Transit is in general support of utilizing TDR credits to facilitate affordable housing. Utilization of TDR
credits to achieve FAR bonuses for other land uses will need to be discussed in more detail as part of TDR program
implementation. Sound Transit is committed to working together with City staff to continue the conversation on our
roles in implementation of alternatives to minimum FAR to ensure that the draft plan and development regulations
do not operate to preclude the BBN project.
Through-Block Connections
Sound Transit understands that the through-block connections depicted on the draft plan and the draft Bothell
Municipal Code (BMC) Figure 12.48.200 are conceptual in nature. Generally, any through-block connection that
cuts through the interior of the BBN site is inconsistent with the 10% design of the facility and is unworkable
considering the functional needs for BBN. These functional needs include parking and circulating up to 120 buses
and approximately 250 non-revenue vehicles (NRVs). Intermixing bus and NRVs with public pedestrian and bicycle
circulation in the interior of the site would present an unacceptable safety hazard and would preclude the siting of
the BBN facility in its currently planned location.
As such, Sound Transit appreciates that Planning Commission and City staff are considering flexibility that
addresses the needs of all uses, particularly those envisioned for the Employment – Low Canyon Park zone with
similarly large sites or building footprints. We are looking forward to assessing with City staff what, if any, throughblock connection alignments and cross sections along the exterior of BBN are achievable during design refinement
and during the development review process for BBN.
Open Spaces
The functional needs of BBN as described above constrain the areas available to provide the quantity and quality of
open spaces as envisioned and required by the draft development regulations. For example, any publicly accessible
outdoor space that can be accommodated (minimum 50% of the required open space), even if only publicly
accessible between 6:00am and 10:00pm as proposed in the draft development regulations, would need to be located
outside of the fenced area for the purposes of public safety and security. As a result, the opportunities for strict
compliance with both the amount of on-site publicly accessible outdoor space and the design of said space are
Central Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority • Union Station
401 S. Jackson St., Seattle, WA 98104-2826 • Reception: (206) 398-5000 • FAX: (206) 398-5499
www.soundtransit.org
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severely limited. Strict compliance with the amount of required on-site common outdoor space (i.e. not publicly
accessible) is likewise limited by BBN operations and circulation needs.
To account for larger sites and buildings that are nevertheless challenged to provide the required open space, Sound
Transit suggests that the Planning Commission consider extending the fee in-lieu program described under draft
BMC 12.48.420.B.5 to encompass buildings larger than 5,000 SF gross floor area and to consider adding provisions
for design departures (similar to other sections of the draft code). Use of the fee in-lieu program and design
departures could be predicated on contributing to or providing outdoor spaces off-site and/or outdoor space designs
that achieve equal or better results in function, appropriate size, appeal to the senses, and activation of the space. As
the open space discussion continues, it would also be helpful to understand whether the City is envisioning strategic
placement of larger open space and/or a network of smaller pocket parks to satisfy these open space requirements.
20th Avenue Southeast Cross Section
The note associated with draft BMC Figure 12.48.220.E.2, which depicts the typical Neighborhood Street cross
section, appears to suggest that the 20th Avenue Southeast specified in the Transportation chapter of the draft plan
would take precedence. The 20th Avenue Southeast cross section includes minimum 40’ of street landscaping
behind the curb, within which a minimum 6’ sidewalk is located. Based on the 10% design for BBN, it is
challenging if not impossible to accommodate both the aforementioned width of street landscaping without
extending site improvements further east, where at the northeast corner a Type F streams flows on-site for
approximately 55’ before continuing southward off-site within a pipe that runs along the east property line.
Due to the noted constraints, Sound Transit would like to work with the City to identify a street cross section that
supports both the goals and policies of the Canyon Park Subarea Plan and the programmatic needs of BBN. The
planting strip and sidewalk specified for a typical Neighborhood Street with a landscaped setback is a potentially
viable alternative to the landscaping and sidewalk identified in the 20th Avenue Southeast cross section.
Consequently, we suggest clarifying that the design departure provisions of draft BMC 12.48.220.B apply to streetspecific cross sections in the Canyon Park Subarea Plan
Conclusion
Sound Transit remains committed to our engagement with the City during the Canyon Park Subarea Plan and
development regulations update. As Sound Transit staff continue to review the proposed plan and code language in
greater detail, we may have additional comments to share with the City. In any event, we will continue to collaborate
with City staff on assessing how the vision, goals, and policies for Canyon Park and the programmatic needs of BBN
can be reconciled with each other through incorporation of appropriate code and design solutions.
Thank you again for taking the time to contemplate our initial feedback on the Canyon Park Subarea Plan and
development regulations. Sound Transit looks forward to advancing our mutual commitment to regional mobility
and affordable housing. Should you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact BBN Project
Manager Andrea Tull at (206) 398-5040 or andrea.tull@soundtransit.org, Senior Land Use Permitting Administrator
Gary Yao at (206) 903-7071, or myself at (206) 903-7413 or bernard.vandekamp@soundtransit.org.
Sincerely,

Bernard van de Kamp
East Corridor Development Director
Central Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority • Union Station
401 S. Jackson St., Seattle, WA 98104-2826 • Reception: (206) 398-5000 • FAX: (206) 398-5499
www.soundtransit.org
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cc: Mike Kattermann, Community Development Director (City)
Erin Leonhart, Public Works Director (City)
Jennifer Phillips, City Manager (City)
Paul Cornish, Project Director, BRT Program (Sound Transit)
Karen Kitsis, Deputy Executive Director, Capital Project Development (Sound Transit)
Luke Lamon, Government & Community Relations Corridor Manager (Sound Transit)
Ariel Taylor, Government & Community Relations Officer, East Corridor (Sound Transit)
Andrea Tull, BBN Project Manager (Sound Transit)
Gary Yao, Senior Land Use Permitting Administrator (Sound Transit)

Central Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority • Union Station
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EXHIBIT 20
CANYON PARK BUSINESS CENTER
OWNERS’ ASSOCIATION
Michael,
Please send my comments on the Canyon Park subarea plan to the Planning Commission and
include the comments in the Public Hearing record scheduled for September 16th.
The Business owners in Canyon Park have serious concerns about the traffic impacts related to
of the proposed subarea plan update. The proposed plan would more than double the density in
the subarea and despite the fact that it would dramatically increase traffic plans for traffic
mitigation are insufficient and lacking.
The proposed subarea plan update is moving forward with little consideration for what is already
there and what business owners in the Park want the Park to be like. We’re not a town center;
we’re a biotech and office park.
The proposed subarea plan update also creates a slew of inconsistencies with existing covenants,
conditions and restrictions including proposed locations for residential housing, street standards,
locations for parking, signage standards, and other city design standards. It will be impossible
for landowners and developers to meet the standards in the proposed subarea update plan
because of these inconsistencies.
Additionally, current code suggests that all road improvements in the Park would be by
developers concurrent with development. This is not realistic. Beyond significant additional
costs it’s not feasible to expand the streets as proposed due to inadequate right of ways and
proposed standards that are not consistent with existing covenants, conditions and restrictions.
We support economic development and well-planned growth. However this proposed subarea
plan update would have serious implications for public safety and quality of life in Bothell. The
very things that Bothell residents care about – more pedestrian walkways and bike lanes, greater
public safety, and livable, walkable neighborhoods – will be compromised by the lack of traffic
mitigation caused by the proposed update plan.
The Canyon Park Business Owners Association urges the Planning Commission to establish a
plan to mitigate traffic and address our public safety concerns before approving the Canyon Park
subarea plan update. The traffic impacts of increased density cannot be overlooked if our city
wants to ensure that public safety and the quality of life for its residents is at the forefront of
consideration.
Sincerely,
Debra Adams, Senior Real Estate Manager
Sent on behalf of:
Karen Martinez, Associate Real Estate Manager
President, Canyon Park Owners’ Association

18912 North Creek Parkway, Suite 209, Bothell, Washington 98011
Phone (425) 424-6391

CANYON PARK BUSINESS CENTER
OWNERS’ ASSOCIATION

EXHIBIT 21

September 16, 2020

Michael,
Please send my comments on the Canyon Park subarea plan to the Planning Commission and include the
comments in the Public Hearing record scheduled for September 16th.
The Business owners in Canyon Park have serious concerns about the traffic impacts related to of the
proposed subarea plan update. The proposed plan would more than double the density in the subarea
and despite the fact that it would dramatically increase traffic plans for traffic mitigation are insufficient
and lacking.
The proposed subarea plan update is moving forward with little consideration for what is already there
and what business owners in the Park want the Park to be like. We’re not a town center; we’re a
biotech and office park.
The proposed subarea plan update also creates a slew of inconsistencies with existing covenants,
conditions and restrictions including proposed locations for residential housing, street standards,
locations for parking, signage standards, and other city design standards. It will be impossible for
landowners and developers to meet the standards in the proposed subarea update plan because of
these inconsistencies.
Additionally, current code suggests that all road improvements in the Park would be by developers
concurrent with development. This is not realistic. Beyond significant additional costs it’s not feasible to
expand the streets as proposed due to inadequate right of ways and proposed standards that are not
consistent with existing covenants, conditions and restrictions.
We support economic development and well-planned growth. However, this proposed subarea plan
update would have serious implications for public safety and quality of life in Bothell. The very things
that Bothell residents care about – more pedestrian walkways and bike lanes, greater public safety, and
livable, walkable neighborhoods – will be compromised by the lack of traffic mitigation caused by the
proposed update plan.
The Canyon Park Business Owners Association urges the Planning Commission to establish a plan to
mitigate traffic and address our public safety concerns before approving the Canyon Park subarea plan
update. The traffic impacts of increased density cannot be overlooked if our city wants to ensure that
public safety and the quality of life for its residents is at the forefront of consideration.
Sincerely,

CANYON PARK BUSINESS CENTER OWNERS’ ASSOCIATION
Karen Martinez, Associate Real Estate Manager
President, Canyon Park Owners’ Association

18912 North Creek Parkway, Suite 209, Bothell, Washington 98011
Phone (425) 424-6391
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EXHIBIT 23

September 25, 2020
Michael Kattermann, AICP
Community Development Director
City of Bothell
18415 101st Ave NE
Bothell, WA 98011
Subject: PSRC Comments on Draft Bothell Canyon Park RGC Subarea Plan
Dear Mr. Kattermann,
Thank you for keeping us informed about your planning efforts and for providing an opportunity for the
Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) to review a draft of the Bothell Canyon Park subarea plan. Regional
centers play an important role in accommodating new growth and are key regional and local destinations.
We appreciate the substantial amount of time and effort the city has put into developing the plan to support
an active and walkable center that reflects community values. As you know, the Regional Centers
Framework provided a timeline to complete center plans by 2020. These locally-driven plans are an
important step in outlining community vision and understanding how these urban places contribute to the
regional system of centers. PSRC supports local planning and can serve as a resource as local governments
adopt subarea plans.
This collaboration to review draft materials helps to ensure consistency between the city’s vision and the
regional goals. After the subarea plan is adopted, we hope that this coordination will ensure that timely
subarea plan certification action can be taken by PSRC boards.
Many outstanding aspects of the draft plan support regional goals and the Regional Centers Framework.
Particularly noteworthy aspects include:
• Updated growth targets, along with the reduced center boundary, are consistent with criteria for
Urban Regional Growth Centers in the Regional Centers Framework. When growth targets are
updated prior to the 2024 comprehensive plan update, the growth targets for the regional center
should be updated at that time. To assist jurisdictions in setting growth targets for regional centers,
PSRC developed this guidance document.
• Thoughtful land use planning and zoning code amendments support the transition of Canyon Park
from an auto-oriented center to a place with nodes of walkable, transit-oriented mixed use
development and employment.
• Extensive analysis of transportation issues has resulted in strategies that mitigate congestion and
work to decrease single-occupant vehicle trips and increase transit ridership.
• Specific strategies work to protect, restore, and enhance wetlands throughout the center.
Highlighting the North Creek Trail as an amenity will preserve this natural resource as development
occurs.

•

Actions to help prevent commercial displacement as the center redevelops are innovative, and
PSRC looks forward to the city’s equity analysis to inform implementation of anti-displacement
strategies.

Before the plan is finalized, we recommend including the current mode-split in the plan and adopting a
mode-split goal for the center to measure how mobility improvements benefit overall travel patterns and
work towards decreasing single-occupant vehicle trips. Guidance on setting mode-split goals is available
here. Adding this goal to the existing transportation policies and actions will further emphasize the need for
more mobility options in the center to result in a more balanced mode-split.
Thank you again for working with us through the plan review process. There is a lot of excellent work in
the draft subarea plan, and we look forward to seeing the plan move through the adoption process. If you
have any questions on regional centers planning or need additional information, please contact me at
aharris-long@psrc.org.
Sincerely,

Andrea Harris-Long, AICP
Senior Planner
Puget Sound Regional Council
cc:

PSRC Growth Management Services
Washington State Department of Commerce

EXHIBIT 24
719 Second Avenue, Suite 1150
Seattle, WA 98104-1728
206-623-9372
vnf.com

October 6, 2020
City of Bothell Planning Commission
c/o Michael Kattermann, Community Development Director
Bothell City Hall
18415 101st Ave NE
Bothell, WA 98011
Sent via email: Michael.kattermann@bothellwa.gov; CanyonPark@bothellwa.gov
RE:

Supplemental Public Comments regarding Canyon Park Subarea Development
Regulations and Planned Action Ordinance

Dear Chair Kiernan and Planning Commissioners:
On behalf of Canyon Park Business Center Owners’ Association (“CPBCOA” or “Owners’
Association”), we submit these supplemental comments concerning the Canyon Park Subarea
Plan.1 This letter addresses the draft Canyon Park Subarea Regulations (“Regulations”) and
Planned Action Ordinance (“PAO”) released on August 27, 2020.
The Regulations and the PAO reflect the City’s desire to convert much of the established Park
into a sort of “town center,” affirmatively rejecting the Owners’ Association long-standing
vision for development within the Canyon Park Business Center (“CPBC or Park”). The Owners’
Association represents about 60% of the land in the Subarea, yet our concerns have been
downplayed and, in some instances, entirely ignored by City staff, consultants or the Planning
Commission. The City staff and consultant continue to trumpet the extensive public engagement
around this Plan. We continue to await responsiveness to the many concerns that we, and many
of the individual owners within the Park, have raised throughout this process. This lack of
consideration for the direct feedback that has been provided continues to be very frustrating.
The Park has fostered steady growth to become a major employment hub for the City. The
Owners’ Association fears the Regulations will stunt that growth due to: conflicts with many
provisions of the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (“CC&Rs”) for the Park2; creation of
The CPBCOA submitted comments concerning the Subarea Plan on March 4, 2020, June 25, 2020, July
22, 2020, and September 1, 2020, and comments concerning the Planned Action Draft EIS on January 13,
2020.
2 The Amended and Restated Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Canyon Park
Business Center, dated March 14, 1985, recorded May 4, 1985 in Official Records under Recording
1
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legal nonconformities throughout most properties in the Park; and increased development costs
necessary to implement the City’s new vision for the Canyon Park Subarea.
The PAO further threatens the Park’s economic viability by requiring that new development pay
for capital infrastructure necessary for the City to retain its status as a Regional Growth Center
(“RGC”). The City has not, however, identified the full extent of those costs or methodologies
for imposing such “mitigation measures” at the project-specific level. The PAO also
inappropriately shifts responsibility to the Owners’ Association to both monitor the very traffic
impacts central to our concerns with the Subarea Plan and impose corresponding mitigation
measures on project-specific development.
We acknowledge the City’s desire to retain the RGC designation for the Canyon Park Subarea,
but frankly do not understand it. We have done some initial calculations regarding the benefits
received from the RGC designation (based on publicly available records) and have found that the
cost of retaining the RGC designation appears to significantly outweigh the financial benefits that
the City has received or could reasonably be expected to be receive by retaining the designation.
This issue warrants further investigation and transparency to the public before the City forces the
property owners in the Subarea into a new development scheme that has significant, yet
undefined, development costs.
Our detailed comments on the Canyon Park Subarea Regulations and PAO are provided in
Attachment A. This letter highlights our most significant concerns with the draft Regulations
and PAO.
1. Inadequate Consideration of Existing CPBC Conditions
Concurrent with the original development of the Park in the 1980s and 1990s, the Park put into
place CC&Rs that ensure a consistent vision for its owners and tenants as a business and
industrial park. Over the past three decades, the Park has developed consistent with these CCRs,
attracting predominantly biotech and office development consistent with the CC&Rs’ use and
design standards that support a broad range of compatible uses within the Park.
The Regulations include no consideration of the CC&Rs’ prohibition on residential uses in most
areas of the Park, prohibition of on-street parking, and signage restrictions. The Regulations
directly conflict by allowing residential uses where the CC&Rs prohibit residential, requiring
new streets with on-street parking, and allowing many types of signs the CC&Rs prohibit. The
City did not consult with the Owners' Association as to how these conflicts will be reconciled for
future development with the Park.

Number 9505040100, as amended. The most recent amendment is the Third Amendment to Amended
and Restated Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Canyon Park Business Center
dated July 5, 2018, Snohomish County Recording No. 201807050389. See excerpts from the
Amended and Restated Declaration of CCRs regarding permitted uses, included as Attachment B.
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2. Regulations Produce Extensive Nonconformities and Stilt Development within the Park
The Owners’ Association is very concerned that new development standards imposed by the
Regulations will set the Park on a course for failure. The City’s own proformas demonstrate that
the full range and intensity of growth envisioned for the Subarea Plan will not be financially
feasible under existing development regulations. 3 The proposed Regulations increase the
regulatory burdens to develop in the Park, further decreasing the likelihood that the Subarea Plan
can achieve its goals under the market conditions forecasted by the City’s consultants.
The Regulations results in most properties in the Park becoming
legally non-conforming. For example, the average floor area
ratio (“FAR”) across the Park is currently 0.4. The Regulations
propose a minimum FAR between 0.5 and 0.6. The
Regulations further require development to include new streets
and through-block connections, as shown to the right, many of
which run through existing buildings and on-site parking
facilities. This requirement seems particularly confounding as
the Subarea Plan itself states that “bisecting roadways make land
use and transportation efficiencies a challenge.”4
The Regulations rely on phased application of the new
development standards, presumably to mitigate a sudden halt to
redevelopment in the Park due to the new Regulations. The
Regulations establish three tiers of compliance with
development standards based on additional gross floor area
(“GFA”) added within a 3-year period:
•
•
•

Regulations, Figure 12.48.200

Level 1: <50% increase in GFA; only the proposed improvements meet the Regulations
and do not lead to further nonconformance with the Regulations
Level 2: 50% - 100% increase in GFA; all Regulations that do not involve repositioning
the building or reconfiguring site development apply to the improvements
Level 3: >100% increase in GFA; full compliance with all Regulations, except for sites
with multiple buildings – only the building(s) being expanded must comply

With the increased costs required to comply with the Regulations, however, this system will
result in a hodge-podge of phased development. Rather than redeveloping a property consistent
with the Regulations, property owners will do a series of smaller expansions and remodels to
result in less than 50% increase in GFA every four years to avoid or defer the cost of complying
with the Regulation’s myriad design, connection and open spaces requirements. This will be
further exacerbated by the unknown costs of funding and constructing capital improvements
made necessary by this Subarea Plan (further addressed below). This will result in piecemeal
development that will take decades to be knit together into a whole, and will fail to meet the
City’s “vision,” much less the RGC targets.
3
4

Canyon Park Market Study, Att. C: Proforma Analysis (May 2020 Draft), pp. 10, 15-24.
Draft Bothell Canyon Park Subarea Plan (August 2020), p. 8.
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Both the City and Owners’ Association stand to lose under the Regulations and this approach to
phased development. Regulations demanding more than the development market can bear will
not result in the type of growth envisioned by the Subarea Plan and unnecessarily constrain the
economic potential of existing growth patterns.
3. Incompatible Street Standards and Improvements
The Regulations mandate vast overhaul of the CPBC internal street network that was designed to
accommodate commercial uses such as biotech, office, and manufacturing. As outlined below,
application of these new standards does not consider the existing built environment of the CPBC.
The Regulations produce substantial non-conformity and costs for redevelopment.
a. Neighborhood Streets and Frontage Requirements
Classification of all private streets within CPBC as Neighborhood Streets does not fit with the
Park’s function and identity as a business park. The “Neighborhood Street” classification
established in Section 3-4.7 (Downtown Streets) of the Bothell Public Works Standards
provides: “Provide an intimate street for internal circulation within a residential neighborhood.
The Neighborhood Street is intended as a narrow street to ensure slow moving vehicular traffic
and create a livable environment.” The Park is not a residential neighborhood, nor located in a
comparable environment to Downtown Bothell.
In particular, 17th Ave SE would be highly inappropriate as a Neighborhood Street subject to
secondary block frontage standards. This street will serve as an exit ramp from I-405. Assuming
the WSDOT Express Toll Lane (“ETL”) project and the Sound Transit Bus Base North projects
are constructed, 17th Ave SE and 20th Ave SE will carry enormous volumes of car, bus and truck
traffic. 5 WSDOT’s proposed five-foot minimum planting strip along 17th Ave SE is insufficient
to provide effective traffic calming to create a safe and comfortable pedestrian environment. The
scale of the existing and planned intersections at 17th Ave SE/220th St SE, SR527/220th St SE,
and SR527/214th St SE are inconsistent with the Neighborhood Street classification. Further, the
WSDOT plans for 17th Ave SE do not include on street parking. The City’s vision for the 17th
Ave SE corridor is simply incompatible with an ETL off-ramp.
As referenced above, the CC&Rs for the CPBC prohibit on street parking. The proposed
Neighborhood Street sections should eliminate this requirement given that it is not
implementable in the CPBC. If the requirement remains, a deviation request will have to be
processed for every new development in CPBC, which adds uncertainty and inefficiency to
future development approvals.

The DEIS Addendum concluded that 17th Ave would carry a volume of 2,160 vehicles per hour during
the PM peak hour, which is entirely inconsistent with a Neighborhood Street classification. The
northbound leg of the 17th Ave SE/220th St SE intersection is forecast to have a 1.24 vehicle to capacity
ratio by 2043, resulting in significant congestion that is inconsistent with a neighborhood street with
storefronts.
5
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Finally, the existing private road tracts in the CPBC are insufficiently sized to allow the required
Neighborhood Street sections. Based on the state of negotiations between the City and Owners’
Association for dedication of the roads within the Park to the City, the CPBC streets will remain
private for the foreseeable future. 6 Dedication of additional right-of-way abutting private streets
to meet Neighborhood Street design standards will not be implementable as a practical matter.
Even if the City could exercise its condemnation powers or accept dedication to expand the
private street network, the Owners’ Association has no interest in accepting the obligations
incumbent with additional right-of-way.
b. New Streets and through-block Connections
Imposition of “super blocks” or maximum block perimeters has not been adequately addressed in
the DEIS or Subarea Plan. There has been no analysis as to how such standards will impact
existing or future development in the CPBC.
For example, the proposed maximum block length standards and required through-block
connections are incompatible with many biotech campuses and manufacturing uses. The
Regulations should protect those uses desired by the Subarea Plan, not introduce the public into
areas that are not intended, or appropriate, for public access.
The City has also not identified how through-block connections, intended to serve as public
access easements, fit within the existing CPBC private road network. This would result in a piece
meal road system within the Park, with the main roadways owned and maintained by the
Owners’ Association, and the City or individual developers responsible for new connector
roadways, and pedestrian and cycle improvements. Further, these standards would result in a
series of turnarounds throughout the CPBC. Sec. 3-4.1.5 (Private Streets) of the Bothell Public
Works Standards requires that any new private street that is greater than 150 feet in length is
required to provide an approved turnaround for emergency vehicles. This is an extremely
inefficient use of developable land that is inconsistent with the purpose of the Subarea Plan.
through-block connections required under the Regulations render the vast majority of developed
CPBC lots significantly nonconforming. This is shown in Figure 12.48.200 of the Regulations,
see above. Completion of these through-block connections requires complete redevelopment,
including removal of many existing buildings throughout the Park. Given the relative age and
condition of most buildings in the Park, redevelopment of such grand scale cannot reasonably be
expected in the timeframe anticipated by the Subarea Plan.
To our knowledge, the City has had no substantive discussion of these new requirements with the
property owners within the Park. Having called these proposed regulations to several owner’s
There is no current plan or agreement to transfer the CPBC private roads to the City. Prior discussions
on this issue with the City resulted in a requirement for the CPBCOA to invest over $3 million of
improvements prior to the road transfer. The Regulations and the PAO make clear that the obligation to
improve the CPBC roads will be an ongoing, incremental developer funded process. Because of that
ongoing obligation, there is no benefit for the CPBCOA to invest in improvements prior to dedication.
Our Owners will be required to pay both now and later.
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attention recently, we have heard significant resistance to this new scheme. As just one example,
the Regulations show an additional trail connection along No Name Creek on the property
between SR 527 and 20th, between 220th Ave SE and 214th Ave SE. In the mid-2000s, the
owner of that property negotiated with the City to locate the City trail along the eastern edge of
its property and not interior to the site. The City now seems to want both, with no notice or
discussion with the landowner of this significant change.
4. Economic Feasibility of Development and Design Standards May Inhibit Growth in the Park
The balance of development and design standards proposed in the Regulations demonstrate the
fundamental disconnect between the City’s desire for the CPBC to exhibit an entirely different
look and feel, and the Owners’ Association desire to ensure economic vitality for the Park. The
Regulations demand a very expensive vision for the Canyon Park Subarea that will drive up
development costs, further reducing the probability of redevelopment in the foreseeable future.
There is no indication the City evaluated the economic impact of imposing the development and
design standards proposed in the Regulations (including the aforementioned street improvements
and through-block connections). The City last updated its market study and proforma analysis in
May 2020, which showed mixed use and infill development envisioned under the Preferred
Alternative will not be economically feasible and unlikely to occur in the Park for the foreseeable
future. The draft Regulations were not released until late August 2020, thus we assume those
earlier proformas did not capture the full magnitude of redevelopment costs imposed by the
Regulations.
The requirement to provide publicly accessible open space provides example of this disconnect.
The draft Regulations require publicly accessible outdoor space to be a minimum of 50% of
required open space and to be located at the ground level of buildings. This is an incredibly land
consumptive development standard that is contrary to the intensity desired by the Subarea Plan,
and moreover, decreases the profit margins necessary to ensure such development occurs. Most
urban settings do not have such stringent requirements for publicly accessible open spaces and
allow for a greater percentage of common and private open space interior to, or on the rooftops
of, buildings, instead of public open space at the ground floor.
Instead of mandating significant ground level open space requirements for each individual
development, the City should invest in its vision for the Canyon Park Subarea by acquiring a
parcel and developing a signature open space. This capital investment would put the City in the
role of a partner, would create a more functional critical mass of open space, and would allow for
more intense development on individual parcels.
5. The PAO Lacks Specificity to Ensure Identified Impacts Will be Adequately Mitigated
The PAO asserts that “public services and facilities are adequate to serve the proposed Planned
Action, with implementation of the Subarea Plan and mitigation measures identified in the EIS.”
Section 3(f). This is plainly not accurate based on the Subarea Plan itself and the environmental
review provided to date. The mitigation measures are not adequately defined, and their costs and
funding sources for implementation are ill-defined and uncertain. Further, the PAO framework
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does not include the degree of specificity necessary to ensure that mitigation measures imposed
at a project-specific scale will collectively mitigate impacts identified in the Planned Action EIS.
The PAO’s approach to mitigation grants significant discretion to project proponents in
identifying appropriate mitigation measures, particularly as it concerns transportation and
stormwater impacts. The modified SEPA checklist requires limited evaluation of potential
impacts arising from individual development. In turn, the transportation checklist allows project
proponents to propose their own mitigation that include “evaluate and mitigate roadways,”
employ transportation demand management (“TDM”), and utilize parking reduction incentives.
The “evaluate and mitigate” option cross-references Exhibit B-3 of PAO, which broadly
describes frontage improvements already required under the Regulations, TDM strategies
required under the Regulations, unidentified transportation improvements to be imposed by the
CPBCOA, and nonexistent Canyon Park Improvement Fees. This process lacks adequate guard
rails to ensure the sum of developer-proposed mitigation measures mitigate the sum of impacts
identified under the Subarea Plan.
Stormwater mitigation measures specified in Exhibit B-3 are even harder to grasp at the projectlevel. Exhibit B-3 identifies that the existing stormwater regional detention facility has
insufficient capacity to handle the additional runoff resulting from the significant increase in
density under the Subarea Plan. The remainder of this exhibit includes “recommendations”
appropriate at the planning level, not specific mitigation measures to be employed at the projectlevel.
6. Reliance on Developer Funding for Unknown Capital Facilities Costs
The PAO imposes additional burdens on developers to fund significant capital improvements to
implement the City’s land use and economic development goals for the Subarea. This approach
is troubling and reflective of the City’s failure to approach the Subarea Plan process as a
partnership with property and business owners.
During earlier stages of the planning process, City staff and consultants advised the Owners’
Association that the Subarea Plan would include a capital facilities plan (“CFP”) to identify
estimated costs and means for funding traffic infrastructure and regional stormwater facilities
identified as necessary mitigation measures. However, the City appears to have defaulted to a
strategy that requires the unknown costs of these capital improvements be funded or constructed
by developers.
This strategy will result in incremental infrastructure improvements. When projects develop,
developers will construct small sections of frontage improvements, through street connections,
and other improvements that are required to mitigate the impacts of those individual projects.
This means that the incremental infrastructure improvements will occur in a piecemeal,
unplanned manner and will take decades to be knit together into a whole.
For larger capital facility projects, the City will require impact fees and proportionate share
contributions. To construct those projects will take a critical mass of fees and contributions.
Until that critical mass of funding is collected, existing infrastructure may not be sufficient to
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accommodate new growth. Intersections and corridors may be degraded to LOS F. Stormwater
facilities may be at or over capacity. Until the capital facility projects are constructed to create
sufficient capacity for new growth, this may result in a de facto moratorium on development.
The Canyon Park Improvement Fee section of the draft PAO ratchets up the uncertainty of
developer costs. Because there is no CFP for the Subarea Plan, there are no capital projects in
the Subarea included in the impact fee ordinance or in the associated fee calculations. There are
no estimates of potential proportionate share of capital improvements, including street, nonmotorized, and stormwater improvements. It is unclear how the City has developed valid
proformas for development typologies without understanding the scale of these costs.
Furthermore, the Regulations and PAO collectively require developers to pay both impact fees
(for capital improvement projects outside of the Subarea) and a proportionate share contribution
(for capital improvement projects inside the Subarea) until Subarea capital improvement projects
are included in the impact fee ordinance. This creates an inequitable system that will
disincentivize redevelopment.
7. The City’s Role in Implementation
The PAO also inappropriately shifts implementation of police and regulatory roles to private
development and to the CPBCOA under the guise of mitigation strategies.
a. Private Security Agreements: The draft PAO indicates that the City may require on-site
private security agreements. 7 Per the DEIS, there is no adopted level of service policy
for public safety. All Subarea Plan alternatives (including the No Action Alternative)
identify a need for additional police personnel based on population and employee growth.
It is generally accepted that when your population grows, so does the number of police to
maintain a certain ratio. The PAO fails to identify the degree of impact that would
trigger site-specific private security as a requirement. This is particularly suspect without
knowing whether the City requires private security for new development in other parts of
the City and why the potential increased need for police services cannot be met with
increased tax revenue from the new development.
Rather than shifting essential public services like policing to private security companies,
the CPBCOA requests that the City identify a way to provide police service to the
additional development that it is mandating through the Subarea Plan and PAO.
b. Requiring the CPBCOA to Be a Traffic Regulatory Entity: Through the draft PAO, the
City proposes a mitigation measure that requires the CPBCOA to monitor traffic impacts
and determine to what extent traffic improvements should be implemented. 8 New
development must obtain a letter of transportation adequacy from the CPBCOA. We are
not aware of any agreement or regulation that assigns this responsibility to the CPBCOA.
7 PAO, Page 26.
8 PAO, Page 28.
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The City has not discussed this with the CPBCOA, much less asked whether the
CPBCOA is willing to take on this obligation.
Even if the CPBCOA has the legal authority to assess fees for proportionate share of
improvement costs to address inadequate road conditions, the CPBCOA will need to wait
for sufficient fees to construct improvements. This creates a situation where existing
private intersections and streets may fail before the CPBCOA has sufficient funds to
make improvements.
We continue to be very interested in working with the City to develop a feasible and
implementable Subarea Plan update. We have seen no evidence of the City’s willingness to listen
to the Owners’ Association, let alone to partner on a shared vision and implementation strategy
for the Subarea Plan. We welcome the opportunity to engage further with the City to get there.
Sincerely,
VAN NESS FELDMAN, LLP

Molly Lawrence
cc:

CPBCOA Board of Directors
Paul Bryne, City Attorney, Bothell
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Attachment A: Canyon Park Business Center Owners’ Association Comments on Development Regulations
Code Section
12.48.010 Applicability

12.48.030 Departures

12.48.110 Zoning Map

12.48.120 Use Table

12.48.130 Dimensional
standards

Comments
• Phased approach to compliance for additions and improvements will result in hodgepodge
implementation throughout developed areas of the Park. Three tiers of compliance with development
standards based on additional gross floor area (GFA) added within a 3-year period.
Level 1: <50% increase in GFA; only the proposed improvements meet the regulations and do not lead
to further nonconformance with the regulations
Level 2: 50% - 100% increase in GFA; all regulations that do not involve repositioning the building or
reconfiguring site development apply to the improvements
Level 3: >100% increase in GFA; full compliance with all standards, except for sites with multiple
buildings – only the building(s) being expanded must comply
Given the myriad design requirements, including through-block connections and open space
requirements, property owners will do a series of smaller expansions and remodels to avoid exceeding
the 50% in GFA every four years and thereby avoid or defer the cost of full compliance with the
• Regulation.
Will the max. block length and street connections requirements in Sections 12.48.170 and 12.48.210 be
applied to Level 1 and 2 projects?
• Applicability section should be revised to identify any regulations that may not be modified through the
departure process
• Are there any limits on the scope of proposed departures?
• Approval criteria should be revised to be more specific to provide greater certainty and transparency
The proposed zoning map is inconsistent with the CPBC CC&Rs. With the exception of those parcels identified
on the Third Amendment to the Amended and Restated Declaration of Covenants, Conditions, and
Restrictions for Canyon Park Business Center, residential use is prohibited in all areas of the CPBC proposed
for residential by the zoning map.
• The following uses should not be permitted in the E-M or E-L zones, since they are not consistent with the
purpose of those zones and erode the potential employment base:
o Hotel and motel
o Education services
o Recreation, culture and education
o Retail with GFA of 2,500 – 12,000 sf
• Minimum FAR standards will result in substantial non-conformities throughout the CPBC
• FAR incentives are not described and maximum FAR is not specified for each zone (12.48.150 is only a
placeholder).
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Height incentives are not described (12.48.160 is only a placeholder).
Does the EIS evaluate a scenario where a substantial number of redevelopment projects in the CPBC
utilize FAR and/or height incentives? Or does the EIS evaluate only full development under the base FAR
and base heights?
• The proposed base height maximums are a substantial reduction from current heights permitted in the RAC/OP/CB/LI and R-AC/OP/LI zones. Current heights are 65’ for residential, 100’ for non-residential and
150’ for manufacturing. Proposed heights are:
o 65’ for RMU-H, RMU-L, OR-H and OR-M (85’ with incentives)
o 45’ for OR-L
o 100’for E-M
o 50’ for E-L
• Maximum block length standards do not consider the existing built environment of the CPBC. This will
result in substantial non-conformity and substantial costs for redevelopment. Were the developer costs
of new streets considered in the proformas?
This is only a placeholder. It needs to be fully developed for public review and comment, or it should be
deleted.
This is only a placeholder. It needs to be fully developed for public review and comment, or it should be
deleted.
• The issue of “super blocks” or maximum block perimeters has not been adequately discussed in the urban
design or transportation sections of the DEIS or Subarea Plan. There is no analysis of how these standards
will impact existing or future development in the CPBC.
• The CPBC streets are private. Why is the City proposing to add requirements for new streets with reduced
block perimeters to a private street network?
• Maximum block perimeter standards do not consider the existing built environment of the CPBC. This will
result in substantial non-conformity and substantial costs for redevelopment.
• All new streets in the CPBC that would result from the maximum block perimeter standards would be
private streets. Sec. 3-4.1.5 (Private Streets) of the Bothell Public Works Standards requires that any new
private street that are greater than 150 feet in length provide an approved turnaround for emergency
vehicles. The majority of new sections of private street constructed to meet the maximum block length
standard will result in a series of turnarounds throughout the CPBC. This is an extremely inefficient use of
developable land that is inconsistent with the purpose of the Subarea Plan.
•
•

12.48.150 FAR incentives
12.48.160 Building height
incentives
12.48.170 Maximum block
perimeter
12.48.210 Provision of new
streets
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•

Figure 12.48.200 Canyon Park
Subarea street network,
streetscape classifications,
and planned through-block
connections
12.48.220 Streetscape
classifications and regulations

•

It is not clear how the maximum block perimeters will be implemented through a site by site
redevelopment process. Three adjacent sites could comply in three different ways:
o Site 1: Developing a new section of street on the site to meet the maximum block perimeter
o Site 2: Developing a through-block connection to claim an exception from the maximum block
perimeter standard
o Site 3: Being granted a waiver through the exception process due to hardship or unusual conditions
This could result in a hodge podge of inconsistent/incompatible development. It is not clear how this
result implements the purpose of the maximum block perimeter standard.
All of the streets within CPBC are classified as Neighborhood Streets. This classification is not consistent
with the purpose of a “Neighborhood Street” in Sec. 3-4.7 (Downtown Streets) of the Bothell Public Works
Standards: “Provide an intimate street for internal circulation within a residential neighborhood. The
Neighborhood Street is intended as a narrow street to ensure slow moving vehicular traffic and create a
livable environment.”
o Canyon Park is not located in Downtown Bothell.
o Canyon Park is not a residential neighborhood.
o Once the WSDOT ETL project and the Sound Transit Bus Base North projects are constructed, 17th Ave
SE and 20th Ave SE will carry significant volumes of car, bus and truck traffic. The DEIS Addendum
concluded that 17th Ave would carry a volume of 2,160 vehicles per hour during the PM peak hour. A
street that accommodates those volumes cannot be considered to be a neighborhood street.
o The scale of the existing and planned intersections at 17th Ave SE/220th St SE, SR527/220th St SE, and
SR527/214th St SE are inconsistent with the neighborhood street classification.
o The WSDOT plans for 17th Ave SE, which have been accepted by the City, do not include on street
parking. The proposed 5’ minimum planting strip along 17th Ave SE is insufficient to provide effective
traffic calming to create a safe and comfortable pedestrian environment.
o The northbound leg of the 17th Ave SE/220th St SE intersection is forecast to have a 1.24 vehicle to
capacity ratio by 2043. The impacts of this congestion are inconsistent with a neighborhood street
with storefronts.
o WSDOT’s comments indicate concerns with the preferred alternative’s impacts on volumes, delays,
and queuing on the ETL facility. WSDOT has requested analysis from the City regarding how the
preferred alternative will affect person throughput, safety performance, and queue spillback onto I405 as compared to the No Action Alternative. In order for WSDOT to support the concepts, the
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•

•

12.48.230 throughblock Connections

•

Table 12.48.300 Summary of
key block-frontage types

•

12.48.305 Block-frontage
designation map

traffic analysis would need to demonstrate improved person throughput, no decrease in safety
performance, and no increase in queue spillback onto I-405.
The CPBC CC&Rs prohibit on street parking. Therefore, the proposed neighborhood street sections should
eliminate that requirement, since it is not implementable in the CPBC. If the requirement remains, a
deviation request will have to be processed for every new development in CPBC, which is inefficient and
adds uncertainty.
The existing private road tracts in the CPBC are not sufficient to allow for the required neighborhood
street sections. Since the CPBC streets will remain private, these standards are not implementable. The
CPBC does not have condemnation powers, and the City cannot exercise its condemnation powers or
accept dedication of additional right of way for private streets.

The through-block connection standards do not consider the existing built environment of the CPBC. This
will result in substantial nonconformity and substantial costs for redevelopment. Were the developer
costs of new 20- to 40-foot swaths of easements through development sites considered in the proformas?
• How are the through-block connection standards compatible with biotech campuses and manufacturing
uses? The development regulations should protect those uses desired by the Plan, not introduce the
public into areas where public access may not be appropriate considering the adjoining land use.
• How can the through-block connections be implemented through a site-by-site redevelopment process?
Three adjacent sites could comply in four different ways:
o Site 1: Developing a new section of street on the site to meet the maximum block perimeter
o Site 2: Developing an alley through-block connection
o Site 3: Developing woonerf through-block connection
o Site 4: Developing a landscaped passageway through-block connection
o Site 5: Being granted a waiver through the exception process due to hardship or unusual conditions
This would result in a network of through-block connections that are different designs and functions. It is not
clear how this implements the purpose of the through-block connection standard and result in a consistent
urban design in the Subarea.
17th Ave SE is not, and cannot become, a Neighborhood Street subject to secondary block frontage
standards. It will be an exit ramp from 405. The traffic volumes during AM/PM peak hours on 17th Ave SE
are inconsistent with its classification as a neighborhood street. The DEIS Addendum concluded that 17th
Ave would carry a volume of 2,160 vehicles per hour during the PM peak hour. A street with those
volumes cannot be considered to be a pedestrian oriented environment.
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12.48.330 Secondary blockfrontage regulations

12.48.420 Internal open space

•
•
•
•

12.48.500-.540 Building
Design

The WSDOT plans for 17th Ave SE do not include on street parking. The proposed 5’ minimum planting
strip along 17th Ave SE is insufficient to provide effective traffic calming to create a safe and
comfortable pedestrian environment.
o The northbound leg of the 17th Ave SE/220th St SE intersection is forecast to have a 1.24 vehicle to
capacity ratio by 2043. The impacts of this congestion are inconsistent with a Neighborhood Street
with storefronts.
o WSDOT’s comments indicate concerns with the preferred alternative’s impacts on volumes, delays,
and queuing on the ETL facility. WSDOT has requested analysis from the City regarding how the
preferred alternative will affect person throughput, safety performance, and queue spillback onto I405 as compared to the No Action Alternative. In order for WSDOT to support the concepts, the
traffic analysis would need to demonstrate improved person throughput, no decrease in safety
performance, and no increase in queue spillback onto I-405.
Requiring publicly accessible outdoor space to be a minimum of 50% of required open space and to be
located at the ground level is a highly land consumptive development standard. Were these publicly
accessible open space requirements included in the proformas for development prototypes?
Instead of mandating such significant ground level open space requirements for each individual
development, it would be preferable for the City to acquire a parcel and develop a signature open space
in the Subarea.
Most urban settings do not have such stringent requirements for publicly accessible open spaces,
particularly at the ground level. Urban development standards allow for a greater percentage of common
and private open space interior to, or on the rooftops of, buildings.
Note that most of the examples shown in Figure 12.48.420.C.2: Usable outdoor space types are 2-4 story
buildings. At those densities, large ground floor open space is feasible from an economic and design
perspective. As buildings increase in height and density, ground floor open space becomes much more
challenging. With building heights in the range of 65-85 feet, how can these requirements be
implemented without affecting the desired density, intensity and economics of redevelopment in the
Subarea?
We support and encourage elimination or minimization of all building design standards within the E-M
and E-L zones. The need for economical flexible space in these zones is paramount to creating diverse
economic development and employment opportunities.
o

•
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Code Section
Sec. 4.D(1): Qualifying Land
Uses
Sec. 4.D(2)a: Land Use
Thresholds
Sec. 4.D(3)a: Transportation
Thresholds

Section 4.G(3) & (4): Planned
Action Permit Process
Exhibit B: Environmental
Checklist and Mitigation
Measures

Exhibit B-1: Modified SEPA
Checklist
Exhibit B-2: Mitigation
Measures

Comments
We support exclusion of Essential Public Facilities from the PAO. The scope of impacts of EPFs – specifically or
in general - have not been evaluated under the DEIS. This is expressly referenced in the DEIS Addendum. For
example, the impacts of Sound Transit’s Bus Base North project are not evaluated in the DEIS.
How will the City track population and job capacity? Residential units can be tracked by building permit data,
whereas population and jobs cannot.
• These thresholds expressly include 14% reduction with TDM. The CPBCOA has previously expressed
concerns about the validity of this figure. Will actual trip generation and TDM reductions be monitored,
evaluated and adjusted through traffic counts as part of the five (or less) year PAO review process
required by Sec. 5.B?
• The Mitigation Document in Exhibit B lacks specificity as to the degree and extent of transportation
mitigation that will be required. It contains a list of potential mitigation measures, but no details
regarding how those measures will be applied to/required of any particular development. The CPBCOA is
concerned that this will result in partially funded or partially built improvements with no vehicle for
completing the system.
As proposed, the City’s decision whether a project qualifies under the Planned Action is a Type 1 decision. As
such, no notice is required to adjacent property owners or the public either of the application or the decision.
The City’s decision whether a project qualifies as a Planned Action should be modified to a Type 2 decision to
ensure adequate notice and opportunity for administrative appeal.
The overall mitigation approach is not adequately defined. It is unclear which mitigation measures the City
would require for which developments. The Checklist requires limited evaluation of potential impacts.
Based on this limited evaluation, how will sufficient mitigation be identified relative to the proposed impacts
of individual projects or the cumulative impacts of multiple projects? This approach has the potential to
result in deferral of sufficient mitigation of cumulative impacts, with the consequence that the impacts may
never be mitigated. This lack of certainty will result in ineffective plan implementation and a disincentive to
redevelopment.
Section 53 lists impact fees as though they are an optional mitigation measure (e.g., “Fire Impact Fees?”,
“School Impact Fees?”) This leaves readers with the misconception that payment of impact fees is an optional
mitigation measure, which is not correct.
• Why are there two separate mitigation documents, Exhibits B-2 and B-3? These two documents should be
combined to ensure internal consistency and avoid confusion.
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The mitigation measures appear to be exclusively developer funded. There is no Capital Facility Plan (CFP)
for the Subarea Plan that outlines the timing and funding sources for City capital improvements in the
Subarea. Per RCW 36A.70.070(3), a CFP is a required element for a Comprehensive Plan. City staff and
consultants previously committed that the CFP would be adopted as part of the PAO. However, the draft
PAO does not include a CFP or have a placeholder for a CFP.
• At this late stage of the Subarea planning process, the City has yet to make any tangible commitment
regarding timing and funding of capital facility projects that will mitigate the impacts of the Preferred
Alternative. The City’s lack of commitment and specificity is entirely unacceptable given the concurrent
adoption of a PAO that establishes required amorphous mitigation measures to be implemented at the
developer level over This lack of commitment and specificity is entirely unacceptable given the
concurrent adoption of a PAO that provides for amorphous mitigation measures to be implemented at the
project-specific scale.
This section states that, “The City shall apply more stringent stormwater requirements that require flow
control and water quality facilities to be installed” per the 2019 Manual and Ex. B-3. However, Ex. B-3 appears
to be focused only on those projects that drain to the CPBC detention pond. Please clarify if these more
stringent requirements will apply to development throughout the Subarea or just projects that drain to the
existing CPBC pond.
• “The City may require on-site private security agreements.” What is the legal basis for such a
requirement? Per the DEIS, there is no City LOS policy for public safety. All the Subarea Plan alternatives
identify a need for additional police personnel based on population and employee growth. It is generally
accepted that when your population grows, so does the number of police to maintain a certain ratio.
What degree of impact would trigger private security as a requirement? Does the City require private
security for new development in other parts of the City? How would the nexus and rough proportionality
of such a requirement be analyzed? Rather than shifting essential public services like policing to private
security companies, the CPBCOA requests that the City identify a way to provide police service to the
additional development that it is proposing through the Subarea Plan and PAO.
• The mitigation measures do not consider police response times, regardless of public safety staffing levels.
A better approach to ensuring adequate public safety in the Subarea would be to ensure adequate
response times by making sufficient transportation improvements to avoid responding public safety
vehicles from getting stuck at failing intersections and along failing corridors.
“The City shall require development to provide pedestrian and trail improvements consistent with the Bothell
Canyon Park Subarea Plan, and any associated frontage and onsite non-motorized connections between sites
•

o

Natural Environment

o

Police

o

Parks
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o

Stormwater

Exhibit B-3: Transportation
o

Frontage

and roads or buildings.” The degree to which those improvements are required is not specified in
development regulations or the Subarea Plan. What protections are in place to ensure that these
requirements meet required nexus and rough proportionality tests? Absent specification, project proponents
cannot plan for their development. Further, similar to comments above, it is unclear whether the expense of
these trail systems are included in the City’s proforma analyses.
• It is unclear if it technically feasible to accommodate all the planned redevelopment in the Subarea Plan
given available and planned stormwater detention capacity. This issue was not adequately addressed in
the DEIS because stormwater improvements were anticipated to be developer funded and located on
development sites. Without sufficient capacity, the envisioned development capacity for the Subarea is
not feasible or becomes prohibitively expensive because of detention sizing.
• Retrofit of existing systems is required. The mitigation measures indicate that these improvements could
be located in planter areas or unimproved roadside shoulders and ditches. Has there been any analysis to
determine if there is sufficient area throughout the Subarea to make this feasible?
• In the CPBC, unimproved shoulders and ditches are owned by the Owners Association. Based on existing
improvements and utility conflicts, improvements may not be feasible in those areas.
•
•
•

•
o

Private Roads

•

There is no current plan or agreement to transfer the CPBC private roads to the City. If the CPBC roads are
privately owned, there is no basis for City to require frontage improvements per BMC 17.09, since those
requirements only apply to publicly owned ROW.
Since the City cannot require frontage improvements on CPBC private roads, what is the waiver process
for these mitigation requirements for projects within the CPBC?
There is a requirement to implement improvements consistent with “any access management and
circulation plan.” Where are these plans? To the extent these plans have not yet been created, when will
they be created and available for public review and comment? Is this a public process that is a component
of future amendments to the Subarea Plan?
What does it mean to implement improvements consistent with … “roads considered at ultimate
capacity”?
New development must obtain a letter of transportation adequacy from the CPBCOA. We are not aware
of any agreement or regulation that assigns this responsibility to the OA. Please clarify the basis for this
proposed mitigation requirement. Does the City have existing arrangements with other private owners’
associations to perform this function?
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Canyon Park Business Center Owners’ Association Comments on Planned Action Ordinance (PAO)
•

•

o

Canyon Park
Improvement Fees

•

•

•

•
o

TDM

•

The City is attempting to transfer responsibility to the OA to monitor traffic impacts and determine to
what extent traffic improvements should be implemented. What will ensure that the OA approved traffic
improvements are sufficient mitigations under the PAO? Since the OA lacks the police powers to require
right of way dedication or to condemn property, its authority to assess and mitigate traffic impacts is
limited.
Assuming the OA has the legal authority to assess fees for proportionate share of improvement costs to
address inadequate road conditions, how does the City envision the OA using those funds for mitigation
projects? The OA will need to wait for sufficient fees to construct improvements. This creates a situation
where existing private intersections and streets will fail before the OA has sufficient funds to make
improvements. Does the City anticipate allowing additional development in the CPBC to impact failing
intersections and streets without improvements in place to mitigate impacts?
This is an undefined “blank check” of developer costs. There is no CFP for the Subarea Plan. There are
impact fees developed yet. There are no estimates of potential proportionate share of capital
improvements. It is unclear how the City has developed proformas for development protypes without
understanding the scale of these costs.
There are currently no Subarea capital improvement projects included in the impact fee ordinance,
despite the number of capital improvement projects in the existing Comprehensive Plan within the
Subarea. This documents the City’s historic lack of commitment to make capital investments in the
Subarea. Without a CFP for the Subarea Plan, it is unclear if or when that will change.
Until Subarea capital improvement projects are included in the impact fee ordinance, redevelopment in
the Subarea appears to be required to pay both impact fees (for capital improvement projects outside of
the Subarea) and a proportionate share contribution for capital improvement projects inside the Subarea.
This creates an inequitable system that will disincentivize redevelopment.
The traffic analysis of the preferred alternative for the Subarea Plan will result in LOS F on the SR-527
corridor without 214th Street Extension. When will that improvement be completed and how will it be
funded?
When/how will the City evaluate whether the TDM has resulted in the 14% reduction that is assumed in
the City’s traffic analysis and upon which the LOS analyses are based? The process for confirming
successful implementation of this standard needs to be added to the PAO and Subarea Plan.
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Canyon Park Business Center Owners’ Association Comments on Planned Action Ordinance (PAO)
•
Exhibit B-3: Stormwater

•

•

•

The concept of a proportionate share contribution for costs of non-motorized and transit facility capacity
to improve TDM is not defined. What is the total cost of these improvements? How will these costs be
apportioned to particular development proposals?
The stormwater mitigation requirements are not adequately defined. They are characterized as
“recommendations” to improve the existing CPBC detention pond and/or build a new regional detention
facility to the north. It is not clear whether or how these recommendations will be applied to a particular
development proposal. Also, these mitigation requirements appear to be above and beyond compliance
with 2019 Manual, but the basis for the additional requirements is not substantiated.
It is unclear if it technically feasible to accommodate all the planned redevelopment in the Subarea Plan
given available and planned stormwater detention capacity. This issue was inadequately addressed in the
DEIS because stormwater improvements were anticipated to be developer funded and located on
development sites. Without sufficient capacity, the envisioned development capacity for the Subarea is
not feasible or becomes prohibitively expensive because of detention sizing.
As with all the other developer funded capital improvements, how will expansion of the existing CPBC
detention pond be completed? Does the City anticipate that the CPBCOA will construct the improvements
and assess fees to all owners, irrespective of individual owners’ redevelopment plans? Will the City
require individual developers to fund and construct the improvements and be eligible for late comer
reimbursements? This is an infrastructure project that needs to be coordinated between the City and the
CPBCOA.
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Attachment B

Attachment B: Canyon Park Business Center Owners’ Association Comments on Development
Regulations & PAO

1. Excerpts from Amended and Restated Declaration of Covenants, Conditions, and
Restrictions for Canyon Park Business Center, Snohomish County Recording No.
9505040100

Attachment B: Canyon Park Business Center Owners’ Association Comments on Development
Regulations & PAO

Attachment B: Canyon Park Business Center Owners’ Association Comments on Development
Regulations & PAO

2. Excerpts from Third Amendment to Amended and Restated Declaration of Covenants,
Conditions, and Restrictions for Canyon Park Business Center, Snohomish County
Recording No. 201807050389

EXHIBIT 25

Planning Commission:
I SUPPORT the staff recommendation Comment 4 pg. 33 ( Packet) related to buffer
enhancement ( page 60 of the draft plan) to change the related Action to " Evaluate the
potential for applying different buffer requirements for the subarea in conjunction with the
CAO update". I look forward to receiving information from the critical areas analysis that
is currently underway and request notification when that information is available.
I reviewed comment 10g on Packet page 39 and the above staff recommendation . It is
not clear what is meant by or how the City could condition development " to meet best
available science" while the citywide process was ongoing. The Bothell CAO covers any
development proposals that are vested during this time. Please request additional
comment from staff to clarify this section on page 39.
To clarify the multitude of references in this Planned Action section to various agencies-- I
have included in this e-mail the latest update on Wetland Mitigation from Department of
Ecology. You will see from the notice that is a Draft with final comments due November
30, 2020. There an opportunity to participate in a WEBNAR on October 19
at 1:30 P.M. Registration information is included. I have also attached the Wetland
Mitigation document .
I look forward to your meeting and discussion this evening on the Canyon Park Plan.

Ann Aagaard
16524 104th N.E.
Bothell,WA. 98011

Attachment to Exhibit 25

Attachment to Exhibit 25

EXHIBIT 26

October 30, 2020
VIA EMAIL
City of Bothell Planning Commission
c/o Community Development Director Michael Kattermann
Bothell City Hall
18415 101st Avenue NE
Bothell, WA 98011
Re:

Draft Canyon Park Subarea Regulations

Dear Planning Commissioners:
As you know, Juno Therapeutics (“Juno”), a Bristol Meyers Squib Company with an existing campus
located at 1522 217th Place in the Canyon Park Subarea of Bothell, has been working with a team of
consultants over the past several years to evaluate the feasibility of adding a new building to its existing
campus to support additional space for new employees. Juno plans to grow its Bothell campus to
continue its innovative work in health care. Through this process, Juno has developed a plan to
expand its campus to add approximately 65,000 sf. of office space with associated parking (“Project”).
The plan was developed through thoughtful consideration of site constraints, design considerations,
and the currently applicable Bothell Municipal Code (“BMC”) requirements and development
standards. To that end, Juno completed the pre-application meeting with the City on September 10,
2020 under PRE2020-16546 and intends to submit its Project permit application as soon as possible.
While Juno was developing plans to expand it campus, the City was evaluating changes to the Canyon
Park Subarea—we support these efforts and believe the overall Canyon Park subarea changes will spur
a thoughtful redevelopment of the area. However, as we have discussed, some of the proposed
changes to the subarea do not align with Juno’s long-planned expansion plans. We greatly appreciate
that the City and Planning Commission have heard our concerns regarding the impact of the new
regulations on its development plans and have been willing to work with Juno address these concerns.
In the City’s most recent draft of the regulations, the City has sought to address Juno’s concerns
regarding minimum floor area ratio (“FAR”) requirements under BMC 12.48.140.B.2. This is a great
start. However, to provide the predictability needed for owners who have invested significant resources
in planned improvements to their properties in reliance on current regulations, we recommend
addressing the projects in the application process in a more holistic manner by creating a transition
period for the application of new regulations. This transition period would be similar to the one
created when the City adopted changes to the Downtown Code update (see BMC 11.04.011).
Accordingly, we request that the final Canyon Park subarea regulations include in its final draft a new
section as follows:
BMC 11.04.012 – Transition period for proposed but nonvested projects with
the Canyon Park subarea
“Project proponents within the Canyon Park subarea whose projects have not vested
to the regulations in effect prior to [date], which is the effective date of the adoption
of Ordinance XXXX (2020) establishing the Canyon Park subarea plan and
701 Fifth Avenue • Suite 6600 • Seattle, Washington 98104 • 206.812.3388 • Fax 206.812.3389 • www.mhseattle.com

regulations, may apply for a Type I, II and III actions under such prior regulations, if
the following criteria are met:
A. The project shall result in a net increase in gross floor area on the parcel where
the project is proposed;
B. Prior to the effective date of Ordinance XXXX, the city shall have issued a
pre-application report on the project; and
C. A complete application for a Type I, II or III action shall be submitted and
accepted by the city by 4:30 p.m. on [date 9 months after the effective date of
Ordinance XXXX].
This section and the regulations herein shall expire contemporaneously with the end
of the transition period.”
This transition period will allow property owners to continue to invest in planning efforts without fear
that the new regulations will render its planned improvements infeasible while still being narrowly
tailored to avoid unintended consequences. We respectfully request that the Planning Commission
recommend adoption of this language in your final transmittal to the City Council for their review.
Thank you for your attention to this letter. We look forward to the Commission’s deliberation and
appreciate all your work in planning for a more vibrant Canyon Park community for the long term.
Sincerely,
s/Ian Morrison
cc:

Travis Lynn, Juno Therapeutics
Michael Kattermann, Community Development Director

701 Fifth Avenue • Suite 6600 • Seattle, Washington 98104 • 206.812.3388 • Fax 206.812.3389 • www.mhseattle.com
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EXHIBIT 27

[EXTERNAL] TENW Traffic Analysis of ETL
Molly Lawrence <mol@vnf.com>
Fri 11/13/2020 1:11 PM
To: Michael Kattermann <michael.kattermann@bothellwa.gov>; steve.morikawa@bothellwa.gov
<steve.morikawa@bothellwa.gov>
Cc: Eddie Low <Eddie.Low@bothellwa.gov>; Paul Byrne <Paul.Byrne@bothellwa.gov>; Michael Read, PE (mikeread@tenw.com)
<mikeread@tenw.com>; Martinez, Karen @ Bothell <karen.martinez@cbre.com>; Roger Belanich
<roger@businesspropertydevelopment.com>; Tim McHarg <tmcharg@vnf.com>; Ray Liaw <hrl@vnf.com>
1 attachments (17 MB)
TENW ETL Analysis to City.111320.pdf;

Stop! Look! Think before you click! This message originated from outside the City of Bothell network. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments.
Dear Michael and Steve,
Please see the a ached summary of the addi onal transporta on analysis prepared by TENW for the CPBCOA
regarding the eﬀects of WSDOT’s ETL project on the Canyon Park Business Center and surrounding area. We have
also provided this analysis to WSDOT and Sound Transit. I’d par cularly call your a en on to slide 17, which
shows the substan al cueing an cipated in and around Canyon Park with the ETL. This analysis substan ates our
signiﬁcant concern about the ETL project – and this is before you add the addi onal traﬃc an cipated by the City
to the Subarea.
Please include this analysis in the record for the Subarea Plan update, including sharing it with the Planning
Commission as part of the record for their upcoming mee ng. We believe it warrants further analysis by the City
before you move forward. As you might suspect, there is signiﬁcant data behind this analysis. If you would like to
review that data, please let us know how to transmit it to you.
Thank you.
Molly A. Lawrence
Partner

Van Ness Feldman LLP
719 Second Avenue, Suite 1150
Seattle, WA 98104-1700
Office: 206-623-9372
Cell: 206-954-5011
www.vnf.com
Sign Up for Northwest Land Ma ers, VNF’s email newsle er featuring news and commentary on land use, real estate, and environmental
ma ers in the Paciﬁc Northwest.

P Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail
PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL: This e-mail is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential,
privileged information. If the reader of this e-mail is not the addressee, please be advised that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this e-mail is strictly
prohibited. If you receive this communication in error, please call 206-623-9372 and return this e-mail to Van Ness Feldman at the above e-mail address and delete
from your files. Thank You.

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?version=20201116002.03&popoutv2=1
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TENW
Transportation Engineering NorthWest

MEMORANDUM
DATE:

November 11, 2020

TO:

Molly Lawrence, Canyon Park Business Association OwnerÊs Association
c/o Van Ness Feldman, LLP

FROM:

Michael Read, PE, Principal, TENW

Canyon Park Subarea Planned Action Draft EIS (12/2019), & DEIS Addendum (7/2020)
Independent Traffic Modeling of the Proposed Express Toll Lane Direct Access Ramp
TENW Project No. 3696
This memorandum summarizes the general background and findings of the attached presentation from
TENW regarding impacts of the proposed Express Toll Lane (ETL) Direct Access Ramp interchange
project into the Canyon Park Business Center (CPBC) and related outcomes (See Attachment A).

SUBJECT:

Historical Context
Since the Fall of 2019, on behalf of the CPBCOA, VanNess Feldman & TENW have been
reviewing materials and relaying our concerns to WSDOT and the City of Bothell regarding traffic
impacts from WSDOTÊs ETL and the CityÊs proposed Canyon Park Subarea Plan update. To-date,
neither public agency has addressed the concerns raised in any format or forum. In light of WSDOTÊs
and the CityÊs failure to respond to their requests for additional analysis, CPBCOA engaged TENW
to perform independent modeling using base files provided by WSDOT to better understand likely
traffic operations, vehicle, queueing, and impacts of the ETL to existing private roadways within
Canyon Park. Complicating our analysis and exacerbating our concerns, WSDOT, Sound Transit
and the City have all been conducting separate NEPA/SEPA analyses simultaneously using
inconsistent traffic assumptions, and growth projections, and none of these separate efforts fully
consider cumulative impacts.
Despite CPBCOA requests throughout the Subarea Plan process, we believe the underlying basis of
WSDOTÊs traffic analysis was not fully completed and represented an unrealistic traffic operational
scenario within the CPBC. Since the City relied on WSDOT's baseline traffic operational model
and traffic forecasts, our concerns regarding the Subarea traffic analysis are amplified. Furthermore,
based on the findings of our independent modeling, the CityÊs Traffic Analysis in the DEIS is also
flawed as its foundation and analysis of the internal CPBCOA streets and the proposed public street
network in Canyon Park relies on these assumptions from the ETL project.
It should also be noted that the modeling contained within the attached presentation does not include
any additional traffic demands from the planned Sound Transit North Bus Base or Subarea Plan
growth projections. These additional traffic demands would only further degrade the forecasted
vehicle queuing documented by our analysis.

Transportation Planning | Design | Traffic Impact & Operations
PO Box 65254, Seattle, WA 98155 | Office (206) 361-7333

Canyon Park Subarea Planned Action Draft EIS (12/2019), & DEIS Addendum (7/2020)
Independent Traffic Modeling of the Proposed Express Toll Lane Direct Access Ramp

Modeling Methodology
Beginning with baseline Synchro (a standard program used by transportation professionals throughout
the Puget Sound region) files provided by WSDOT, TENW ran five separate 60-minute simulations of
traffic operations of WSDOTÊs proposed channelization improvements using its companion SimTraffic
software macrosimulation model. We initially reviewed WSDOTÊs Synchro results and found that
those results triggered numerous warning messages within the model. Standard practice dictates that
when these warning message occur (especially when designing a roadway system), that additional
modeling should be undertaken to evaluate specific intersection approaches or turning movements
that have traffic demands that exceed the estimated capacity or that back-queuing away from
signalized intersections could spill back into adjacent intersections. Our modeling concluded that
with implementation of the ETL, significant vehicle queuing would occur beginning from the SR
527/220th Street SE signalized intersection extending all the way back into and through the new
ETL Direct Access Ramp interchange above the I-405 freeway mainline.
We tested several scenarios to improve traffic operations within the CPBC along 220th Street SE, as
well as several scenarios to add capacity to the northbound flows on 17th Avenue SE to
accommodate the demand generated by the ETL. We applied the accepted methodology in traffic
simulation performance runs (completing 5 separate 60-minute simulations and average peak
performance criteria) for each alternative Scenario to improve either 220th Street or 17th Avenue SE
traffic operations. Specifics regarding these alternatives are included in the attached presentation,
along with the resulting level of service (LOS) and vehicle queuing results on critical roadway
segments and intersection approaches that would serve the expected demand. The primary
conclusions reached by TENW include:
 The proposed WSDOT DAR Interchange will fail in 2025 during PM Peak Periods due to
extensive vehicle queuing/traffic operations.
 The SR 527/220th Street Signalized intersection is the Capacity Constraint and would lead
to Cut-Through traffic being generated throughout the CPBC Properties
 The planned 17th Avenue SE configuration by WSDOT wonÊt provide for left turn
ingress/egress with any capacity or safety into existing businesses.
Based on our modeling, TENW recommends the following additional improvements within the
CPBCOA properties:
 2 NB Lanes on 17th Avenue SE from the proposed roundabout at the Park-and-Ride to 220th
Street SE
 Installation of a center Protected Turn Lane on 17th Avenue SE to maintain safe & effective left
turn access/ingress into Existing Business
 A signal at 220th Street/20th Ave E with additional intersection approach capacity
 Implementation by WSDOT/City of a Cut-Through Traffic Monitoring Program and
Mitigation Obligation Funding Measure
If you have any questions regarding the information presented in this memo, please call me at (206)
361-7333 x 101 or mikeread@tenw.com.

TENW

November 11, 2020
Page 2

ATTACHMENT A

MODELING PRESENTATION OF THE PROPOSED ELT
DIRECT ACCESS RAMP INTERCHANGE INTO CPBCOA
PROPERTIES

I‐405 HOT Direct Access Ramp (DAR)
Interchange Impacts to
CPBC Properties

Historical Context
• VanNess Feldman & TENW Have Been Relaying our
Concerns to WSDOT/City Since Fall of 2019 Regarding
Traffic Impacts
• Neither Public Agency has Addressed Canyon Park
Business Center Owners’ Association (CPBCOA)
Concerns
• Separate NEPA/SEPA Processes for WSDOT, Sound
Transit and the City are Occurring Simultaneously with
Inconsistent Traffic Assumptions, Growth Projections,
and Don’t Fully Consider Cumulative Impacts
• CPBCOA Authorized TENW to Perform Independent
Studies Focusing on Queuing Impacts and Business
Access/Egress

City Subarea Planning
• Despite CPBCOA Requests Throughout the Process, WSDOT
Never Fully Completed its Analysis and Represented an
Unrealistic Operational Scenario within the CPBC
• Since the City relied on WSDOT's Traffic Analysis to Support
the Subarea Plan, the City’s Traffic Analysis in the DEIS is
Flawed on Internal CPBCOA Streets and Proposed Public
Street Network in Canyon Park
• The Modeling Contained within This Presentation Does not
Include Any Additional Traffic Demands from Sound Transit or
Subarea Plan Growth – These Additional Traffic Demands
Would Only Further Degrade Forecasted Vehicle Queuing
Documented in This Presentation

SE Intersection
220th St/ 17th Ave Intersection
Current Design
Right turn lane

Dual left turn lanes
SR 527 Wayfinding
Signage

Extended right
turn lane
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TENW Summary of Conclusions from
WSDOT Traffic Analysis
• Inadequate Intersection/Arterial Capacity on
17th Ave E and 220th Street E/17th Ave SE
• NB 1,270 vph on 17th with DAR by 2045
• NB 1,800 vph on 17th with DAR + Subarea in
2045
• Significant Business Access Impacts along 17th
Avenue SE & Throughout the Private CPBC
Campus
• Failure of DAR Interchange at Year of Opening

➤

Site Vicinity

ETL Direct Access
Ramp Location
© 2020 Google

N
1000 ft

Scenarios Tested by TENW

2025 LOS Results

2045 LOS Results

LOS Conclusions
• Reported LOS using a Variety of Methods Implies
No Significant Impacts
• Warning Messages within the Synchro LOS
Results Indicate Extensive Queuing and
Approaches/Lanes with Volume Above Capacity
at Key Intersections
• TENW Performed Simulation Runs per Standard
Engineering Practice to Better Understand Vehicle
Backqueuing and Geometric Design Needs within
the CPBC Roadways and Business Frontages

2025 Vehicle Queuing

2045 Vehicle Queuing

Vehicle Queuing Conclusions
• TENW Performed Five 60‐Minute Simulation Runs
for Each Scenario and Averaged the Results
• Significant Backqueuing from SR 527 to the New
DAR Interchange Would Occur Under Most
Scenarios Tested Including the Entire Length of
17th Avenue SE (Both Max and Average Queues for
Scenario 1 ‐ WSDOT Proposed Improvements)
• Only Scenario 5 Reduced Vehicle Queuing in 2025

2025
Estimated
Vehicle
Queuing at Key Intersections

Other Overall System
Performance Measures

Conclusion: Overall Benefits Seem in Scenario 5 to Reduced Travel Time
And Improved Queuing Throughout the Local Network

Overall Conclusions/Recommendations
• WSDOT DAR Interchange Will Fail in 2025 during the PM Peak
Periods Due to Extensive Vehicle Queuing/Traffic Operations
• This Failure Occurs Before Considering the Sound Transit Bus
Base or Subarea Plan Traffic
• SR 527/220th Street Signal is the Capacity Constraint – Triggers
Cut‐Through Traffic Throughout the CPBC Properties
• Planned 17th Avenue SE Configuration Won’t Provide for Left
Turn Ingress/Egress with any Capacity or Safety into Existing
Businesses
• TENW Recommends the Following Improvements within CPBC
–
–
–
–
–

2 NB Lanes on 17th Avenue SE from Roundabout to 220th Street E
Center Protected Turn Lane to Maintain Safe & Effective Left Turn Access/Ingress into Existing Business
Signal at 220th Street/20th Ave E with Additional Intersection Approach Capacity
Cut‐Through Traffic Monitoring Program and Mitigation Obligation Funding Measure
Pursue with City as Lead Agency the Funding and Construction of the Southern Portion of the ETL DAR
Interchange onto 228th Street SE

11/30/2020

EXHIBIT 28

[EXTERNAL] FW: Comp Plan - Parks and Open Space
Roger Belanich <roger@businesspropertydevelopment.com>
Wed 11/25/2020 2:08 PM
To: Michael Kattermann <michael.kattermann@bothellwa.gov>
Cc: Canyon Park <CanyonPark@bothellwa.gov>; Roger Belanich <roger@businesspropertydevelopment.com>
2 attachments (2 MB)
Snohomish Conservation District.pdf; 20201125_112947.pdf;

Stop! Look! Think before you click! This message originated from outside the City of Bothell network. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments.
Dear Members of the Planning Commission:
Please consider the following to be included in the Subarea Plan as I have requested earlier.
Park:
Among many ques ons concerning the Comprehensive Plan, an earlier dra of the Plan includes an evalua on of
a passive park of 17 acres located along 31st Avenue SE adjacent to Canyon Park Business Center; most
par cularly between of the T-Mobile building and 31st Avenue. I have pe oned that this Park designa on should
be included on the Plan. It has been endorsed by the Canyon Park Owners Associa on and is now integrated into
the trail system and is a Gathering Place of the Business Park and surrounding neighborhoods even though not a
part of the formal CPBC. It is also a popular area used by the neighborhood and very much praised by those
residents because of its beauty and arboretum features. It is s ll my private property; however, I will donate this
property to the City of Bothell.
This should at least be endorsed within the Comp Plan for a poten al neighborhood and CPBC park area.
Open Space/ Wetland Mi ga on Area:
There is a wetland of approximately 11 acres bordering 228th Street SE and south of the CPBC deten on pond and
bordering North Creek and a small tributary to North Creek. This has been iden ﬁed by the Snohomish
Conserva on District as a restora on area (see a ached le er). Talasaea Consultants have created a Mi ga on
Concept for this area for me as well (see a ached).
This area on an earlier dra of the Comp Plan was iden ﬁed as a mi ga on area. It should be so iden ﬁed on the
Comp Plan.
Respec ully submi ed,
Roger Belanich

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/inbox/id/AAMkADEwMmRiYTgzLWVhOGUtNDJiMS1iYWEzLWYxOWE3OTUzNmE1ZgBGAAAAAAALtTs9NmMwTb… 1/1

12/2/2020

Mail - Michael Kattermann - Outlook

[EXTERNAL] Comp Plan - Parks and Open Space Additional Clarification
Roger Belanich <roger@businesspropertydevelopment.com>
Tue 12/1/2020 12:07 PM
To: Michael Kattermann <michael.kattermann@bothellwa.gov>
Cc: Roger Belanich <roger@businesspropertydevelopment.com>
1 attachments (265 KB)
CP-43OS map.pdf;

Stop! Look! Think before you click! This message originated from outside the City of Bothell network. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments.
Michael,
The a ached will clarify the size and most par cularly the conﬁgura on of the property. You can see by the
drawing its connec on to 29th Street which is the beginning of the trail used by the Business Park and others.
Roger
From: Roger Belanich
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2020 9:28 PM
To: Michael Ka ermann <michael.ka ermann@bothellwa.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] FW: Comp Plan - Parks and Open Space
Michael, To clarify to the Planning Commission the referred to Park property on 31st Ave actually goes further
south to the boundary of the residen al on the west side of 31St as con guous open space and in that south area
it is an open ﬁeld of mowed grass. It is fenced now. It is connected to a trail that extends to 29th Avenue in
Canyon Park Business Center.. And the extension of that trail borders the south side of the T-Mobil parking lot as it
does on the north side of. the property as shown in the Sub Area arial.
My inten on would be to donate the en re property for a City Park as I oﬀered before in tes mony and
provide some funds for future maintenance. The purpose of my request herein is to have it on the Sub Area Plan
as iden ﬁed as a possible Park. The residen al area of that neighborhood is highly suppor ve
Thank you for your considera on,
Roger Belanich.
Sent from my iPhone
On Nov 30, 2020, at 3:40 PM, Michael Ka ermann <michael.ka ermann@bothellwa.gov> wrote:

Roger:
I'll append this to your previous email and a achments so it will be part of Exhibit 28.
Thanks.
Michael Kattermann, AICP
Community Development Director
http://cobnet/img/logosmall.jpg http://cobnet/img/icon-twitter2.gif
http://cobnet/img/icon-facebook.gif http://cobnet/img/icon-YouTube.jpg

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/inbox/id/AAMkADEwMmRiYTgzLWVhOGUtNDJiMS1iYWEzLWYxOWE3OTUzNmE1ZgBGAAAAAAALtTs9NmMwTb… 1/3

12/2/2020

Mail - Michael Kattermann - Outlook

As we follow COVID-19 Public Health directives, City Hall is still closed to the public and I am currently
working remotely. I check voice mail daily but the best way to reach me is through email. Please
note, furloughs are no longer in place and we are providing services Monday – Friday, excluding
holidays.
Direct: 425-806-6401
Cell: 425-471-8630
Please note: Email exchanges may be public records and subject to disclosure.

From: Roger Belanich <roger@businesspropertydevelopment.com>
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2020 3:34 PM
To: Michael Ka ermann <michael.ka ermann@bothellwa.gov>; Roger Belanich
<roger@businesspropertydevelopment.com>
Cc: Canyon Park <CanyonPark@bothellwa.gov>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] FW: Comp Plan - Parks and Open Space
Michael,
Thank you for your response. A ached are the references to those two proper es from the Subarea
Plan that I refer to in my le ers.
Roger
From: Michael Ka ermann <michael.ka ermann@bothellwa.gov>
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2020 2:06 PM
To: Roger Belanich <roger@businesspropertydevelopment.com>
Cc: Canyon Park <CanyonPark@bothellwa.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] FW: Comp Plan - Parks and Open Space

Roger:
Thank you for your email. It has been forwarded to the Planning Commission for their
considera on at the public hearing this Wednesday, Dec. 2nd. It is iden ﬁed as Exhibit 28.
Please let me know if you have any ques ons. Thanks.
Michael Kattermann, AICP
Community Development Director
http://cobnet/img/logosmall.jpg http://cobnet/img/icon-twitter2.gif
http://cobnet/img/icon-facebook.gif http://cobnet/img/icon-YouTube.jpg

As we follow COVID-19 Public Health directives, City Hall is still closed to the public and I am currently
working remotely. I check voice mail daily but the best way to reach me is through email. Please
note, furloughs are no longer in place and we are providing services Monday – Friday, excluding
holidays.
Direct: 425-806-6401
https://outlook.office365.com/mail/inbox/id/AAMkADEwMmRiYTgzLWVhOGUtNDJiMS1iYWEzLWYxOWE3OTUzNmE1ZgBGAAAAAAALtTs9NmMwTb… 2/3
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Mail - Michael Kattermann - Outlook

Cell: 425-471-8630
Please note: Email exchanges may be public records and subject to disclosure.

From: Roger Belanich <roger@businesspropertydevelopment.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2020 2:08 PM
To: Michael Ka ermann <michael.ka ermann@bothellwa.gov>
Cc: Canyon Park <CanyonPark@bothellwa.gov>; Roger Belanich
<roger@businesspropertydevelopment.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: Comp Plan - Parks and Open Space
Stop! Look! Think before you click! This message originated from outside the City of Bothell
network. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments.
Dear Members of the Planning Commission:
Please consider the following to be included in the Subarea Plan as I have requested earlier.
Park:
Among many ques ons concerning the Comprehensive Plan, an earlier dra of the Plan includes an
evalua on of a passive park of 17 acres located along 31st Avenue SE adjacent to Canyon Park
Business Center; most par cularly between of the T-Mobile building and 31st Avenue. I have
pe oned that this Park designa on should be included on the Plan. It has been endorsed by the
Canyon Park Owners Associa on and is now integrated into the trail system and is a Gathering Place
of the Business Park and surrounding neighborhoods even though not a part of the formal CPBC. It is
also a popular area used by the neighborhood and very much praised by those residents because of
its beauty and arboretum features. It is s ll my private property; however, I will donate this property
to the City of Bothell.
This should at least be endorsed within the Comp Plan for a poten al neighborhood and CPBC park
area.
Open Space/ Wetland Mi ga on Area:
There is a wetland of approximately 11 acres bordering 228th Street SE and south of the CPBC
deten on pond and bordering North Creek and a small tributary to North Creek. This has been
iden ﬁed by the Snohomish Conserva on District as a restora on area (see a ached le er).
Talasaea Consultants have created a Mi ga on Concept for this area for me as well (see a ached).
This area on an earlier dra of the Comp Plan was iden ﬁed as a mi ga on area. It should be so
iden ﬁed on the Comp Plan.
Respec ully submi ed,
Roger Belanich

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/inbox/id/AAMkADEwMmRiYTgzLWVhOGUtNDJiMS1iYWEzLWYxOWE3OTUzNmE1ZgBGAAAAAAALtTs9NmMwTb… 3/3

12/1/2020

EXHIBIT 29

[EXTERNAL] Canyon Park area greenery
Robin 425-466-6595 <robin98004@gmail.com>
Mon 11/30/2020 5:04 PM
To: Michael Kattermann <michael.kattermann@bothellwa.gov>

Stop! Look! Think before you click! This message originated from outside the City of Bothell network. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments.
Monday November 30, 2020
Hello Michael Ka ermann,
I am new to the Bothell area but have lived in Bellevue for 55 years.
The Canyon Park development plan has much promise to the area.
Do you have an arborist or a master gardener on staﬀ to help with the plan ngs and trees for the new
development?
Will you have a way to turn le onto Maltby Road from the UPS store? Or go across to the Safeway to do some
grocery shopping? A roundabout would be a solu on. Rather than having stoplights every 100 yards where the
traﬃc stops and backs up, roundabouts keep the traﬃc moving.
Will you be leaving the exis ng forests intact to provide shade in the summer, fresh air for the ci zens, and trails
to walk and enjoy the greenery?
Bellevue turned itself from houses and yards into a concrete jungle. Not very user friendly anymore.
Thanks and have a great day!
Robin Joy Savage

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?version=20201123001.13&popoutv2=1
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EXHIBIT 30

CANYON PARK BUSINESS CENTER
OWNERS’ ASSOCIATION
December 1, 2020
City of Bothell City Council
c/o Laura Hathaway, Bothell City Clerk Michael Kattermann, Community Development
Director Bothell City Hall
18415 101th Ave NE
Bothell, WA 98011
Sent via email: Liam.Olsen@bothellwa.gov, Mason.Thompson@bothellwa.gov;
Davina.Duerr@bothellwa.gov; Jeanne.Zornes@bothellwa.gov;
Rosemary.McAuliffe@bothellwa.gov; James.McNeal@bothellwa.gov;
Tom.Agnew@bothellwa.gov; citycouncil@bothellwa.gov, cityclerk@bothellwa.gov
RE:

Public Hearing regarding Canyon Park Subarea Area Plan Update, Development
Regulations, and Planned Action Ordinance

Dear Mayor Liam Olsen and City Council Members:
I am the President of the Canyon Park Business Center Owners’ Association (CPBCOA
or Association) and am writing to express the Association’s significant concerns regarding the
proposed Canyon Park Subarea Plan update (Plan).
As you may know, the Canyon Park Business Center (CPBC or Park) was initially
developed in the mid-1980s and continued to expand through the mid-1990s to include nearly
400 acres north east of the I-405/SR 527 interchange. The Park is home to dozens of businesses,
including a combination of biotech (Seattle Genetics), manufacturing (Romac Industries),
medical (Pacific Medical) and community services (Canyon Hills Community Church), as well
as a new residential townhome community. CPBC makes up more than 65% of the area within
the designated Canyon Park Regional Growth Center (RGC). The Association represents all of
the owners of property within the Park.
The Association appreciates that the City has been working on this Plan for a number of
years, and that the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) has requested an update to maintain
consistency with their RGC designation criteria this year. But the Plan and corresponding
documents are not ready for adoption or implementation.
The Owners in the Park are very concerned about how this Plan will affect them and their
tenants. Despite numerous meetings with City staff and the consultant team, as well as extensive
participation before the Planning Commission, the City has not yet responded to many of the
owners’ substantive questions or concerns. The main concern of the owners and businesses
within the Park is increased traffic congestion without sufficient mitigation. Currently it can
take more than half an hour during the evening commute just to get out of the Park due to
congestion

on the SR 527 corridor. The Plan exacerbates that congestion without acknowledging, much less
resolving, this major impediment to growth.
We acknowledge that City staff have made efforts over the last several months to respond
to some of the CPBCOA’s concerns regarding issues unrelated to transportation. Several
important changes have been made to the minimum floor to area ratios (FARs) and development
standards to ensure that they do not stymie all new development within the Park in the next
several years. Those efforts are appreciated.
However, at the most basic level, the Plan, development regulations and Planned Action
Ordinance (PAO) need more work that should be completed now, before the Council takes
action. Significant revisions to these documents continue to come from the staff and consultant
team without adequate time for consideration and comment. Evidence that the Plan is not ready
for adoption include:
•
•

•

•
•

•

•

The Final EIS has not been issued.
The Plan is not clear regarding what transportation improvements will be provided, by
when and by whom. The “Implementation Plan” (Section 10) refers to transportation
improvements that need to be implemented, but the list of improvements in the
Implementation Plan does not match (or even properly cross reference) the improvements
mentioned in the transportation analysis earlier in the Plan (Section 9). There is no
analysis explaining when the improvements will be needed or how they will be funded to
confirm whether the proposed Implementation Plan is sufficient.
The Plan and the corresponding development regulations are not internally consistent –
e.g., the street sections for CPBC are shown one way in the Plan and another in the
development regulations. Both versions will reduce vehicular capacity in the Park and
conflict with the Park’s Covenants, Conditions and Restriction (CC&Rs).
Several of the proposed development regulations conflict with the CC&Rs for the CPBC.
City staff have responded that in those cases, the CC&Rs would control, but that is not
reflected anywhere in Plan or development regulations as of yet.
Critical additional development regulations remain to be drafted – e.g., the Plan and
implementing regulations require commercial development to pay an affordable housing
fee, but the City has yet to begin efforts to determine that fee. It is not possible for
owners and developers to weigh in on the validity of such a fee without any information
about the amount.
The Planned Action Ordinance (PAO) lacks specific direction for identifying appropriate
mitigation measures, particularly as it concerns transportation impacts. Mitigation
measures are largely addressed in the PAO by general cross-reference to the Canyon Park
Planned Action EIS. This process lacks adequate guard rails to ensure the sum of
developer-proposed mitigation measures mitigate the sum of impacts identified under the
Subarea Plan.
Elements of the Subarea Plan have not been made available for public review and
comment. For example, the November 23, 2020 draft of the Subarea Plan includes for
the first time an appendix regarding transportation project cost estimates and funding
sources, but that appendix is not available for review with the Subarea Plan materials.

Further, the City has not yet responded to the Association’s three fundamental
questions/concerns:
1. Why is the City attempting to force additional density in Canyon Park when the existing
transportation network is inadequate to accommodate the current transportation
demand?
The Plan openly acknowledges that there is no feasible plan to address the additional
gridlock that will be caused by increasing density (more than doubling the density from
18 activity units to 45 activity units by 2045) except waiting for traffic to get so bad that
people abandon their cars and adopt transit. Subarea Plan, p.95.
2. How does the City plan to address transportation impacts within the Canyon Park
Business Center while the roads remain privately owned? How does the City intend to
require owners to improve roads that they do not have legal rights to improve?
The Plan shows significant changes to the internal private road system within the CPBC,
including both City and developer-sponsored improvements. Although the CPBCOA has
been eager to dedicate the private spine roads to the City for some years, we have not yet
been able to reach agreement with the City staff on a process or requirements for
dedication. So long as the roads in the Park remain private, there is no path for the
majority of improvements required by the Plan to be implemented.
3. What are the costs of all the new infrastructure (roadways and stormwater) and design
requirements (open space, through block connections, façade requirements) and what is
the plan for funding?
The proposed development regulations pile on additional infrastructure improvements
and fees (including an undefined affordable housing fee) on property owners – and the
result remains a subarea crippled by traffic. The City’s own pro-forma analysis of
redevelopment prototypes in the RGC indicate that the vast majority of redevelopment is
not economically feasible.
We have been asking these questions for more than a year. While staff claims that
they’ve answered these questions, the Plan language itself demonstrates that these issues have
not been addressed, much less resolved.
Finally, it is worth noting that the Subarea Plan draws on WSDOT’s proposed ETL
project as part of its foundation. Traffic modeling completed by CBPCOA’s consultant (TENW)
establishes that the ETL is going to make traffic in the Park worse, not better. 1 The Draft EIS
for the Subarea Plan draws on WSDOT’s proposed ETL project without critical evaluation of
The CPCBOA has been working with WSDOT for more than a year to understand how the ETL exit directly into
the Park will affect traffic inside and outside of the Park. While the LOS standard appears acceptable, the modeling
“error codes” signal that additional analysis is needed to understand the true effects of the project – modeling which
WSDOT declined to complete. As a result, the Association hired its own consultants (Transportation Engineers
Northwest, TENW) to evaluate WSDOT’s analysis. The results show significant unaddressed impacts to the Park
and Subarea. We have provided this information to City staff but have not yet seen any analysis or response.

1

WSDOT’s conclusions about resulting traffic congestion. This raises significant doubts about
the validity of the transportation analysis in the EIS. The City will inherit 17th Ave SE and the
intersection at 17th Ave SE and 220th St SE, which will be overcapacity upon opening of the
ETL, before any of the additional density proposed as part of the Plan. TENW’s modeling
shows vehicles queued on the expanded 17th Ave SE back to I-405 trying to exit through the
Park. This is not acceptable and should not be ignored in the Subarea Planning process.
We acknowledge the City’s desire for the Canyon Park subarea to remain a designated
RGC, and in turn, the urgency with which the City believes the Plan must be adopted. However,
we implore the Council to address the obvious structural deficiencies in the Plan before adopting
it. We contacted the PSRC and learned that the PSRC could grant the City more time to
complete the Subarea Plan update if requested, provided that the City continues to make
progress. There is no reason to rush this Plan to adoption. If you submit the Plan as currently
proposed, it is hard to imagine how the PSRC will be able to deem the Plan compliant with the
RGC standards.
We recognize that the Canyon Park Subarea has been a designated RGC since 1995. We
note that during the first 20 years of the designation, the City was able to maintain the RGC
designation without objection from the CPBCOA. The currently proposed update, however,
represents a stark turn from prior collaborative efforts between the City and the Association, and
many owners view the Plan – particularly the additional density without corresponding traffic
improvements – as an existential threat to the viability of the Park.
Again, the CPBCOA represents the owners of more than 65% percent of the land area in
the proposed RGC boundary. We have submitted more than half a dozen substantive comment
letters to the City, and CPBCOA representatives have appeared at more than a dozen meetings
with City staff, public hearings, and Planning Commission meetings regarding the Plan. We
have met with our owners and key tenants repeatedly throughout the Subarea Plan process. The
concerns expressed in this letter are the concerns that the owners and tenants have expressed.
We hope that the City will not adopt the Plan over the objection of 65% of the owners. As in the
past, we are eager to work with the City to address and resolve our concerns so that the Plan can
move ahead.
Respectfully,

Karen Martinez
President, Canyon Park Business Owners Association
cc:

Canyon Park Business Center Owners’ Association, Board of Directors
Molly Lawrence, VNF
Paul Byrne, Bothell City Attorney
Michael Kattermann, Bothell Community Development Director
18912 North Creek Parkway, Suite 209, Bothell, Washington 98011
Phone (425) 424-6391

EXHIBIT 31
719 Second Avenue, Suite 1150
Seattle, WA 98104-1728
206-623-9372
vnf.com

December 1, 2020
City of Bothell Planning Commission
c/o Michael Kattermann, Community Development Director
Bothell City Hall
18415 101th Ave NE
Bothell, WA 98011
Sent via email: Michael.kattermann@bothellwa.gov; CanyonPark@bothellwa.gov
RE:

Public Hearing regarding Canyon Park Subarea Area Plan Update, Development
Regulations, and Planned Action Ordinance

Dear Chair Kiernan and Planning Commissioners:
On behalf of Canyon Park Business Center Owners’ Association (CPBCOA or Owners’
Association), we submit these supplemental comments regarding the Canyon Park Subarea Plan,
implementing development regulations, and Planned Action Ordinance. 1
First, we would like to acknowledge the effort over the last several weeks by City staff,
led by Community Development Director Kattermann, to reach out to the CPBCOA and discuss
whether specific revisions to the draft development regulations might be possible in order to
address some of the Association’s concerns. Those conversations, as well as some revisions
made in response to our prior comment letters, have resulted in changes to the draft development
regulations that address two of our principle concerns with the development standards, namely
The CPBCOA has previously submitted the following comments letters regarding the Subarea Plan and related
documents:
• January 13, 2020 letter regarding the City of Bothell Canyon Park Subarea Planned Action Draft EIS
• March 4, 2020 letter regarding the public hearing on the Canyon Park Subarea Plan Preferred Alternative
• June 25, 2020 letter regarding the WSDOT ETL project
• July 22, 2020 letter regarding the public hearing on the Canyon Park Subarea Plan
• September 1, 2020 letter regarding the supplemental public hearing on the Canyon Park Subarea Plan
• October 6, 2020 letter regarding the Canyon Park Subarea Plan Development Regulations and Planned
Action Ordinance
• November 13, 2020 email and analysis of the WSDOT ETL project by Transportation Engineers Northwest

1
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lowering the minimum floor to area ratio (FAR) requirement (BMC 12.48.130), and providing
several exceptions from the new development regulations that will enable redevelopment within
the Park without the full burden of the new standards (e.g., BMC 12.48.010(B)&(C), and BMC
12.48.140(B)). We also note that the Planned Action Ordinance (PAO) no longer burdens
CPBCOA with regulating traffic impacts and mitigation measures as part of the City’s projectspecific SEPA review. We acknowledge and appreciate these efforts.
Even with these efforts, the CPCBOA and its members continue to have significant
unaddressed concerns regarding the Subarea Plan and implementing development regulations.
While City staff assert that our concerns have been addressed, that simply is not the case. Below
we highlight our key outstanding concerns and make two specific requests for amendments to the
development regulations before the Planning Commission advances the package to the City
Council.
Unfortunately, because the City has not yet meaningfully engaged with the Association
regarding our ongoing concerns, the Owners’ Association remains opposed to the Subarea Plan
as proposed. It does not adequately address existing traffic congestion within the Subarea
generally or the Canyon Park Business Center (CPBC or Park) specifically, much less the
increased congestion attendant with the City’s desire for increased land use intensity. With
many important issues outstanding, the Plan simply is not ready for adoption or implementation.
Summary of Unresolved Comments
1. Transportation Impacts
a. Planning for Gridlock: The transportation approach taken in the Subarea Plan “relies
heavily on the foundational principle that Bothell cannot build its way out of congestion.”
Draft Subarea Plan, p. 95. As a result, the Plan effectively plans for failure. The Plan
asserts that it is not feasible to build additional road capacity (either economically or
environmentally), so instead the stated approach is to let traffic become so bad that
drivers elect to take public transportation. At the same time, the Plan explains that the
City will have to deny new development applications that cannot meet concurrency
standards, undermining a core purpose of the Plan, which is to generate more
development/density. Draft Subarea Plan, p. 124. The City’s only proposed solution for
this quagmire is to drop the existing LOS standard from E to F, essentially planning for
failure. This is not an acceptable plan to the CPBCOA or other stakeholders (see
WSDOT’s comment letter, Sept. 11, 2020).
b. Private Roadways: The City currently has no plan to accept dedication of any of the
private internal streets in the Park. If the roads remain private, land use intensities in the
Park will be limited to the existing road capacity, which is well below the intensities
proposed by the Subarea Plan. The improvements necessary to implement the pedestrian
and bicycle connections envisioned in the Subarea Plan and implementing development
regulations will not be made if the roads remain private. This will have the effect of
reducing the assumed levels of transit ridership and internal trip capture, invalidating the
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reductions to trip generation in the traffic analysis of the Preferred Alternative evaluated
in the Planned Action Draft EIS (PADEIS).
Further, the City’s traffic analysis concluded that several roadways and intersections
within the Park will exceed available capacity under the Subarea Plan. See Memorandum
from Fehr & Peers to Bruce Blackburn, June 30, 2020, included in the PADEIS
Addendum. As a result, the City identified several roadway and intersection
improvements that will be needed in the Park. The City has not, however, identified any
viable plan for implementation of those improvements. The Planned Action Ordinance
(PAO) shifts the burden of completing broad-ranging and costly improvements described
in the PADEIS to project-proponents, to be completed on an ad hoc basis. Because the
roads are owned by the Association, and not the abutting property owners, most owners
will not be able to make the identified road improvements. Even if an individual
developer did have rights to construct these improvements, these are system
improvements and it is unrealistic to assume that any single redevelopment would bear
their cost. While aware of this problem, the City has not identified any viable solution.
Also, the City apparently has not landed on a vision for the road improvements within the
Park. The cross-sections proposed in the Subarea Plan (Draft Subarea Plan, p. 115-122)
differ substantially from the street cross sections in the proposed development regulations
(BMC 12.48.220) for the roadways. Both sections reduce vehicular capacity within the
Park by adding medians and on-street parking where they do not currently exist and
create conflicts with existing Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) for the
Park.
Overall, the City has not yet wrestled with or resolved these apparent problems in the
proposed Plan.
c. WSDOT’s Express Toll Lane (ETL) Project: The Associations has continuously
expressed its concerns to WSDOT and the City that the ETL project will make traffic
worse in the Park because the design includes insufficient capacity on 17th Ave SE and at
the 17th Ave SE /220th St SE and SR 527/220th St SE intersections. Further, WSDOT’s
modelling for the ETL project is fundamentally flawed. When WSDOT declined to
prepare the necessary modeling to understand the full effect of the ETL, CPBCOA
modeled the ETL and surrounding roadways using WSDOT’s data and provided the
results to WSDOT and the City. The results show the WSDOT ETL direct access ramp
interchange will exceed capacity on the day it opens in 2025 – long before adding the
additional traffic forecasted as a result of the Subarea Plan. Queuing during the PM peak
hour on 17th Ave SE will back up to the entrance of the Park and Ride and onto the ETL.
Properties and businesses along 17th Ave SE will lose their existing left turn
ingress/egress, significantly reducing the utility of these properties now and for future
redevelopment. So far, the City has not responded to this concern or additional analysis.
d. Cumulative Impacts: The City must analyze the cumulative impacts of growth within the
Subarea combined with traffic growth from the WSDOT ETL project and the planned
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Sound Transit (ST) Bus Base North. Both are reasonably foreseeable projects with
environmental review already underway. 2 The WSDOT ETL project is forecast to result
in failing intersections within the internal CPBC road network, and extreme cues at the
SR-527/220th St SE and 17th Ave SE/220th St SE intersections, which will become part
of the City’s public road system.
e. Design of 17th Ave SE: 17th Ave SE will serve as an exit ramp from I-405 with the ETL
Project. Assuming the ETL and the Sound Transit Bus Base North projects are
constructed, 17th Ave SE will carry enormous volumes of car, bus and truck traffic. The
actual functioning of this street will contrast starkly with the City’s vision of 17th Ave SE
as a pedestrian-oriented roadway. WSDOT’s proposed five-foot minimum planting strip
along 17th Ave SE is insufficient to provide effective traffic calming to create a safe and
comfortable pedestrian environment. The City’s vision for the 17th Ave SE corridor is
simply incompatible with the function of an ETL off-ramp.
f. Transportation Funding Sources: The City has not yet identified any funding sources for
the road improvements proposed as part of the Subarea Plan. Notably, the latest version
of the Subarea Plan includes reference to a new appendix, Appendix D: Transportation
Project Cost Estimates and Funding Sources, but that appendix has not been made
available for review. We are worried that implementation of the improvements identified
in the Subarea Plan is predicated on the City receiving grant funds from the Puget Sound
Regional Council based on the Regional Growth Center (RGC) designation. This seems
to be an untenable do-loop, where the City’s ability to retain the RGC is dependent on
transportation improvements that are only possible if the City retains the designation and
thereafter wins grant funds to enable those improvements.
g. Effectiveness of Alternative Transportation Mitigation: The Subarea Plan relies heavily
on single occupancy vehicle (SOV) alternative transportation strategies, largely
abandoning efforts to increase capacity to address anticipated traffic congestion. The
Comprehensive Plan currently contains numerous goals, policies and actions regarding
transit, Transportation Demand Management (TDM), and Transportation System
Management (TSM). These have not prevented the SR-527 and SR-524 corridors
degrading from LOS-E in 2035 under the existing Comprehensive Plan to LOS-F in 2043
under the No Action Alternative. Even if the City is able to achieve its vision, the
Canyon Park Subarea will remain primarily reliant on single occupancy vehicles (goal of
78% by 2043) that will be stymied by ever increasing gridlock. Draft Subarea Plan, p.
106.
2

WAC 197-11-792 (scope of EIS must consider cumulative impacts). Cumulative impacts are defined under NEPA
as “the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.” Gebbers v. Okanogan Cty. Pub. Util. Dist. No. 1, 144 Wn. App.
371, 381, 183 P.3d 324 (2008) (citing 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7). Impacts are “reasonably foreseeable” when they are
sufficiently likely to occur such that a person of ordinary prudence would take it into account in reaching decision.
Sierra Club v. Marsh, 976 F.2d 763, 767 (1st Cir.1992). See also State Environmental Policy Act Handbook,
Washington State Department of Ecology Publication #98-114 at 132 (2003) (“The EIS should look at how the
impacts of the proposal will contribute towards the total impact of development in the region over time.”)
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h. Insufficient Mitigation in the PAO: The PAO acknowledges inadequate road conditions
documented in the PADEIS and capital improvements necessary to support additional
growth under the Preferred Alternative. Instead of providing a framework to ensure
system-wide deficiencies will be appropriately and adequately mitigated, the PAO kicks
the can down the road and shifts the burden entirely on development at the projectspecific level. Bare cross-reference to the PADEIS does not provide guidance on how
the City intends to condition implementation of wide ranging improvements on project
proponents through the SEPA mitigation process. Moreover, the range of potential
mitigation measures mixes the Plan’s desired design standards (e.g., frontage
improvements and mid-block connections) with mitigation measures necessary to address
increased density. It remains unclear as to how the planned action mitigation process
aligns with the “Canyon Park Improvement Fees” described in Exhibit B-3, particularly
where many of the mitigation projects identified in the PADEIS are to be implemented on
private roads within the Park. Finally, we note that the PAO expressly acknowledges that
a TDM program still needs to be developed, notwithstanding that the PADEIS points to
TDM as a key component of the mitigation strategy.
2. Invalid No Action Alternative: The No Action Alternative violates existing Comprehensive
Plan policy TR-P2 regarding maintaining and achieving LOS E and policy TR-A13 regarding
LOS E and concurrency. The No Action Alternative must assume and demonstrate
compliance with the Comprehensive Plan. Since it does not, it is invalid, a strawman created
for the sole purpose of creating an artificial baseline against which the Preferred Alternative
favorable compares. Staff have responded to this concern by explaining that the
transportation improvements included in the Action Alternatives could also be added to the
No Action alternative; however, there has been no proposal to add the action alternative
transportation improvements to the No Action and no analysis of how this would affect
transportation in the subarea.
3. Development Regulations
a. Inconsistencies with CPBCOA CC&Rs: Several of the proposed development
regulations directly conflict with the CC&Rs for the CPBC. Where the development
regulations simply permit what the CC&Rs prohibit, the more restrictive provision will
control (with the result that residential is not permitted on many of the properties the City
has zoned for residential development). These conflicts are more problematic, however,
where the development regulations attempt to require as a condition of permit approval
something that the CC&Rs expressly prohibit. This applies to the development
regulations requiring on street parking. City staff has acknowledged that in the case of
such a conflict, the CC&Rs control. Nevertheless, the uncertainty and added time
required to sort through these conflicts will deter the exact development that the City
purports to want in the Subarea.
b. New Development and Design Standards: New development and design standards
proposed as part of the development regulations include: affordable housing requirements
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and fees, public open space requirements or fees in lieu, through block connections,
design review, and new trail/non-motorized improvements fee that has not been
quantified. These new standards will add significant cost and uncertainty to the
development process for properties in Canyon Park. The disincentives of cost and
uncertainty outweigh the limited incentives offered by reduced parking, undermining the
economic feasibility of the development envisioned by the Subarea Plan.
c. Haphazard Development: The Subarea Plan acknowledges that future development and
redevelopment within Canyon Park is likely to be slow and incremental. The CPBC, by
comparison, was developed as a cohesive campus with a consistent vision and set of
architectural controls. As properties within the Park begin to develop under the proposed
regulations, the Park will be transformed from a unified business park to a haphazard
mishmash of inconsistent architecture, partial road improvements, and through block
connections to nowhere (dead ending on adjoining properties that are not part of a
proposed redevelopment). Rather than implementing the City’s vision, this will
undermine it. The consultants have not offered any solutions to this problem, but instead
acknowledged that the mishmash could continue for several years or decades. This result
is directly contrary to the City’s stated goal of maintaining CPBC as an economic driver.
4. Economic Feasibility
a. Increased Costs of Development: The Subarea Plan relies extensively on private
developers to fund significant capital improvements to implement the City’s land use and
economic development goals for the Subarea. The City, however, has not yet calculated
the likely cost of these improvements or alternative fees (e.g., affordable housing, public
open space, through block connections, etc.). At the same time, the required
infrastructure improvements to support the new vision for the Subarea will likely result in
increased impact and/or in-lieu-of fees for transportation, parks, and stormwater. This
combination of additional costs in an area already struggling to make development
economically feasible will strangle precisely the type of growth that the Plan desires to
achieve.
b. Total Cost of the Plan: The Subarea Plan does not include a Capital Facility Plan (CFP)
or any plan for funding capital improvements and infrastructure. The Plan’s identified
project costs to the City do not even qualify as “back of the napkin” estimates (four
categories, starting at “under $500,000” and ending with “over $15,000,000”). Draft
Subarea Plan, p. 128. During earlier stages of the planning process, City staff and
consultants advised the Owners’ Association that the Subarea Plan would include a CFP
to identify estimated costs and means for funding traffic infrastructure and regional
stormwater facilities identified as necessary mitigation measures. At a minimum, the
Plan should include a Transportation Financing section consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan. 3 It is possible this is part of Appendix D, but again, that has not
been made available for review.
3

See, Imagine Bothell… Comprehensive Plan, Transportation Element at TR-31 (2015)

City of Bothell Planning
Commission

-7-

December 1, 2020

5. Questionable Benefits of the RGC Designation: The Association is skeptical of the benefits
of the RGC designation to current and future businesses, property owners, and residents. The
City has yet to identify any benefits previously received or anticipated to be gained by
maintaining the RGC designation. At this point, the Association sees primarily burdens in
the form of increased minimum densities and substantial improvement requirements without
a viable plan for managing the additional traffic generated by those increases.
Changes the Planning Commission Can Make Now
Despite these continuing valid concerns, the Association anticipates that the Planning
Commission will advance the Subarea Plan and implementing development regulations
presented by staff and the City’s consultant to the City Council. Before you do that, the
Association requests that you make two additional changes to the proposed development
regulations that would address some of the Association’s concerns:
•

Authorize Deferral of Certain Development Standards. Proposed requirements such as
through-block connections and trails rely on the redevelopment of adjoining lots for their
efficacy. If only one property redevelops at a time, the through-block and trail
requirements result in pathways to dead ends and roadways that require land consuming
turn arounds. To avoid this, we request a development regulation authorizing a property
owner/developer to defer constructing its portion of a through-block connection or trail
provided that the developer commits to the improvement when the adjoining property
also redevelops and it is possible to construct the complete connection. This has been a
successful strategy in other jurisdictions such as Renton.

•

Departures for CC&R Consistency. City staff acknowledge that in the case of a conflict
between the Park’s CC&Rs and the City’s development regulations, the CC&Rs would
control. We request that the Planning Commission direct staff to add a provision to
proposed BMC 12.48.030 expressly authorizing departures from the development
regulation in instances where the development standard conflicts with the Park’s CC&Rs.
This would memorialize the City’s understanding and provide owners and developers
within the Park with greater assurance that the City will implement the regulations
consistent with the statements that they have made during the Plan development process.

Thank you to the members of the Planning Commission for your efforts related to the
Subarea Plan update. As explained herein and in our prior correspondence, the Association
believes that much work (analysis and revision) remains to be completed before the Subarea Plan
and implementing regulations are ready for adoption or implementation. We request that the
Commission defer advancing the Plan and implementing regulations and direct staff to work
with us to address our continuing concerns. Recognizing that the Commission has previously
declined these requests (including two requests for joint study sessions with the Commission),
we request that the Planning Commission at minimum make the two additional revisions
requested above before voting to advance the Subarea Plan and implementing regulations to the
City Council.

City of Bothell Planning
Commission
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December 1, 2020

If you have any questions or comments regarding this letter, or any of our prior
correspondence, please let us know. As we have said and reiterate now, the Association is eager
to work with the City to develop a Plan that works for the City and the Park. Unfortunately, we
are not there yet.
Very truly yours,
VAN NESS FELDMAN LLP

Molly A. Lawrence
cc:

Canyon Park Business Center Owners’ Association, Board of Directors
Paul Byrne, Bothell City Attorney

EXHIBIT 32

EXHIBIT 33

To: City of Bothell Planning Commission and City Staff
From: Habitat Bank LLC.
RE: Wetland Mitigation Policies within the City of Bothell and Canyon Park Subarea Plans

We have been following the recent changes to the City of Bothell’s Shorelines Management and Critical Areas Codes
regarding wetland mitigation policies in the City of Bothell with regard to Mitigation Banks and In-Lieu fee programs.
Habitat Bank has worked in Washington State over the last 20 years with Federal, State, Local and Tribal authorities to
develop state certified mitigation and conservation bank projects, as well as other forms of compensatory mitigation
projects that address unavoidable losses to aquatic and critical areas within a respective watershed.
We are concerned that the City and Planning Commission is taking a regressive approach to wetland mitigation policies
Citywide and specifically in the current Canyon Park Subarea Plans. Current Best Available Science developed jointly by
state and federal agencies has moved away from prioritizing mitigation on-site, within a smaller sub-basin, or based on
an ecologically arbitrary political boundary. These approaches that the City has adopted have already created
unsustainable and ineffective mitigation projects that do not adequately compensate for a development project’s
impacts, especially over an extended period of time. There are numerous wetland enhancement projects across the City
that have been permitted over the last 20 years that have added up to a net-loss in wetland area and function, yet the
City seems to be doubling down on old mitigation policies, as other agencies such as the Department of Ecology and US
Army Corps of Engineers look to identify higher value mitigation projects using a “watershed approach” and increase the
inventory of high value functioning aquatic resource areas based on their Watershed Management Planning.
There is often very little opportunity to do anything else but “wetland enhancement” in an urban setting, especially on
site, in the back of a development project. “Wetland enhancement” is the least preferable option in the restoration
hierarchy according to Department of Ecology, yet the City seems willing to prioritize it over the use of watershed based
regional mitigation projects, such as a Mitigation Bank or In-lieu fee program which reestablish, create, or at the very
least, rehabilitate wetlands, streams, critical area buffers and riparian areas.
Prioritizing and promoting “wetland enhancement actions” for permanent wetland impacts guarantees a net-loss of
wetland area in the watershed. In wetland enhancement, there is no creation or reestablishment of wetland area. This is
counter to Washington State’s goal of “no-net loss” of both wetland area and wetland functions. Every time the City
permits a wetland enhancement project for direct wetland impacts, the Lake Washington-Sammamish Watershed is
losing wetland area. Over time these decisions add up to large losses of aquatic habitat. Regional Wetland Mitigation
Projects such as a mitigation bank address this very important problem by creating large interconnected aquatic
resource projects that add wetland, stream and critical areas back into the watershed’s inventory, meeting “no net loss”
standards.
There should be nothing stopping the City from doing high-quality wetland restoration projects and preserving high
value ecological assets within the City’s natural resource inventory, for the sake and benefit of restoration. However,
there is a big difference between “restoration for restoration’s sake” and using unhelpful mitigation policies to limit
ecologically preferable mitigation alternatives just to plant a wetland in a City park, or temporarily remove some invasive
Habitat Bank LLC.  PO BOX 354 Kirkland, WA 98083

species along a short-plat project. Mitigation must be ensured to adequately offset the lost and impacted wetland and
its functions. That high bar comes with standards that are predictable, measurable, and ultimately sustainable.
In the Planning Commission Agenda documents for the November 18th Planning Commission Meeting, the City’s own
professional wetland consultant recommends removing barriers in the City’s Shoreline Master Program and Critical
Areas Code for the use of regional mitigation projects such as Mitigation Banks and In-Lieu Fee Programs. This
recommendation was based on current best available science (some of which was documented in the memo). Yet, in the
same package of documents the Planning Commission is choosing to omit the “use of off-site mitigation bank projects
for the Canyon Park Sub-Area Plan”. This does not seem like an agenda that is congruent with best available science and
a healthy aquatic environment in the Lake Washington-Sammamish Watershed.
Mitigation banks and In-lieu fee programs such as the Keller Farm Mitigation Bank and King County Mitigation Reserves
Program went through years of technical analysis and review prior to certification. Both projects are directly addressing
the limiting factors for wetland functions and wetland dependent species, as identified in restoration planning
documents such as the WRIA-8 Chinook Salmon Conservation Plan. Without going into further technical reasons for the
support of mitigation banks and In-lieu fee programs at the watershed scale, there is a high level of detail both in the
technical documentation of these projects as well as the State process for review and approval.
After years of making progress in more effective and sustainable mitigation projects across Washington State and
specifically within the Puget Sound Region, it seems counterproductive to force permit applicants into inferior mitigation
projects that are not following current best available science and potentially contributing to the loss of wetland area and
function in WRIA-8.
If helpful, we would be happy to provide examples of previous mitigation projects in the City that were based on doing
wetland enhancement actions “on-site” that would now be considered by regulatory resource agencies as not meeting
their intended goals and objectives.

Sincerely,

Zach Woodward
Habitat Bank LLC.

Habitat Bank LLC.  PO BOX 354 Kirkland, WA 98083

EXHIBIT 34

CANYON PARK BUSINESS CENTER
OWNERS’ ASSOCIATION
December 1, 2020
City of Bothell City Council
c/o Laura Hathaway, Bothell City Clerk Michael Kattermann, Community Development
Director Bothell City Hall
18415 101th Ave NE
Bothell, WA 98011
Sent via email: Liam.Olsen@bothellwa.gov, Mason.Thompson@bothellwa.gov;
Davina.Duerr@bothellwa.gov; Jeanne.Zornes@bothellwa.gov;
Rosemary.McAuliffe@bothellwa.gov; James.McNeal@bothellwa.gov;
Tom.Agnew@bothellwa.gov; citycouncil@bothellwa.gov, cityclerk@bothellwa.gov
RE:

Public Hearing regarding Canyon Park Subarea Area Plan Update, Development
Regulations, and Planned Action Ordinance

Dear Mayor Liam Olsen and City Council Members:
I am the President of the Canyon Park Business Center Owners’ Association (CPBCOA
or Association) and am writing to express the Association’s significant concerns regarding the
proposed Canyon Park Subarea Plan update (Plan).
As you may know, the Canyon Park Business Center (CPBC or Park) was initially
developed in the mid-1980s and continued to expand through the mid-1990s to include nearly
400 acres north east of the I-405/SR 527 interchange. The Park is home to dozens of businesses,
including a combination of biotech (Seattle Genetics), manufacturing (Romac Industries),
medical (Pacific Medical) and community services (Canyon Hills Community Church), as well
as a new residential townhome community. CPBC makes up more than 65% of the area within
the designated Canyon Park Regional Growth Center (RGC). The Association represents all of
the owners of property within the Park.
The Association appreciates that the City has been working on this Plan for a number of
years, and that the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) has requested an update to maintain
consistency with their RGC designation criteria this year. But the Plan and corresponding
documents are not ready for adoption or implementation.
The Owners in the Park are very concerned about how this Plan will affect them and their
tenants. Despite numerous meetings with City staff and the consultant team, as well as extensive
participation before the Planning Commission, the City has not yet responded to many of the
owners’ substantive questions or concerns. The main concern of the owners and businesses
within the Park is increased traffic congestion without sufficient mitigation. Currently it can
take more than half an hour during the evening commute just to get out of the Park due to
congestion

on the SR 527 corridor. The Plan exacerbates that congestion without acknowledging, much less
resolving, this major impediment to growth.
We acknowledge that City staff have made efforts over the last several months to respond
to some of the CPBCOA’s concerns regarding issues unrelated to transportation. Several
important changes have been made to the minimum floor to area ratios (FARs) and development
standards to ensure that they do not stymie all new development within the Park in the next
several years. Those efforts are appreciated.
However, at the most basic level, the Plan, development regulations and Planned Action
Ordinance (PAO) need more work that should be completed now, before the Council takes
action. Significant revisions to these documents continue to come from the staff and consultant
team without adequate time for consideration and comment. Evidence that the Plan is not ready
for adoption include:
•
•

•

•
•

•

•

The Final EIS has not been issued.
The Plan is not clear regarding what transportation improvements will be provided, by
when and by whom. The “Implementation Plan” (Section 10) refers to transportation
improvements that need to be implemented, but the list of improvements in the
Implementation Plan does not match (or even properly cross reference) the improvements
mentioned in the transportation analysis earlier in the Plan (Section 9). There is no
analysis explaining when the improvements will be needed or how they will be funded to
confirm whether the proposed Implementation Plan is sufficient.
The Plan and the corresponding development regulations are not internally consistent –
e.g., the street sections for CPBC are shown one way in the Plan and another in the
development regulations. Both versions will reduce vehicular capacity in the Park and
conflict with the Park’s Covenants, Conditions and Restriction (CC&Rs).
Several of the proposed development regulations conflict with the CC&Rs for the CPBC.
City staff have responded that in those cases, the CC&Rs would control, but that is not
reflected anywhere in Plan or development regulations as of yet.
Critical additional development regulations remain to be drafted – e.g., the Plan and
implementing regulations require commercial development to pay an affordable housing
fee, but the City has yet to begin efforts to determine that fee. It is not possible for
owners and developers to weigh in on the validity of such a fee without any information
about the amount.
The Planned Action Ordinance (PAO) lacks specific direction for identifying appropriate
mitigation measures, particularly as it concerns transportation impacts. Mitigation
measures are largely addressed in the PAO by general cross-reference to the Canyon Park
Planned Action EIS. This process lacks adequate guard rails to ensure the sum of
developer-proposed mitigation measures mitigate the sum of impacts identified under the
Subarea Plan.
Elements of the Subarea Plan have not been made available for public review and
comment. For example, the November 23, 2020 draft of the Subarea Plan includes for
the first time an appendix regarding transportation project cost estimates and funding
sources, but that appendix is not available for review with the Subarea Plan materials.

Further, the City has not yet responded to the Association’s three fundamental
questions/concerns:
1. Why is the City attempting to force additional density in Canyon Park when the existing
transportation network is inadequate to accommodate the current transportation
demand?
The Plan openly acknowledges that there is no feasible plan to address the additional
gridlock that will be caused by increasing density (more than doubling the density from
18 activity units to 45 activity units by 2045) except waiting for traffic to get so bad that
people abandon their cars and adopt transit. Subarea Plan, p.95.
2. How does the City plan to address transportation impacts within the Canyon Park
Business Center while the roads remain privately owned? How does the City intend to
require owners to improve roads that they do not have legal rights to improve?
The Plan shows significant changes to the internal private road system within the CPBC,
including both City and developer-sponsored improvements. Although the CPBCOA has
been eager to dedicate the private spine roads to the City for some years, we have not yet
been able to reach agreement with the City staff on a process or requirements for
dedication. So long as the roads in the Park remain private, there is no path for the
majority of improvements required by the Plan to be implemented.
3. What are the costs of all the new infrastructure (roadways and stormwater) and design
requirements (open space, through block connections, façade requirements) and what is
the plan for funding?
The proposed development regulations pile on additional infrastructure improvements
and fees (including an undefined affordable housing fee) on property owners – and the
result remains a subarea crippled by traffic. The City’s own pro-forma analysis of
redevelopment prototypes in the RGC indicate that the vast majority of redevelopment is
not economically feasible.
We have been asking these questions for more than a year. While staff claims that
they’ve answered these questions, the Plan language itself demonstrates that these issues have
not been addressed, much less resolved.
Finally, it is worth noting that the Subarea Plan draws on WSDOT’s proposed ETL
project as part of its foundation. Traffic modeling completed by CBPCOA’s consultant (TENW)
establishes that the ETL is going to make traffic in the Park worse, not better. 1 The Draft EIS
for the Subarea Plan draws on WSDOT’s proposed ETL project without critical evaluation of
The CPCBOA has been working with WSDOT for more than a year to understand how the ETL exit directly into
the Park will affect traffic inside and outside of the Park. While the LOS standard appears acceptable, the modeling
“error codes” signal that additional analysis is needed to understand the true effects of the project – modeling which
WSDOT declined to complete. As a result, the Association hired its own consultants (Transportation Engineers
Northwest, TENW) to evaluate WSDOT’s analysis. The results show significant unaddressed impacts to the Park
and Subarea. We have provided this information to City staff but have not yet seen any analysis or response.

1

WSDOT’s conclusions about resulting traffic congestion. This raises significant doubts about
the validity of the transportation analysis in the EIS. The City will inherit 17th Ave SE and the
intersection at 17th Ave SE and 220th St SE, which will be overcapacity upon opening of the
ETL, before any of the additional density proposed as part of the Plan. TENW’s modeling
shows vehicles queued on the expanded 17th Ave SE back to I-405 trying to exit through the
Park. This is not acceptable and should not be ignored in the Subarea Planning process.
We acknowledge the City’s desire for the Canyon Park subarea to remain a designated
RGC, and in turn, the urgency with which the City believes the Plan must be adopted. However,
we implore the Council to address the obvious structural deficiencies in the Plan before adopting
it. We contacted the PSRC and learned that the PSRC could grant the City more time to
complete the Subarea Plan update if requested, provided that the City continues to make
progress. There is no reason to rush this Plan to adoption. If you submit the Plan as currently
proposed, it is hard to imagine how the PSRC will be able to deem the Plan compliant with the
RGC standards.
We recognize that the Canyon Park Subarea has been a designated RGC since 1995. We
note that during the first 20 years of the designation, the City was able to maintain the RGC
designation without objection from the CPBCOA. The currently proposed update, however,
represents a stark turn from prior collaborative efforts between the City and the Association, and
many owners view the Plan – particularly the additional density without corresponding traffic
improvements – as an existential threat to the viability of the Park.
Again, the CPBCOA represents the owners of more than 65% percent of the land area in
the proposed RGC boundary. We have submitted more than half a dozen substantive comment
letters to the City, and CPBCOA representatives have appeared at more than a dozen meetings
with City staff, public hearings, and Planning Commission meetings regarding the Plan. We
have met with our owners and key tenants repeatedly throughout the Subarea Plan process. The
concerns expressed in this letter are the concerns that the owners and tenants have expressed.
We hope that the City will not adopt the Plan over the objection of 65% of the owners. As in the
past, we are eager to work with the City to address and resolve our concerns so that the Plan can
move ahead.
Respectfully,

Karen Martinez
President, Canyon Park Business Owners Association
cc:

Canyon Park Business Center Owners’ Association, Board of Directors
Molly Lawrence, VNF
Paul Byrne, Bothell City Attorney
Michael Kattermann, Bothell Community Development Director
18912 North Creek Parkway, Suite 209, Bothell, Washington 98011
Phone (425) 424-6391

EXHIBIT 35
My name is Kim Berg and I’m a board member of the Canyon Park Business Center Owners
Association. The Owners Association has been engaged with the City on the Canyon Park
Subarea Plan update since 2018.
Despite numerous meetings and submitted comments, the City has not yet responded to the
Owners Association’s three fundamental questions/concerns:
1. Why is the City attempting to force additional density in Canyon Park when the existing
transportation network is inadequate to accommodate the current transportation
demand?
The Plan openly acknowledges that there is no feasible plan to address the additional
gridlock that will be caused by increasing density (more than doubling the density from 18
activity units to 45 activity units by 2045) except waiting for traffic to get so bad that people
abandon their cars and adopt transit.
2. How does the City plan to address transportation impacts within the Canyon Park
Business Center while the roads remain privately owned? How does the City intend to
require owners to improve roads that they do not have legal rights to improve?
The Plan shows significant changes to the internal private road system within the Business
Center including both City and developer-sponsored improvements. So long as the roads in
the Park remain private, there is no path for the majority of improvements required by the
Plan to be implemented.
3. What are the costs of all the new infrastructure (roadways and stormwater) and design
requirements (open space, through block connections, façade requirements) and what is
the plan for funding?
The proposed development regulations pile on additional infrastructure improvements and fees
(including an undefined affordable housing fee) on property owners – and the result remains a
subarea crippled by traffic.
We have been asking these questions for more than a year. The Plan language itself
demonstrates that these issues have not been addressed, much less resolved.
I urge City Council to address the concerns of the Owners Association and local businesses
before you approve the Canyon Park Subarea Plan update.

EXHIBIT 36

EXHIBIT 37
From: Jim Shadley <jshadley@cliseproperties.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 8, 2020 4:28 PM
To: City Council Distribution List <CityCouncil@bothellwa.gov>; City Clerk <CityClerk@bothellwa.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Canyon Park Business Center
Hello All,
My name is Jim Shadley and I’m on the board of the Canyon Park Business Center Owners Association.
The Canyon Park Business Center comprises 65% of the area within the proposed Canyon Park Regional
Growth Center.
The Canyon Park Business Center Owners Association represents all of the owners in the Business
Center.
Increased traffic congestion and commute delays are the main concerns of Canyon Park owners and
businesses in Canyon Park. The proposed Plan update increases density in Canyon Park by 50% without
sufficient mitigation for increased traffic.
Currently it can take more than half an hour during the evening commute just to get out of the Canyon
Park due to congestion on the SR 527 corridor. The Plan exacerbates that congestion without
acknowledging the impact on local businesses, employees, customers and visitors in Canyon Park.
Additionally, critical additional development regulations remain to be drafted and have not been made
available for public review or comment. For example the proposed Plan requires businesses to pay an
affordable housing fee, but the City has yet to begin efforts to determine that fee.
Evidence that the Plan is not ready for adoption include:
• The Final EIS has not been issued.
•

The Plan is not clear regarding what transportation improvements will be provided, by when
and by whom.

•

Several of the proposed development regulations conflict with the CC&Rs for the CPBC.

•

The Planned Action Ordinance (PAO) lacks specific direction for identifying appropriate
mitigation measures, particularly as it concerns transportation impacts.

I urge the City Council to delay approval of the Canyon Park Subarea Plan update until questions and
concerns from the Owners Association have been resolved.

Jim Shadley
Vice President-Operations
CLISE PROPERTIES
1700 Seventh Avenue | Suite 1800
Seattle, WA 98101
Office: 206.623.7500 | Fax: 206.624.8379
www.cliseproperties.com
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To: City Council Distribution List; City Clerk
Cc: Michael Kattermann

Stop! Look! Think before you click! This message originated from outside the City of Bothell
network. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments.

Dear City of Bothell Mayor and Councilmembers,
Wishing you a Happy Holiday, and hoping all is well with you and your family members
in this very challenging year.
I am writing you regarding the proposed 2020 Canyon Park Code and Comp Plan
Amendments.
This plan, though perhaps well intended, just will not work.
Please take the time to read the public comments. They are filled with similar
comments and concerns. There is fraught little staff response to the contrary to be
found in your agenda packet. There is absolutely no ground swell to approve these
amendments. So what is the hurry to approve them, especially at this late hour?
Comp Plan Amendments are keenly important, and you just had one study session.
And now this question comes to you at the end of December, asking for your approval
on the same night as the Public Hearing? What is wrong with this process? This is
essentially asking you to rubber stamp these amendments, without the ability to refine
them in response to the public or to your concerns! There is nothing else in the Comp
Plan Docket, so no harm to pushing it into next years.
There is already significant traffic congestion in this area, but this plan does not
address the current situation, let alone the significant increase this plan will generate.
There are many comments by the Canyon Park Business Park Owners and Board that
these regulations are in conflict with their CC&Rs.
Please at least take the time to read page 134 of the public comments:
1. Transportation Impacts
a. Planning for Gridlock: The transportation approach taken in the Subarea Plan “relies
heavily on the foundational principle that Bothell cannot build its way out of
congestion.” Draft Subarea Plan, p. 95. As a result, the Plan effectively plans for failure.
The Plan asserts that it is not feasible to build additional road capacity (either
economically or environmentally), so instead the stated approach is to let traffic
become so bad that drivers elect to take public transportation. At the same time, the
Plan explains that the City will have to deny new development applications that cannot
https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?version=20201207002.04&popoutv2=1
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Roger M. Belanich
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22020 - 17th Ave. S.E., Suite 200, Bochell, Washington 98021 (425) 485-4850 or (206) 623-6230 FAX (425) 483-1811

December 14, 2020

Mayor Liam Olsen
Bothell City Hall
18 415 l0P1 Avenue NE
Bothell, WA 98011
Re:

Canyon Park Subarea Ordinance

Dear Mayor Olsen and Council Members:
I am the founder of the Canyon Park Business Center. Since 198 4 I have been actively involved
with the Business Center as a generator for jobs and economic opportunities in Bothell. Last
week I submitted a letter expressing my sincere and significant concerns regarding the Subarea
Plan and its implementing regulations. I continue to believe that the City should not adopt the
Subarea Plan update until the City has addressed several key issues outlined in my prior letter
(attached).
That said, to the extent the Council chooses to continue with the Subarea Plan update over the
objections of owners within Canyon Park, I would like to thank the City for including the
"transition period" vesting provision in the Subarea Plan regulations (BM C 12 . 48 .0l0C), which
permits applicants who previously went through a preapplication process to vest their projects to
the current regulations provided that the applicant submits a permit application by September 30,
202 1. That provision will enable me to move ahead with a 350+ unit apartment project in the
Canyon Park Business Center ( east of Bothell Everett Highway between 2 14th Street SE and
220th Street SE). As the Manager for CP Duck Blind, LLC, I submitted a preapplication request
and completed the preapplication process for this multifamily residential project in March
2018. With the inclusion of proposed BM C 12 .48.0l0C, I will be able to move ahead with my
plans for that project under the current development regulations and not be subject to the new
requirements imposed as part of the Subarea Plan. Without this provision, my project would not
be technically or financially feasible. I appreciate the City's flexibility in recognizing the need to
except some development from the new standards.
Respectfully submitted,
�

Roger Belanich
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EXHIBIT 41
Good Evening City Council Members
My name is Eric Culton and I’m the area supervisor for our McDonald’s franchise in
Canyon Park.
I am here to raise concern about the proposed Subarea Update Plan, which calls for
doubling density in the Park yet fails to deal with the increased traffic gridlock that
will occur.
The Canyon Park Business Center Owners Association has expressed traffic concerns
related to the Subarea Update Plan and we share these same concerns.
Traffic is already a huge issue for our business impacting both our employees and
customers. The business park already faces challenges for people leaving the area. We
operate knowing our evening business will be limited due to the severe congestion
with the traffic lights on Bothell Everett highway between exiting 405 traffic and the
524/527 intersection.
In our opinion as a small business operator, we interpret the proposed Subarea plan as
simply sweeping a mess under the bed and calling it a solution to a growing problem.
Without further detail this plan will not alleviate traffic but rather shift cars in queue
into a “holding area” on 17th. The business park was not designed to facilitate the kind
of traffic that could develop with this plan nor are we in a position to incur additional
costs that could potentially arise if we were to cope with unneeded gridlock.
Before the City Council approves the Canyon Park Subarea Plan update, I ask that
you propose solutions on how the City will deal with a spike in traffic in the Park.
Please listen to the business community and those who want to see Canyon Park
thrive in a responsible way.
Thank you for your time this evening
Eric Culton
Supervisor, DEN-TRI Co. McDonald’s d.b.a.

EXHIBIT 42
City Council Members:
My name is Dawnelle Stetz and I’m with Carbine Creek Holdings, owner of Canyon Park 7 & 8.
I share the traffic concerns of the Canyon Park Business Center Owners’ Association. I am
concerned about the impact of increased traffic and congestion on tenants, businesses and their
employees and customers.
The Plan will double density in Canyon Park yet here is no feasible strategy to address the
additional gridlock that will be caused by increasing density. Traffic will get worse than it already
is.
Why is the City seeking to force additional density into the Subarea when it is not yet able to
accommodate the traffic that already exists there?
I urge you not to approve this Plan tonight and to instead direct Staff to revisit several issues with
the business community before coming back to you.
There is no rush here.
Let’s get this right.
Thank you for your consideration.

EXHIBIT 43
Good Evening City Council Members,
My name is Adrian Stroescu and I’m Regional VP of Operations with Extended Stay America in
Canyon Park.
We share the traffic concerns related to the Subarea Plan update expressed by the Canyon Park
Business Center Owners Association.
The Plan calls for doubling density in the Park yet lacks sufficient strategies to deal with the
increased traffic.
Increased traffic and inadequate traffic mitigation in the Plan will create more gridlock and
impact our employees, guests and visitors.
We are particularly concerned that Traffic congestion and gridlock will be exacerbated for
businesses like ours located on 17th Avenue SE.
In addition to the traffic impacts from the Subarea Plan update, WSDOT is planning to construct
a toll lane exit from I-405 that will bring an additional 1,000 cars per hour onto 17th Avenue and
into the Business Park during peak times.
The cumulative impacts of these two projects will be significant for our business and for every
organization and business on 17th Avenue.
I am concerned that our employees, guest and visitors will face even more congestion and
gridlock than they do today.
I am concerned that our employees, guests and visitors will have difficulties with ingress and
egress into our parking lot due to congestion and gridlock on 17th Avenue.
I am concerned that more gridlock will lead to cut-through traffic and impact public safety in
the Park.
Before the City Council approves the Canyon Park Subarea Plan update I urge you to evaluate
the cumulative impacts of both the WSDOT I-405 Toll Lane project and the Canyon Park
Subarea Plan update.
Thank you.
Adrian Stroescu

EXHIBIT 44

City Council Members;
My name is Karen Parham and Anchor Health Properties. I’m the Property Manager for the
Woodlands Medical Plaza located in Canyon Park Business Center.
I share the traffic concerns of the Canyon Park Business Center Owners Association. I am
concerned about the impact of increased traffic and congestion on our employees and visitors.
We have upwards of 600 patients a day that visit Pacific Medical Center alone, only ONE of the
medical tenants in this building, not to mention the patients visiting Evergreen Health and
Western Washington Medical Group.
The Plan will double density in Canyon Park yet here is no feasible strategy to address the
additional gridlock that will be caused by increasing density - except waiting for traffic to get so
bad that people abandon their cars and adopt transit. The patients that visit this building come
from all over the area and will not adopt transit.
Why is the City seeking to force additional density into the Subarea when it is not yet able to
accommodate the traffic that already exists there? I urge City Council to address these concerns
of the business community before you approve the Canyon Park Subarea Plan update.
I urge you not to approve this Plan tonight and to instead direct Staff to revisit several issues
with the business community before coming back to you.
There is no rush here.
Let’s get this right.
Thank you for your consideration

Karen Parham| Property Manager
1909 214th Street SE | Suite 101 | Bothell, WA 98021
T: 425.218.8449 | C: 425.218.7951

EXHIBIT 45
My name is Kim Berg and I’m a board member of the Canyon Park Business Center Owners
Association. The Owners Association has been engaged with the City on the Canyon Park
Subarea Plan update since 2018.
Despite numerous meetings and submitted comments, the City has not yet responded to the
Owners Association’s three fundamental questions/concerns:
1. Why is the City attempting to force additional density in Canyon Park when the existing
transportation network is inadequate to accommodate the current transportation
demand?
The Plan openly acknowledges that there is no feasible plan to address the additional
gridlock that will be caused by increasing density (more than doubling the density from18
activity units to 45 activity units by 2045) except waiting for traffic to get so bad that people
abandon their cars and adopt transit.
2. How does the City plan to address transportation impacts within the Canyon Park
Business Center while the roads remain privately owned? How does the City intend to
require owners to improve roads that they do not have legal rights to improve?
The Plan shows significant changes to the internal private road system within the Business
Center including both City and developer-sponsored improvements. So long as the roads in
the Park remain private, there is no path for the majority of improvements required by the
Plan to be implemented.
3. What are the costs of all the new infrastructure (roadways and stormwater) and design
requirements (open space, through block connections, façade requirements) and what is
the plan for funding?
The proposed development regulations pile on additional infrastructure improvements and fees
(including an undefined affordable housing fee) on property owners – and the result remains a
subarea crippled by traffic.
We have been asking these questions for more than a year. The Plan language itself
demonstrates that these issues have not been addressed, much less resolved.
I urge City Council to address the concerns of the Owners Association and local businesses
before you approve the Canyon Park Subarea Plan update.

EXHIBIT 46
Good Evening City Council Members.
This is Karen Martinez, President of the Canyon Park Business Center
Owners Association.
I commented on the proposed Canyon Park Subarea Plan update at the
last City Council meeting.
I expressed concerns from the business community about increased
traffic congestion and gridlock due to the Subarea Plan update.
Existing businesses and their employees, customers, and visitors will
face more gridlock, longer commutes, and congestion.
This Plan will hurt our business community unless changes are made to
it.
I also expressed business concerns that the Plan is incomplete and not
ready to be approved by City Council.
As an example, critical development regulations remain to be drafted –
such as the affordable housing fee and the plan for proposed
transportation improvements
I am here tonight to ask one final time that the City Council delay
approving the Plan and direct staff to continue to work with us on our
concerns.
We are in favor of growth and development.
But let’s get this right.
There’s no need to rush the approval of this plan.
Let’s sit down together and work on this Plan.

Let’s make sure that it works for all the stakeholders in Canyon Park.
I’m confident that we can do this together.
Thank you for your time and for considering our concerns and request.

Public Comment Sign-Up (Verbal or Written)

EXHIBIT 47

PLEASE READ BEFORE SUBMITTING FORM: If you wish to provide verbal or
written public comment at the next *Virtual* City Council meeting, please fill out this
form and submit no later than 3:00 PM the day of the meeting. Once received,
directions for how to participate remotely will be sent to you via email. Written
comments will be forwarded to Council and submitted as part of the record.
I would like to:

Submit Written Comment (below)

If requesting to speak,
please list what Agenda Bill
#'s you wish to speak on, or
if it is comment on a topic
not related to the agenda.

Written comment

If submitting written
comments, please type
them here (limited to 500
characters) or upload
below.

Part 1
Good Evening City Council Members,
My name is Pat Farmer and own JCP Pizza. We own and
operate 25 of stores in the region and our main store in Canyon
Park. I am here today to state that we share the same traffic
concerns of the Canyon Park Business Center Owners
Association. While I am in support of regional growth, I believe
it needs to be in a responsible manner that is good for
businesses in the area. The traffic has been a nightmare since
the late 90's in the area.
In our line of work, it is very difficult to deliver food to customers
already in a timely manner. All of my surrounding stores deliver
in 20 min on average. The store at Thrasher's Corner is on
average 26-30 min. While this doesn't seem like a large jump, it
is very significant that customers are not getting the same
experience as their peers in different parts of the city.
We’re also concerned about the proposed affordable housing
fee and the impact it will have on local businesses.
When so many local businesses are struggling due to COVID19, this fee, which is undefined and will be decided at a later
date by City Council, is the last thing that we need to worry
about.
I ask that the City Council NOT approve the Canyon Park
Subarea Plan update until the traffic concerns brought forward
by the Owners Association are resolved and the proposed fees
on businesses are defined and the business community and
owners, like myself, may have some input.

OR upload your comment
document here:

Field not completed.

First and Last Name

Pat Farmer

Address

Field not completed.

Phone Number

3605816903

Email Address

Pat.f@jpcpizza.com

PLEASE NOTE:
Verbal comments will be limited to 3 minutes. The Mayor may interrupt comments
that continue too long, relate negatively to other individuals, or are otherwise
inappropriate. No speaker may convey or donate their time for speaking to another
speaker. The Mayor has the authority to preserve order at all meetings of the
Council, and to cause the removal of any person from any meeting for disorderly

Public Comment Sign-Up (Verbal or Written)
PLEASE READ BEFORE SUBMITTING FORM: If you wish to provide verbal or
written public comment at the next *Virtual* City Council meeting, please fill out this
form and submit no later than 3:00 PM the day of the meeting. Once received,
directions for how to participate remotely will be sent to you via email. Written
comments will be forwarded to Council and submitted as part of the record.
I would like to:

Submit Written Comment (below)

If requesting to speak,
please list what Agenda Bill
#'s you wish to speak on, or
if it is comment on a topic
not related to the agenda.

AB # 20 – 171

If submitting written
comments, please type
them here (limited to 500
characters) or upload
below.

I’m with Engineered Equip in Canyon Park.
I share the traffic concerns of others. I'm concerned about the
impact of increased traffic and congestion on our employees
and visitors.
The Plan will double density in Canyon Park. Why is the City
seeking to force additional density into the Subarea when it is
not yet able to accommodate the traffic that already exists
there? I urge City Council to address these concerns of the
business community before you approve the Canyon Park
Subarea Plan update.

OR upload your comment
document here:

Field not completed.

First and Last Name

Allison Dutton, Engineered Equipment

Address

22121 17th AVE SE #114, Bothell 98021

Phone Number

425-686-1492

Email Address

adutton@engineeredequip.com

Public Comment Sign-Up (Verbal or Written)
PLEASE READ BEFORE SUBMITTING FORM: If you wish to provide verbal or
written public comment at the next *Virtual* City Council meeting, please fill out this
form and submit no later than 3:00 PM the day of the meeting. Once received,
directions for how to participate remotely will be sent to you via email. Written
comments will be forwarded to Council and submitted as part of the record.
I would like to:

Submit Written Comment (below)

If requesting to speak,
please list what Agenda Bill
#'s you wish to speak on, or
if it is comment on a topic
not related to the agenda.

Canyon Park Subarea Plan

If submitting written
comments, please type
them here (limited to 500
characters) or upload
below.

I'm CEO of Kinesis Corp, a small mfg company that has been
in the CP business park for over 25 years. Employees drive to
and from our bldg as well as large trucks for deliveries and
pickups. I request that the city defer any final approval of the
plan until more study and solutions can be added for traffic
mitigation and mass transit. It is already gridlock in the morning
and late afternoon trying to enter Canyon Park on 220th. BRT
is not enough, need light rail plus jitney svc inside bus park.

OR upload your comment
document here:

Field not completed.

First and Last Name

Will Hargreaves

Address

22030 20th Ave SE, Ste 102

Phone Number

425-466-5561

Email Address

will@kinesis.com

Public Comment Sign-Up (Verbal or Written)
PLEASE READ BEFORE SUBMITTING FORM: If you wish to provide verbal or
written public comment at the next *Virtual* City Council meeting, please fill out this
form and submit no later than 3:00 PM the day of the meeting. Once received,
directions for how to participate remotely will be sent to you via email. Written
comments will be forwarded to Council and submitted as part of the record.
I would like to:

Submit Written Comment (below)

If requesting to speak,
please list what Agenda Bill
#'s you wish to speak on, or
if it is comment on a topic
not related to the agenda.

Comment

If submitting written
comments, please type
them here (limited to 500
characters) or upload
below.

I oppose the Canton Subarea Plan proposed by the council. I
am a business owner in Canyon Park Business Center for 11
years

OR upload your comment
document here:

Field not completed.

First and Last Name

Gayle Cox

Address

22118 20th Ave SE, Suite 123, Bothell 98021

Phone Number

425-486-8670

Email Address

Sales@coxprintingandsigns.com

I vote NO

EXHIBIT 48

My name is Jim Shadley and I’m on the board of the Canyon Park Business Center Owners Association.
The Canyon Park Business Center comprises 65% of the area within the proposed Canyon Park Regional
Growth Center.
The Canyon Park Business Center Owners Association represents all of the owners in the Business
Center.
Increased traffic congestion and commute delays are the main concerns of Canyon Park owners and
businesses in Canyon Park. The proposed Plan update doubles density in Canyon Park without sufficient
mitigation to deal with the increased traffic.
Currently it can take more than half an hour during the evening commute just to get out of the Canyon
Park due to congestion on the SR 527 corridor. The Plan exacerbates that congestion without
acknowledging the impact on local businesses, employees, customers and visitors in Canyon Park.
Additionally, critical additional development regulations remain to be drafted and have not been made
available for public review or comment. For example the proposed Plan requires businesses to pay an
affordable housing fee, but the City has yet to begin efforts to determine that fee.
The Plan is also not clear regarding what transportation improvements will be provided, by when and by
whom and several of the proposed development regulations conflict with the CC&Rs for the Park
I urge the City Council to delay approval of the Canyon Park Subarea Plan update until questions and
concerns from the Owners Association have been resolved.

