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CHAPTER 4
COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

This chapter of the Campus Master Plan Final EIS (Final EIS) contains comments received on the
Campus Master Plan Draft EIS (Draft EIS), and provides responses to the comments.

Nineteen (19) letters with comments regarding the Draft EIS, and the analysis of environmental
impacts were received during the public comment period on the Draft EIS. Each letter is included

Campus Master Plan Final EIS 4-1 Comment Letters and Responses






Letter 1

May 2, 2017 City of Bothell

Julie Blakeslee -

Environmental and Land Use Planner
Capital Planning and Development
The University of Washington

Box 352205

Seattle, WA 98195-2205

Dear Julie Blakeslee
Environmental and Land Use Planner

Re: City of Bothell Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the University of
Washington Bothell / Cascadia College Campus Master Plan

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
for the University of Washington Bothell / Cascadia College Campus Master Plan. This letter
transmits the City’s comments, which are compiled in the attachment to this letter.

Please note that the City has tried to confine its comments to the content of the DEIS and
recognizes that issues associated with a possible future development agreement, such as the
disposition of existing Planned Unit Development conditions of approval, will be the subject of
further discussions.

Sincerely,

Crowrtga—Q

Gary Hasseler

Development Services Manager / SEPA Responsible Official
Department of Community Development

City of Bothell

18415 101st Avenue NE

Bothell, WA 98011

Gary.hasseler@bothellwa.gov

Cc.  Tom Burdett, Community Development Director
Erin Leonhart, Public Works Director
Henry Simon, Deputy Police Chief
Butch Noble, Fire Marshall
Eddie Low, Deputy Public Works Director / City Engineer
Don Fiene, Utilities Services Manager
Dave Boyd, Senior Planner
Dave Phelps, Senior Civil Engineer
Wasim Khan, Transportation Engineer

LIACD_SharelUWB CCIUWE CC EIS\UWB CC Draft EIS Comment Letter May 22017 Community Development
9654 NE 182nd St.
Bothell, WA 98011

www.ci.bothell.wa.us

Printed on 100 % Post-Consumer Recycled Paper



City of Bothell
Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the University of Washington Bothell (UWB) / Cascadia College (CC)
Campus Master Plan

The following comments have been grouped according to the City department originating the
comment, since we believe this may provide some practical utility for ongoing future discussions
between the City and the UWB / CC.

Community Development (by DEIS page number, except for introductory comments)
General comments on the development alternatives:

Alternative 1 (Southward Growth) could encourage more access from the south, reducing
impacts to Beardslee and other City streets. It would be expected to encourage more pedestrian
and bicycle traffic to the downtown core via Valley View, emphasizing mitigating efforts to
improve that as a non-motorized connection (though improvements are desired for all
alternatives).

Alternative 2 (Central Growth) should also be developed to encourage more vehicular access
from the south.

Alternative 3 (Northward Growth) might encourage more vehicular traffic from the north, which
should be mitigated. It would create more pedestrian and bicycle traffic to the downtown core
(and to Beardslee Crossing), emphasizing mitigating efforts to improve those non-motorized
connections connection (though improvements are desired for all alternatives). While this
stronger connection to the downtown core has positive aspects concentrating development
toward Beardslee Boulevard would alter the Downtown Plan’s Community Vision for that
corridor, perhaps requiring a Plan amendment along with the anticipated Code amendments.

1-4 It would be useful to have a map showing the development areas before the
document starts referencing them.

1-5 Does Scenario B keep the off-campus facilities at the Med/Dental building and
Beardslee Crossing?

1-6,7&8 Descriptions claim retaining existing open space, but surely some would be
replaced with buildings.

1-7 Add “s” to “measure” in 3" paragraph of Alt. 2

1-8 It seems odd that one of the lower development scenarios (3) is paired with the
highest parking option.

1-10 What is 0.16 acre wetland filled in Areas C and D of Alt. 37

1-15& 16 First 3.8 - Aesthetics row under Scenario B states that “development would occur

without an overall plan for the campus,” but wouldn’t the current campus master
plan be used in this scenario?

1
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1-20

1-24

1-28

1-29

1-33

2-6

2-9

2-15
2-17& 18

Under Scenario B views “on” campus are referenced, while under Alts. 1-3 views
“t0” the campus and new campus development and where they would be
“afforded” are referenced. What is more important seems to be how views both
from and to campus will be affected.

Add “in” after “increase” in “fire services” and “police services” rows under Alt. 1.

Address bike and pedestrian routes and traffic off campus that would increase
due to growth and increased student housing.

Only Alt 2 provides sufficient capacity for future transit growth? Need to address
other issues, such as turn-arounds?

Do Alts 2 and 3 have greater traffic impacts just because they have fewer resident
students? And why doesn’t the extra parking in Alt 3 differentiate it from Alt 2 re
traffic volumes?

Why are LOS and delays at campus accesses lower for Alts 1-3 than for Scenario
B?

Why does Scenario B have 4600-6600 parking spaces, instead of the PUD’s
4200-66007?

Check that reference to tree retention / replacement in BMC isn’t being changed
as part of 2017 Code Amendments.

First bullet reads “Increases in density.. would be minimized..” - should read
“Impact of increased density...”

Address potential Joint Use Agreement for recreation and open space facilities
with City and NSD here?

Should say the Beardslee dedication would extend along the expansion area
frontage.

Need to address multimodal improvements along Beardslee/185™" and Valley
View, especially in light of campus growth and addition of student housing.

A larger version of the 1995 Campus Master Plan would be good.
Current (2016) split is 65% UWB, 35% CC
Mobility objectives should address pedestrian and bicycle connections.

Proposal increases height from 4 floors and 45’ to 65 w/ no floor limit in
expansion area. By including the Development Reserve in area C and a portion
of the existing campus in area D, there is no good way to maintain the current
(and PAEIS studied) heights in the expansion area. The current 3-floor/35’
overlay across Beardslee from this area means there could be a significant
difference in built form from one side to the other along this portion of Beardslee.
This will likely require amending the Planned Action Ordinance, since it specifies
building heights in the former GDC district that comprises the expansion area.

2
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2-19, Fig. 2-5
2-33

3.3-2&3
3.3-5, Fig. 3.3-1

3.3-7&8

3.6-1

3.6-3, Fig. 3.6-1

3.6-4

3.6-5

Why no landscape buffer at cemetery in Alts 1 and 3?

Deferral of construction impacts is listed as a benefit of deferring implementation
of the CMP, but even Scenario B would have significant construction impacts.

It would be good to have a map showing the wetlands identified here.

Colors on the map don’t match the legend, and there appears to be a third color
on the west edge of area A that isn’t in the legend.

Seems the extraordinary nighttime population of crows in the wetland area
deserves more mention.

Opening statement under Existing Campus should read “..campus is located in
the east part of the Downtown Subarea..” or “..campus is located to the east of
Bothell’'s downtown core...”

Some existing uses missing or mislabeled (see below).

Wetland
Restoratiph

In description of area A, add “single family” before “residential” in description of
area to the west.

Description of area C implies that it is the only area adjacent to single family
residences - see above comment - and doesn’t mention MF residences to the
west, across 108,

Typo in last sentence under Development Area C: Maintenance

3
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3.6-7

3.6-9

3.6-22

3.6-29

3.6-30

3.7-13

3.10-9

3.12-3

3.12-19

Specify whether the Chase House is in its original location.

First line under Surrounding Area should read “..campus is located in the east
part of the Downtown Subarea...” or “..campus is located to the east of Bothell’'s
downtown core...”

27 paragraph should read “..zoning classification...” and the Downtown Plan has
been amended more than the one cited in Jan. 2011 (also 3/18/2014, 7/15/2014,
9/2/2014 and 9/7/2016).

2" paragraph under Surrounding Area should read “..zoning classification...”

3 bullet in 18t section under 3.6.5 should read “City of Bothell Downtown
Subarea Plan and Regulations”. Add City of Bothell Design and Construction
Standards and Specifications.

Heading should read “City of Bothell Downtown Subarea Plan and Regulations”.
The Downtown Plan has been amended more than the one cited in Jan. 2011
(also 3/18/2014, 7/15/2014, 9/2/2014 and 9/7/2016).

2" sentence should read “...various districts based the-on the types of land uses
that are envisioned for the future (i.e., Downtown Core District, Downtown
Neighborhood District, SR 522 Corridor District, etc.)

Mitigation Measures: Additional student housing will create additional need for
pedestrian improvements between the campus and downtown services. The
campus should contribute to improvements in pedestrian connections along both
Beardslee/185" and Valley View as mitigation, and in the case of Valley View, to
more fully meet the PUD condition.

Relocation or demolition of the Truly House would require compliance with the
measures in BMC 22.28.060 for buildings on the historic inventory.

Fig. 3.12-2 shows a continuous shared use trail across 1-405 on NE 195", but the
trail is interrupted in that section, requiring cyclists to share the road or sidewalk.
Portions of the North Creek Trail to the north of 195" are unpaved and in need of
improvement to truly function as a regional trail.

Transportation mitigation measures, generally referenced as part of a
Transportation Management Program, should include working with the City,
North Creek Business Park and others to develop improved bicycle and
pedestrian connections to campus from all directions, as well as consideration of
additional subsidies of the U-Pass, including joint promotion of Bothell business.

Police (by DEIS page number)

1.14

Student Housing: This would likely create a significant increase for police
responses ranging from minor theft cases to domestic violence type issues.
While Husky Village provides a small look into how student housing is managed,
the impact may vary in a dormitory style housing versus converted apartments.
Clearly impact would vary depending on the population range provided of 360-
960 beds. The traffic associated from this increased population within downtown
should also be considered.

4
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1.18

1.18 and 1.19

1.20

Police Service: In January of this year the campus started a new relationship with
the Bothell Police Department by entering into an agreement for a uniformed
officer on campus. There will likely be a growing number of cases created due to
the increased relationship with this officer and convenience of interacting with
that officer in a timely fashion. The addition of student housing will also ensure
that there is a higher population on campus 24/7, increasing the opportunity for
crimes against persons.

Transportation: The increased population living on campus will increase traffic
volume on streets and on bike paths, which in turn creates impacts to the
community. The campus only has two streets that provide access. Beardslee
place already has significant backups several times during the day that impact
flow of traffic into and out of downtown Bothell.

Parking: The campus parking issue is already having impact on the greater
Bothell Community. Students are parking in free parking spaces near the campus
and walking in. We would assume that the new parking structure also would
come with a fee for usage. The free spots currently being used are both on city
streets and in commercial and residential parking areas. The cost of parking
campus is a deterrent to some students using those spaces and at times the
current parking structures are full. The current transit options do not satisfy the
needs of the typical student attending at this campus. The Bothell Police
Department currently does not have a formal parking enforcement program or a
paid parking program.

Fire / Community Risk Reduction

The following are comments after reviewing Table 1-1, Impact Summary Matrix, by page

number.

1-9

1-13

1-18 and 1-19

New Building Space: Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would likely create a
significant strain on Fire Operational Permit inspections. Increase in staffing in
CRR should be considered as projects developed and inspection time
increases. In addition, historically, fire access roads have been impacted during
construction of new facilities. A construction parking plan and emergency
access plan would be required to keep emergency response delays to a
minimum.

Research Labs: Again, and increase in specialized hazardous inspections will
result in more time required for operational inspections for Alternatives 1 and 2.
Peer review and HMIS required for accurate inventories.

Transportation: The increase in traffic from campus population growth will
create more congestion along Beardslee Blvd during peak traffic times. This
area already negatively impacts response times along an often traveled
response route. In addition, there are currently only two main routes to campus.
Potentially adding additional routes (not emergency only routes) could mitigate

5
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congestion and facilitate emergency access. The CRR division would like input
regarding type and style of traffic calming devices planned for Campus Way.
The current “emergency access only lane” that bisects the campus is not ideal
and should not be considered for future growth.

1-20 Parking: CRR regularly receives citizen complaints for students parking in
private developments due to lack of affordable on-campus parking and blocking
“No Parking Fire Lane” areas. An increase in on-campus parking as shown in
1-19 would hopefully mitigate this problem.

Overall general impression is that the slowly increasing size of the UW and Cascadia Campus
will eventually impact the fire department in ways that can only be mitigated by an increase in
staffing and/or apparatus. Already, Station 42, closest to the campus, responds to 45% of all the
incidents in the city. By increasing the size, population and overall traffic around the campus
area, thoughtful processes should be put in place to accommodate the growth in a responsible
and safe manner regarding the impact on emergency responses — not only to the campus
population but the surrounding area.

Public Works

1. As noted in the DEIS, Beardslee Improvements have not been completed. Per
the Bothell Municipal Code (BMC), half of that requirement (i.e. Half of the
ultimate 5 lanes roadway section) would need to come from the UW Bothell
side. Currently, there is only one lane along the frontage of the campus. The PUD
condition states that the requirement of another East Bound lane shall be
triggered if the traffic analysis for any future expansion indicates it is necessary.
Currently the edge of right-of-way on Beardslee Blvd is at the south side of the
bike trail. At a minimum another 12 feet of dedication is needed to accommodate
an additional eastbound lane and possibly more dedication to cover any slopes
needed to build the adjacent fill in the wetland. The FEIS should address how
UW Bothell / CC plan to address the Beardslee Improvements. It should provide
a plan (with supporting transportation study analysis) and a development timeline
as to when these improvements will be made by UW Bothell / CC.

2. Off-campus improvements need to be proposed to mitigate traffic congestion
besides the dedication of Beardslee Boulevard ROW for additional travel lane
based on the following concerns:

a. Although each Alternative is lower than Scenario A or B of the No Action
Alternatives, with 3,870 to 4,590 new ADT, 397 to 531 new AM peak trips,
and 481 to 568 new PM peak hour trips, these new trips will impact the
City street system and need to be mitigated for each alternative,
particularly at the access locations.

b. The distribution of new campus traffic assumes a 70 percent split to the
South Access and 30 percent to the North Access based on previous
assumptions which have not proven to be accurate with an actual
distribution of existing traffic closer to 50/50 to the North and South. The
impacts to the City intersections under the current split need to be
identified and evaluated then compared to future traffic conditions. The

6
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mitigation needs to be identified if the proposed traffic distribution
monitoring shows that future traffic does not behave as projected and the
majority of traffic utilizes the North Access vs. the South Access. Traffic
distribution needs to consider route availability to and from specific
directions. If these assumptions are documented in a Technical
Appendices, then that should be provided for City review.

58 cont

C. If the South Access is at LOS F and the majority of new traffic is projected
to utilize that access, improvements need to be identified to improve the
LOS grade back to LOS E (or at worst), back to current LOS F conditions
assuming right-of-way constraints were not an issue. It is not logical for
the majority of campus traffic to utilize an existing LOS F intersection if the | 59
North Access is calculated as an uncongested intersection when the travel
distance to the 1-405 Corridor is approximately the same. The projected
LOS F conditions at the South Access would likely shift campus traffic to
the North Access if LOS conditions are only estimated to be LOS B or C
which is questionable given the actual delay experienced during peak
hours. The mitigation improvements would need to be conditioned or
identified as this is expected to address this scenario.

d. With existing queues on the Beardslee Boulevard and 110" Ave NE
intersection reaching over 500 feet currently with delays averaging over 5
minutes based on field observations, the intersection volumes used to | 60
calculate LOS conditions do not take into account the latent demand
through the Beardslee intersections and should be re-evaluated using
actual travel time and delay to reflect actual LOS conditions. Future
mitigation needs to be proposed to address exacerbated LOS conditions
with the future projected increase of 300-500 peak hour trips.

e. Off campus mitigation measures along Beardslee Boulevard need to
consider the corridor specifically between NE 185" Street and | 405 to
include a full five-lane section with two travel lanes in each direction and a | 61
center turn lane throughout this section as a minimum to improve
congestion that will be exacerbated under all alternatives.

3. The traffic generation relies heavily on the performance of the Transportation
Management Plan. The FEIS should identify the parameters for the monitoring
program and the duration this will be carried out until sufficient criteria can be
consistently met. Additionally, back up plans and mitigation guidelines need to be
identified should the TMP goals not be met.

62

4. Transit mitigation plans to provide for sufficient on-campus service and
accommodation should be addressed in support of the TMP assumptions. Transit
access and circulation has been identified as insufficient for all alternatives based
on operations and storage for layovers, with no solution provided other than | 63
relying on the City to provide for off-campus transit mitigation measures such as
a transit turn-around under Alternative 2. Aside from the existing condition,
mitigation measures need to be identified for effective transit operations

7
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10.

11.

The FEIS should fully address and identify mitigation improvements that will
enhance the non-motorized pedestrian and bicycle facility connections between
the campus and Downtown Bothell given the projected on-campus resident
increase and non-commuter students and staff expected to traverse in both
directions. This includes the enhancement of the Valley View Corridor from 108
to Main Street, and the Beardslee Boulevard Corridor from NE 185t St/Beardslee
Boulevard intersection to Main Street. The proposed alternatives which feature
large increases in campus housing will generate significantly more non-motorized
traffic, which will result in significantly more pedestrian flow to the Downtown Area.
Currently there is not continuous sidewalk access/improvements on Valley View
Drive from the Campus to Main Street and inadequate facilities on 185" Street as
well.

The DEIS does not address spillover parking impacts to the surrounding
communities, which have created a shortage of available parking spaces in
adjacent neighborhoods and the Downtown core area for residents, employees,
and patrons. Past issues have put the onus on the City to create permit parking
areas and absorb the cost of these programs. The FEIS should identify a
mitigation program to monitor, control, and possibly provide for enforcement to
regulate campus parking off-site. If additional parking is adequate and available
for all users on-campus, then off-campus impacts and the potential need for the
mitigation will be minimal.

In the Transit Service paragraph under the Transportation Section (3.12) of the
DEIS, the future transit route along 185" Street should be
addressed/summarized.

In the Transportation Section (3.12) of the Draft Pedestrian improvements along
185" need to be addressed. When this becomes a transit route the segment of
185" will go through to the Beardslee intersection and will require a sidewalk on
the Husky Village side of the street.

Currently, there is no Transit Priority arrangement made at the signal on
Beardslee at the UW access connection road intersection (110" Ave). UW Bothell
should make this option available with the signal for future Transit priority need.

The Transit Route development plan depicts a Bus stopping lane and Bus Layover
area on the travel lanes for each direction on Beardslee. This may have an
adverse impact on the overall available capacity of Beardslee. The campus traffic
analysis/modelling must evaluate this impact and ensure/verify that required
capacity on Beardslee will be available considering full build out of the
campus. This should also include the evaluation of the impacted corridor to
ensure that the traffic concurrency requirement would be met per the BMC. If
capacity is not adequate, separate (in addition to two through lanes in each
direction on Beardslee) bus waiting/layover capacity will be required.

In the Stormwater subsection under the Utility Section of 3.11.1 Affected

Environment and 3.11.2 Impacts, further discussion regarding Stormwater
impacts is required. For stormwater issues anything outside of the original PUD

8
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area and issues regarding direct discharge exemption will be subject to and must | 70 cont
comply with the current drainage code.

In section 3.11 of the DEIS, there are three options in addition to the no action
alternative. All three options state there would not be significant storm water
impacts. The City’s storm drainage code has changed since the campus was
built. The City’s National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
requires that any projects which haven’t broken ground by January 1, 2022 must
comply with the storm drainage code in place at that time.

The FEIS should therefore state that the impacts will be evaluated dependent on | 71
the date the construction starts on a project. If construction starts after January
1, 2022 then the current drainage code in place must be used and not be vested
to the existing master drainage plan. Also, the existing drainage master plan is
limited to a set amount of impervious surface. Once that limit is reached, the storm
drainage impacts will be evaluated based on the current storm drainage manual
in place.

12. There is no “Right Turn Only” lane on Beardslee in the eastbound direction (which
would also allow through Transit traffic) directed to SR 405 southbound | 72
ramp. The City would like UW Bothell to provide a plan and timeline as to when
this improvements will be made by UW Bothell. This should be addressed in the
Impacts Section 3.12.2.

13. The existing PUD requirement requires analysis of whether an eastbound lane
would be required on Beardslee along the frontage from 110™ Ave to SR 405 for
any additional expansion of the project. Also the campus shall be required to | 73
provide additional EB lane to comply with the Comp plan that calls for 5 lanes on
Beardslee. Half of this 5 lanes cross section of Beardslee must be provided by
the campus.

14. The Transit Route development shows Bus stopping lane and Bus Layover area
on travel lane on each direction on Beardslee. This may have an adverse impact
on the overall available capacity of Beardslee. The campus traffic
analysis/modelling must show this impact and ensure/verify that required capacity
on Beardslee will be available considering full build out of the campus. This | 74
should also include the evaluation of the impacted corridor to ensure that traffic
concurrency requirement would meet per the BMC. If capacity is not adequate,
separate (in addition to two through lanes in each direction on Beardslee) bus
waiting/layover shall be required.

15. At present, parking is available on Beardslee east of 185" intersection on the side
of the campus. Transit lane/stop/layover areas are shown on the outer lane, | 73
meaning that parking will be eliminated. How will impact be addressed?

16. Overall, Mitigation Measures (Section 3.12.3) are lacking depth and detail | 76
regarding how impacts will be mitigated.

9
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 1
City of Bothell

1. The comment indicating that Alternative 1 could encourage more access from the south
is noted. As indicated in Chapter 2 (Description of proposed Action and Alternatives) of
this Final EIS, Alternative 1-4 include new parking facilities in the southern portion of
campus which would encourage more access from SR522 to the south. Please refer to
Appendix G (Transportation Discipline Report) for trip assignments associated with the
EIS Alternatives.

The non-motorized impact discussion in Section 3.12 (Transportation) has been updated
to include additional review of the linkage between the campus and downtown core.
Mitigation measures focusing on improving the pedestrian connection have been
identified in the mitigation section of Section 3.12 (Transportation of this Final EIS).

2. The comment indicating that Alternative 1 could encourage more access from the south
is noted. Please refer to Response to comment 1 of this letter.

3. The comment related to increased non-motorized traffic between campus and Bothell’s
downtown core under Alternative 3 is noted. The UW Bothell and Cascadia College will
work with the city regarding a potential Plan amendment, should it be deemed necessary.
Please also refer to response to comment 1 of this letter.

4. The comment regarding including a development areas map earlier in the document is
noted. A copy of the Development Areas map has been included in Chapter 1 (Summary)
of this Final EIS.

5. Under No Action Alternative Scenario B (Allowed in PUD), the existing off-campus facilities
at the Medical/Dental Building and Beardslee Crossing are assumed to remain.

6. The comment regarding some existing open space being removed under the EIS
Alternatives is noted. As indicated on page 3.6-13 (Land Use) of the Draft EIS,
development “would generally replace existing surface parking and undeveloped area of
campus with new buildings.” To the extent that undeveloped area is considered open
space, development under the EIS alternatives would result in the loss of some open
space.

As indicated on page 3.6-14 of the Draft EIS, development under the Campus Master Plan
would include” retention of several existing open space areas (North Creek Stream and
Wetland Area, the existing sports fields, plazas associated with Discovery Hall and Mobius
Hall, and the Crescent Path), as well as the creation of new green, urban open spaces
associated with new building development.

Campus Master Plan Final EIS 4-12 Comment Letters and Responses



7. The cited revision has been made to page 1-7 of Chapter 1 (Summary) of this Final EIS.

8. The comment regarding parking range and EIS Alternatives is noted. The DEIS alternatives
present a range in parking demands as it relates to the mix of commuter/resident student
FTE assumptions. The Development Agreement to be approved by the City will consider
the analysis presented in the FEIS in order to develop a reasonable range of parking that
can minimize impacts to off-campus streets/neighborhoods, while still promoting the use
of transit as a viable mode of accessing the campus.

9. The 0.16 acre of assumed wetland fill under Alternative 3 relates to the approximately
0.05-acre wetland area located along the eastern edge of Development Area C (east of
Husky Hall) and the approximately 0.11-acre wetland area located along the eastern edge
of Development Area D (east of Husky Village).

In the event that a specific project would result in a direct impacts to the wetlands in
Development Areas C and D, a wetland delineation survey would be completed to
facilitate a determination of the extent to which theses wetlands were accounted for as
part of the North Creek Stream and Wetland Area Restoration Project (Wetland 14 within
Development Area C was accounted for and mitigated as part of the North Creek Stream
and Wetland Area Restoration Project). Any direct impact to wetlands or wetland buffers
not accounted for under the North Creek Stream and Wetland Area Restoration Project
would comply with applicable critical areas and wetland requirements (including BMC
14.04)

10. The comment regarding future development under No Action Alternative Scenario B
(Allowed in PUD) being conducted under the previous campus master plan and EIS is
noted. The discussion under No Action Alternative Scenario B in Section 3.8 (Aesthetics)
has been revised accordingly.

11. The comment regarding views both to and from the campus is noted. The focus of the
view analysis presented in Section 3.8 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIS was on views from
surrounding areas to new development on the campus. Although internal views on
campus and views from campus to surrounding areas was not the focus of the visual
analysis, Viewpoints B, H and | presented in Section 3.8 reflect internal campus views.

12. The referenced wording edits are noted and page 1-17 of this Final EIS reflects the edits.

13. The Final EIS narrative has been updated to focus on the availability of non-motorized
connections from the campus to the downtown core. The analysis focuses on the
pedestrian facilities that exist along Beardslee Blvd, NE 185th Street, and Valley View
Road.
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

The comment regarding future transit growth is noted. No changes to the transit access
and circulation are proposed by the UWB/CC as part of the master plan. The intent of the
discussion included in the Draft EIS was to identify potential impacts associated with the
various land use assumptions (EIS Alternatives) and multiple considerations for future
transit circulation. Transit is a critical component of the transportation demand
management program and the UWB/CC will continue to work with the transit agencies as
additional planning as part of ST-3 occurs. To better address the future impacts of transit
to the campus development and given the uncertainty of the outcome of the additional
ST-3 studies, the Final EIS presents a transit analysis for several circulation options for
each EIS Alternative.

The comment regarding the relationship between student housing and trip generation is
noted. The trip generation forecasts for the campus are approximately 10% higher for
Alternatives 2 and 3 compared to Alternative 1 due to less student housing proposed with
Alternatives 2 and 3. The additional student housing assumed with Alternative 1 reduces
AM and PM peak hour trip generation since more students would already be residing on-
campus and would not commute to campus.

The No Action Scenario B has a higher trip generation than Alternatives 1-3 due to a less
student housing on-campus, which results in more commuters during the peak periods
with Scenario B compared to the Action Alternatives.

The typographical error has been revised to indicate a range of 4,200 -6,600 consistent
with the PUD.

The comment regarding potential updates to the Bothell Municipal Code regarding tree
retention and tree replacement is noted.

The wording comment regarding land use density is noted. Please refer to page 1-28 of
this Final EIS for the updated wording.

The comment regarding a Joint Use Agreement (JUA) for recreation facilities with the City
of Bothell and Northshore School District is noted. On-campus recreational facilities are
owned by the UW Bothell and CC students, and would have to be considered as part of
any potential future JUA.

The comment regarding mitigation measures on Beardslee Boulevard is noted.

The comment regarding need for multimodal improvements on Beardslee Boulevard and
185t Street is noted. The FEIS narrative has been updated to focus on the availability of
non-motorized connections from the campus to the downtown core. The analysis focuses
on the pedestrian facilities that exist along Beardslee Blvd, NE 185th Street, and Valley
View Road.
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23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

The comment regarding providing a larger version of the 1995 Campus Master Plan is
noted. Please refer to Chapter 2 (Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives) of this
Final EIS for the larger version of the map.

As reflected on page 2-9 of this Final EIS, the current (2016) campus enrollment split is 65
percent UW Bothell and 35 percent CC.

The non-motorized impact section has been updated to include additional review of the
linkage between the campus and downtown core. Mitigation measures focusing on
improving the pedestrian connection have been identified in the mitigation section of
Section 3.12 (Transportation of this Final EIS).

The purpose of the Campus Master Plan is to develop new regulations that are
appropriate for the Campus District, which is not subject to the Planned Action Ordinance
because the UW Bothell and Cascadia College are essential public facilities and state law
prohibits a planned action from including essential public facilities. There is no need to
amend the Planned Action Ordinance, and GDC regulations do not apply within the
Campus District. The impacts of potential development proposed within the Campus
District are analyzed in this EIS

A primary intent of the landscape buffers is to provide additional buffering between
proposed campus development and adjacent single family and multifamily residential
land uses. Please note that a 25-foot to 60-foot building setback (depending on the
alternative) is proposed in Development Area B adjacent to the Bothell Pioneer Cemetery.

The comment regarding the Benefits and Disadvantages of Deferral is noted. Deferring
the proposed Campus Master Plan would only defer portions of proposed construction
(including development in the portions of Development Areas C and D associated with
Husky Hall and Husky Village), and the discussion on page 2-33 of this Final EIS has been
revised accordingly.

Comment noted. A map showing the upland wetlands on the campus is provided in
Section 3.3 (Wetlands) of this Final EIS.

The comment regarding the legend on Figure 3.3-1 of the Draft EIS is noted. Please refer
to Section 3.3 of this Final EIS for the updated figure.

The comment regarding adding additional information regarding crows to the EIS is
noted. Please refer to Section 3.3 (Wetlands) of this Final EIS for additional information
on Crows.

The comment regarding the appropriate wording referencing the Bothell downtown core
is noted. Please refer to page 3.6-1 of this Final EIS for revised wording.
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33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41

42

43,

44,

45.

The comment related to labeling on Figure 3.6-1 (Existing Surrounding Land Use map) is
noted. Please refer to the updated Figure 3.6-1 of this Final EIS.

The comment regarding wording on page 3.6-4 (Land Use) is noted. Please refer to the
updated wording on page 3.6-4 of this Final EIS.

The comment regarding wording on page 3.6-5 (Land Use) is noted. Please refer to the
updated wording on page 3.6-5 of this Final EIS.

The Chase House remains at its original location and this is now reflected on page 3.6-7
(Land Use) of this Final EIS.

The comment regarding wording on page 3.6-7 (Land Use) is noted. Please refer to the
updated wording on page 3.6-7 of this Final EIS.

The comment regarding wording on page 3.6-9 (Land Use) is noted. Please refer to the
updated wording on page 3.6-9 of this Final EIS.

Please refer to response to comment 38 of this letter.

The comment regarding wording on page 3.6-22 (Land Use) is noted. Please refer to the
updated wording on page 3.6-22 of this Final EIS.

. The comment regarding wording on page 3.6-29 (Land Use) is noted. Please refer to the

updated wording on page 3.6-29 of this Final EIS.

. The comment regarding wording on page 3.6-30 (Land Use) is noted. Please refer to the

updated wording on page 3.6-30 of this Final EIS.

The comment regarding increased pedestrian movement between campus and
downtown is noted. The Campus Master Plan Alternatives include improved pedestrian
connections along NE 185th St. between Beardslee Blvd and the campus core.
Furthermore, the campus will be partnering with the City to construct a signalized
pedestrian crossing at the NE 185th St. /Beardslee Blvd. intersection. This signalized
connection would result in a safer and improved connection between the campus and the
downtown core.

The comment regarding any demolition or relocation of the Truly House requiring
compliance with BMC 22.28.060 is noted. Please refer to Section 3.10.3 (Historic and
Cultural Resources) for further details on the Truly House.

The comment regarding showing the trail on Figure 3.12-2 is noted. Figure 3.12-2 has
been updated to reflect the portion that operates with shared use.
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46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

The comment regarding working with the City of Bothell regarding transportation
measures is noted. A Transportation Management Plan (TMP) has been prepared and
included in the Transportation Discipline Report (Appendix G to this Final EIS). This TMP
outlines several key strategies including a TMP coordinator that would represent UWB/CC
with respect to annual reporting and act as a liaison with the local transit agencies,
community partners, and the City of Bothell for ongoing discussions regarding transit and
non-motorized infrastructure planning in the area.

The comment indicating new student dormitory housing on the campus would increase
the number of police responses is noted. As indicated on page 3.11-12 of the Draft EIS,
“the Campus Safety Department would increase its staff capacity and expand operations,
as necessary, to meet the increased security needs associated with development and
increased population under the Campus Master Plan.” The campus will continue to
coordinate with the Bothell Police Department.

The comment regarding the recent agreement between the UW Bothell/CC and the
Bothell Police Department for a uniformed officer on campus is noted. The campus will
continue to coordinate with the Bothell Police Department and expand service as needed.

Comment noted. Increasing the on-campus housing totals will result in a reduction in peak
hour trip generation when compared to an equivalent student FTE that is commuting.
Please refer to response to comment 15 of this letter.

The comment regarding the overall parking situation in downtown is noted. The parking
analysis prepared for this EIS considers off-campus parking and recommends an increase
in parking supply to accommodate parking associated with the campus that is currently
parking off-site. Although charging for parking may be deterring some users additional
contributing factors include the current campus parking utilization. While the comment
suggests that providing free parking will alleviate the on-street parking issues, fee based
parking is required as a funding mechanism for the current facilities. Without parking fees,
parking demands would likely be higher and there would be a greater transportation
impact to the adjacent street system due to increased single-occupancy vehicle travel.
Elements of a comprehensive parking management plan are outlined in the TMP, which
could include the expansion of residential parking zones, time restrictions and increased
enforcement by the City.

The comment regarding new building space on campus creating additional need for Fire
Operational Permit inspections by the Bothell Fire and Emergency Medical Services, and
the potential for disruption of fire access roads during construction, are noted.

As indicated in Section 3.11 (Public Services/Utilities) of the Draft EIS “during the
construction process associated with potential future development, Bothell Fire and EMS
would be notified of any major utility shutdowns or campus street closures/detours.
Regarding increased inspections, the campus would coordinate with Bothell Fire and EMS

Campus Master Plan Final EIS 4-17 Comment Letters and Responses

















ahillier
Line

ahillier
Line

ahillier
Line

ahillier
Line

ahillier
Typewritten Text
1

ahillier
Typewritten Text
2

ahillier
Typewritten Text
3

ahillier
Typewritten Text
4




ahillier
Line

ahillier
Line

ahillier
Line

ahillier
Line

ahillier
Line

ahillier
Typewritten Text
4 
cont.

ahillier
Typewritten Text
5

ahillier
Typewritten Text
6

ahillier
Typewritten Text
7

ahillier
Typewritten Text
8




























ahillier
Line

ahillier
Line

ahillier
Line

ahillier
Typewritten Text
1

ahillier
Typewritten Text
2

ahillier
Typewritten Text
3







ahillier
Line

ahillier
Line

ahillier
Line

ahillier
Typewritten Text
1

ahillier
Typewritten Text
2

ahillier
Typewritten Text
3




ahillier
Line

ahillier
Line

ahillier
Line

ahillier
Line

ahillier
Typewritten Text
3
cont.

ahillier
Typewritten Text
4

ahillier
Typewritten Text
5

ahillier
Typewritten Text
6


RESPONSE TO LETTER 4
Sound Transit

1. The comment regarding transit objectives is noted and additional transit-related
objectives have been added. Please refer to the Transportation Management Plan (TMP)
that is included as part of the Transportation Discipline Report (Appendix G of this Final
EIS) for additional transit objectives.

2. The comment regarding non-motorized facilities is noted. Additional analysis of future
transit circulation options have been included for each EIS Alternative presented in the
Final EIS. This includes consideration of the interaction with the non-motorized travel
modes accessing the campus.

3. The comment regarding bike and transit lanes is noted. Please refer to the response to
Comment 2 of this letter.

4. Future parking on-campus is oriented more to the south to help encourage and promote
the use of the south access for campus access. Traffic calming measures are proposed
along Campus Way through the campus to further encourage the use of the south access
interchange.

5. The comment regarding transit circulation is noted. Please refer to the response to
Comment 2 of this letter.

6. The comment regarding transit circulation is noted. Please refer to the response to
Comment 2 of this letter.
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e Cycling is referenced as a strategy to decrease SOV trips but we recommend more thorough
analysis and recommendations for how bicycling can be improved to be a more feasible mode of
transportation for more people. This would include explicit recognition of the importance of
strategically-located (and sufficient) covered bicycle racks, lockers and showers, and a space for
self-service bike maintenance, among other things.

Conclusion

The mission, vision and values of UW Bothell and Cascadia College explicitly express a
commitment to innovation, environmental sustainability, transformative education, responsiveness,
creativity, and serving as a catalyst to enhance the quality of life throughout our region. Furthermore,
our Campus Master Plan, and the corresponding Environmental Impact Statement express enhanced
environmental and human health as a guiding priority and the documents should clearly demonstrate
how those values will guide the future development of our campus. To be innovative and leaders, we
must do more than meet the minimum green building standards. To be environmentally sustainable, we
must build around our irreplaceable natural resources and protect the upland regions that provide for
the infiltration of our stormwater. To provide transformative education, we must continue to get
students out of the classroom and into our wetlands, pocket forests and classroom gardens where they
can literally get their hands dirty growing food, testing water quality, restoring native understory plant
communities, examining soil horizons, measuring trees, contemplating the role of humans in relation to
nature and environmental ethics, and experiencing the inspiration of the natural world — an ever-
dwindling facet of our fast-paced, modern life.

As currently written, the Campus Master Plan and Environmental Impact Statement
demonstrate that UW Bothell and Cascadia College are code compliant and ahead of the game on
required mitigation for future development. But we are so much more than that. We are institutions
leading the way to a sustainable, inclusive future in a rapidly changing world. Let’s make sure our
Campus Master Plan shows everyone who we really are. Now is our opportunity to ensure that the
campus develops in a way that fulfills our promises to our students and our community. Now is our
chance to transform words into action. Now is our time to make sure anyone reviewing our Campus
Master Plan and Environmental Impact Statement knows, without a doubt, that our commitment to
innovation, environmental sustainability, excellence in education, and community service is real and
that we will hold these values true for every decision we make — today, tomorrow and ten years down
the road.

Sincerely,
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Chancellor’s Advisory Committee on
Environmental Sustainability (UWB)
Cassie Lubenow, Facilities Services
Anthony Guerrero, Facilities Services
(Co-Chair)

Warren Gold, Interdisciplinary Arts
and Sciences (Co-Chair)

Rob Turner, Interdisciplinary Arts and
Sciences

Tyson Kemper, Facilities Services
Carolyn Brennan, Office of Research
Support

Melissa Banks, Recreation & Wellness
Daniele Raymond, Commuter Services
Chelsea Knodel, Auxiliary Services

Joe Cao, Facilities Services

Allena Basset, Interdisciplinary Arts
and Sciences

Cascadia Sustainability Committee
Jodie Galvan (Co-Chair), Asst. Director of Sustainable Practices
John VanlLeer (Co-Chair), Founding Faculty

Lisa Citron, Tenured Faculty

David Shaprio, Founding Faculty
Getachew Eshete, Associate Faculty



UW Bothel| - Cascadia College — Master Plan - Critical Upland Habitats and Green Infrastructure — Spring 2017




Ui Bothell — Cascadla College — Maslar Plan - Critical Upland Habitats and Green Infrastructure — Spring 2014

1) Hillslape wetlands and mature native caniferaus forest —
very high ecological importance = irreplaceable
acosystem functions

2} Healthy, contiguous stand of mature native caniferaus

farest — very high ecological importance —irreplaceable
ecosystem functions - and stormwater retention facility

3] Upland coniferaus forest soils learning
laboratory and stormwater retention facility

47 Joint campus agricultural best practices
learning labaratory

f 5} High functioning bioswales with habilal value

5] Mature nathe coniferous forest

7) Largest Douglas fir troc on campus and
tho bald eagles’ favorite roost



RESPONSE TO LETTER 5
Cascadia College and University of Washington Bothell
Campus Sustainability Committees

1. The comments related to the importance of the natural resources and systems on the
campus are noted.

2. The comment regarding upland areas of campus and natural spaces (floodplain, wetlands,
etc.) is noted.

As indicated in the comment, the distance of development or land disturbing activities
from protected resources such as wetlands or waterways does directly affect the amount
of potential pollutants that may reach said resources. Considering the land uses between
proposed development and protected resources such as wetlands, forested areas,
buffers, and riparian systems certainly can provide significant filtering of pollutants and
excess nutrients that may reach these resources. It is agreed that the upper campus,
natural spaces, and surrounding areas are interconnected.

Future development including that described under EIS Alternative 1-4 would require all
appropriate permits necessary to construct the final design. The development would
have to practice “avoidance and minimization” as required by the Clean Water Act to
protect wetlands and streams. All unavoidable impacts will require applicable Federal,
State, and Local permits prior to construction.

The Campus Master Plan has incorporated language that recognizes the connection
between the upland areas and natural spaces of campus. Please refer to Section 3.3
(Wetlands) of this Final EIS.

3. The University of Washington and Cascadia College recognize the valuable understanding
and knowledge of campus faculty, staff and students regarding the campus natural
systems. Information on campus natural systems provided by the faculty was utilized
extensively in the preparation of Draft EIS Section 3.3 (Wetlands, Plants and Animals).
The UW Bothell and CC campus administration is open to working with the valued faculty,
staff and students regarding operations management of the North Creek Stream and
Wetland Area and regarding the development of a Wetlands Master Plan. Please contact
UW Bothell and Cascadia College administration to initiate this effort.

4. The comments regarding mitigation measures provided in the Draft EIS are noted.

Washington State SEPA Rules WAC 197-11-768 identifies mitigation as meaning:
1) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking an action or part of an action;
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2) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation, by using appropriate technology, or by taking affirmative steps
to avoid or reduce impacts;

3) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected
environment;

4) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance
operations during the life of the action;

5) Compensating for the impact by replacing, enhancing, or providing substitute
resources or environments; and/or

6) Monitoring the impact and taking appropriate corrective measures.

In addition to the mitigation measures identified for each element of the environment
analyzed in the Draft EIS, the proposed Campus Master Plan incorporates features
intended to minimize the potential for impacts and associated mitigation. For example,
in regards to natural system of wetlands and creek on the campus, a primary feature
incorporated into the plan is the avoidance of any direct impact to the existing North
Creek Stream and Wetland area by not proposing any work of development in this area,
as well as integrating low-impact development features to reduce the volume of
stormwater and treating stormwater prior to entering the overall system; thus, primary
SEPA mitigation strategies are incorporated into the proposal. In regards to
transportation, a primary feature incorporated into the plan includes the provision of
increased number of transit bays and layover space. For land use, the campus master
plan incorporates building setbacks and landscape buffers to provide separation and
buffers between campus development and adjacent residential areas.

Please also note that this Final EIS includes the identification of Alternative 4 (Blended
Alternative) that is intended to blend attributes of EIS Alternative 1, 2 and 3. Alternative
4 assumes the retention of the 3 identified upland wetlands, as well as retention of a
substantial portion of existing mature trees.

The comment regarding additional buildings and Campus development will result in more
collection and diversion of groundwater is noted. The importance of considering
groundwater diversion in the Uplands to protect existing trees and vegetation is
recognized, as well as the importance of considering the impacts of additional flow
resulting from groundwater in the Lowlands. Opportunities to avoid or mitigate impacts
will be considered. Stormwater infrastructure as part of specific development projects
will be designed to meet or exceed the current stormwater drainage code, based on the
current standards in place the time of development.

The comment regarding increased GHG emissions under the Campus Master Plan is
noted. As indicated in Section 3.2 (Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas) of the Draft EIS,
increases in GHG emissions would be anticipated both with and without (No Action
Alternative Scenario B) the proposed Campus Master Plan, given that a total campus
student population of 10,000 FTEs is assumed. However, because development under
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10.

the Campus Master Plan (as analyzed under Alternatives 1 —4) would increase the amount
of building space on campus to achieve the academic building space benchmark of 150
gsf per student, the GHG emissions associated with construction and operations of the
additional amount of building space would be greater than under No Action Alternative
Scenario B.

As indicated in Section 3.2.3 of the Draft EIS, the UW Bothell and CC will continue to
embrace sustainability as an objective for all development on campus, including LEED
provisions. Key measures that could be explored include:

- installation of high performance glazing with low-E coatings to further reduce heat
gain;

- maximizing use of outside air for heating, ventilating, and air conditioning;

— installation of efficient light fixtures, including occupancy and daylight sensors, as
well as nighttime sweep controls;

- use of low VOC emitting materials for finishes, adhesives primers and sealants;

— incorporation of recycled content and rapidly renewable materials into project
designs, including: concrete, steel and fibrous materials (bamboo, straw, jute,
etc.); and,

- salvage of demolished material and construction waste for recycling.

The comment regarding sustainability as an objective of campus development is noted.
The UW Bothell and CC comply with State standards for all building development and
actively attempt to achieve a higher level of sustainability with each building
development. Sustainability measures will be evaluated for potential development at the
time of specific project design.

The comment regarding GHG emissions is noted. Please refer to response to comment
6 of this letter.

The comment regarding management of the North Creek Stream and Wetland Area as an
educational and research resource is noted, and the proposed Campus Master Plan
reflects the importance of this natural resource. The UW Bothell and CC campus
administration is open to coordinating with the valued faculty and staff regarding
operations management of the North Creek Stream and Wetland Area and regarding the
development of a Wetlands Master Plan. Please contact UW Bothell and Cascadia College
administration to initiate this coordination.

The comment regarding the incorporation of site specific knowledge from faculty and
researchers is noted. Draft EIS Section 3.3 (Wetlands, Plants and Animals) incorporated
information provided from UW Bothell and CC faculty and researchers as part of the
Affected Environment discussion. As indicated in response to comment 9 of this letter,
UW Bothell and CC campus administration is open to coordinating with the valued faculty
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and staff regarding operations management of the North Creek Stream and Wetland Area
and regarding the development of a Wetlands Master Plan. Please contact UW Bothell
and Cascadia College administration to initiate this coordination.

11. The comment regarding invasive species and pest management during construction is
noted. Invasive species and pests on the campus will be managed through an Integrated
Pest Management project during construction of any potential projects. All plants that
are brought as part of the landscaping for potential projects will be weeded before
planting and monitored for further growth and removal of invasive species.

12. The comment regarding stormwater management for specific building development is
noted. It is agreed that all aspects of building development (excavation, groundwater,
building, parking, hardscape, landscape, etc.) need to be fully considered both individually
and collectively, to fully assess stormwater impacts and impacts on the wetlands and
wetland buffers.

13. The comment that LID considerations should be reviewed and utilized for stormwater
management wherever possible is noted. However, pervious pavement is not a good LID
alternative on much of the Uplands portion of the site. The developable portion of the
site consists primarily of dense glacial till material which does not infiltrate well. Once
stormwater reaches the glacial till layer it will tend to migrate downward along the slope
or saturate the upper layer of topsoil — neither of which is desirable in a fully developed
condition. There may be opportunities for pervious pavement in select areas that have
underlying soil which can support infiltration, but these areas will be limited.

14. There are currently four (4) oil-water separator vaults located along the lower portions of
the Campus which each provide treatment for select drainage basins. The oil-water
separators were designed and installed in the early 2000’s, based on the stormwater
drainage code that was current at that time (1990 Drainage Manual). The oil-water
separators have functioned and continue to function well. Key to this performance is
annual maintenance that the UW Bothell and CC have been highly committed to. As the
Campus develops further, the UW Bothell and CC will evaluate capacity and expand,
retrofit, and/or add additional facilities as needed to meet current stormwater drainage
code requirements.

15. The comment regarding the existing upland wetlands and the value of those areas is
noted. The Campus Master Plan includes a discussion about the importance of the
wetlands. Alternative 4 — Blended Alternative in this Final EIS also recognizes their
importance and includes the retention of the three existing upland wetlands that are
identified in Section 3.3 (Wetlands, Plants and Animals) of this Final EIS.

16. The comments regarding the value of upland wetlands is noted. The upland wetlands
(including Wetland 14, Husky Hall and Husky Village wetlands) are considered wetland
depressions. By hydrogeomorphic class, wetlands are different and do serve different
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17.

18.

19.

20.

functions. The landscape, landform and site characteristics contribute greatly to the
values and functions of each slope or depressional HGM class wetland.

Depressional wetlands offer many effective forms of pollutant removal and nutrient
reduction/sequestering that can protect water quality. Plants trap sediment and
pollutants and depending on the outlet of a depressional wetland unit (no outlet or
constricted), cyclical changes in ponding (seasonal hydrology), and contributing drainage
to the wetland, the amount of nitrogen transformation (i.e. nutrient reduction) and
pollutant removal can vary greatly but do serve a function and value to some degree. For
all wetlands, the function and value of it depends on many interrelated ecological
processes that are site specific. For example, slope wetlands lack the sequestering
capabilities of depressional systems by comparison. Although sloped wetlands do serve
unique functions and values compared to other slope systems such as a mowed upland
lawn that is sloped.

The comment recommending preservation of Wetland 14 is noted. The Campus Master
Plan includes a discussion the importance of the wetlands. Alternative 4 — Blended
Alternative in this Final EIS also recognizes their importance and includes the retention of
the three existing upland wetlands that are identified in Section 3.3 (Wetlands, Plants and
Animals) of this Final EIS, including Wetland 14.

The comment recommending preservation of as many trees as possible on campus is
noted. As indicated in Section 3.3.2 (Wetlands, Plants and Animals) of the Draft EIS
related to development under Alternative 1, “it is anticipated that construction would
result in the removal of some moderate ecological value trees, particularly within the
central portion of Development Area B, the southern portion of Development Area C, and
the southern portion of Development Area F.” As indicated in Section 3.3.3 of the Draft
EIS, “as specific projects are defined and sites are selected, the campus would perform an
evaluation of existing trees to inform the project design team of trees that are considered
significant, in an effort to preserve and maintain these trees to the extent feasible.
Documentation of trees removed due to construction activities would be tracked on a
campus-wide basis.” Thus, the Draft EIS indicates the impact associated with tree
removal and identified measures to mitigate this impact.

Please also refer to response to comment 4 of this letter.

The comments regarding tree preservation and the attached map of existing trees is
noted. The Campus Master Plan included consideration of existing trees and tree
preservation, including the creation of contiguous natural areas by connecting the
lowland wetlands to the upland forest via the Cascade Vista.

The comment regarding the ecological value of retaining fallen trees is noted. The
campus currently strives to repurpose fallen trees on campus for habitat value as possible.
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21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

The repurposed fallen trees are primarily placed in the more natural landscapes on
campus.

The comment regarding a hybrid alternative that combines attributes of the three
development alternatives is noted. Consistent with this comment, this Final EIS includes
a new Alternative 4 that combines attributes of Alternatives 1, 2 and 3. As indicated in
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS, Alternative 4 (Blended Alternative) includes the retention of
the three upland wetlands identified on campus. Please also refer to response to
comment 4 of this letter.

The suggested wording changes have been made and are reflected in Section 3.3
(Wetlands, Plants/Animals) of this Final EIS.

The suggested wording changes have been made and are reflected in Section 3.3
(Wetlands, Plants/Animals) of this Final EIS.

The comment regarding recommendations for GHG emissions is noted.

The comment that reduction in overall energy consumption is best way to limit GHG
emissions is noted. Please refer to Section 3.2 (Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases) for
detail of sustainability measures.

The Campus Master Plan identifies that potential buildings could increase renewable
energy through the uses of solar arrays. During the specific project design for potential
development, the UW Bothell and Cascadia College will continue to consider sustainable
building practices.

The comment regarding the preference for retaining the Truly House is noted Please note
that Alternatives 1 and 3 assume retention of the Truly House, as does the new
Alternative 4 included in this Final EIS.

The comment regarding existing bicycle facilities is noted. Figure 3.12-2 has been updated
in this Final EIS to reflect this comment.

Ongoing review and assessment of bicycle circulation on campus will be completed
through the development of the Campus Master Plan. The purpose of this Final EIS is to
identify off-site impacts of the proposed Campus Master Plan. On-going review of on-
campus vehicle and non-motorized circulation issues will be conducted through the
standing parking and transportation committee.

The comment regarding bicycle circulation is noted. A Transportation Management Plan
(TMP) has been prepared and is included in this Final EIS. This TMP document identifies
several key strategies for improving non-motorized travel to/from the campus, including
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bicycle circulation. Multiple strategies have been identified that could be implemented
in the future.

31. The comment regarding the commitment of UW Bothell and Cascadia College to
innovation and sustainability is noted. As indicated in response to comment 26 of this
letter, during the specific project design for potential development, the UW Bothell and
Cascadia College will consider sustainable building practices.

32. The comment regarding the need to provide mitigation that shows commitment to
innovation and sustainability is noted. Please refer to response to comment 31 of this
letter.
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Letter 6

From: Becky Birch

To: Julie Blakeslee

Subject: EIS

Date: Friday, April 14, 2017 9:23:23 AM

Judy, these are my comments:

* With the anticipated growth of student FTE and housing, it is imperative that a right-turn
only lane from Beardslee to 405S is built sooner than later to minimize congestion & backups |1
on Beardslee especially during peak class periods

* We need a longer onramp for merging onto 405S from Beardslee at peak times as it is a
current significant bottleneck

I would like to add that I thoroughly appreciate the effort expended by UW Bothell and
Cascadia College personnel to drive community involvement and feedback throughout this 3
whole EIS process!

Thanks.

Becky Ramos Birch
425.218.7455


mailto:beckybirch@outlook.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=5d43304451c64477940ec736034f229c-julieb87
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 6
Birch, Becky

1. The comment regarding a right-turn only lane from Beardslee Boulevard to I-405 is noted.
A right-turn only lane from Beardslee Boulevard to |-405 southbound has not been
identified as required mitigation for the project based on the results of the analysis
presented in the Draft EIS and Final EIS. Relative to the No Action Condition B, the
proposed Campus Master Plan results in a decrease in traffic volumes due to the increase
in student housing, and the need for a right-turn only lane is less under EIS Alternative 1-
4 than under No Action Alternative Scenario B.

2. The function and configuration of the I-405 southbound on-ramp is a regional issue. The
merging issue identified in the comment is primarily an AM peak hour condition, when
there is little traffic exiting the campus. The merging issues identified is more a function
of the volume and congestion on 1-405 and less about the traffic volumes contributed to
the this movement by the campus population.

3. The comment regarding the commitment to public involvement is noted.

Campus Master Plan Final EIS 4-54 Comment Letters and Responses



Letter 7

From: Gina Blum

To: Julie Blakeslee

Subject: EIS Bothell

Date: Monday, April 17, 2017 5:27:58 PM

Dear MS Blakeslee,
| apologize for being so late with this, but | have been out of town.

| live on 182" Ct., far enough west that | am not so seriously affected as others by the building out
of UWB. That does not mean that | am uncaring about what happens to my neighbors or to my
neighborhood.

It appears that either a multi-story parking garage will go up on the reserve development parcel next | 1
to us, or a two-story garage with classrooms above. Either will present the neighbors on the border
with light that will drive them out of their homes. We can see how much light the current parking
structure emits and it is alarming to us. Those lights are on 24/7. | understand, that for the sake of
safety, the area has to be well lit, and therefore, in my opinion, it does not belong next to a single
family residence. In all honesty, would you live next to a parking garage with open sides? | know you
won’t answer that, but do please think about it.

Classroom buildings open at 6:30 in the morning. A multi-hundred space parking garage will
generate hundreds if not thousands of car trips daily from first thing in the morning until late at 2
night. That has potential for a lot of noise and a lot of pollution. | believe that Parking garages tend
to accumulate a lot of carbon dioxide.

| am retired from the Department of Natural Resources. We were told by the tribes that if we come
to them with mitigation on our lips we should turn around and go home. | am saddened that the
wetlands on the reserve parcel are being treated as insignificant. | was directly told more than a year
into this that UWB has so many mitigation credits it can do anything it cares to. When | asked about | 3
that, | was told that was not the case. From what | read in the EIS report, that is exactly the case. Did
| not see in the EIS report again and again that mitigation has already taken the wetlands west of

110%™ off the table for any protective action because there are higher quality wetlands elsewhere?
To put any kind of building on the reserve parcel is going to require grading and filling. What is your |4
plan for where the water is going to go? When your plan fails and my neighbors are flooded, what
are you planning to do about it?

I don’t know if an EIS has to address liability. | will be addressing this with the risk management 5
group at the U of W. and the Board of Regents.
Thank you for your attention

Gina Blum



mailto:gina.blum@comcast.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=5d43304451c64477940ec736034f229c-julieb87
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 7
Blum, Gina

1. The comment regarding the potential for a new parking garage or academic building is
Development Area C to generate light and noise in proximity to adjacent residential area
is noted. Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS (Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and
Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts) identified noise, light, air quality and visual
conditions associated with both a parking garage and academic building in Development
Area C under Alternatives 1 — 4. Where impacts are identified, mitigation measures are
identified to minimize the impacts; however, an academic building or parking garage
located in Development Area C would result in views to the structure, and potentially
noise and visible light for a portion of the residential area to the west.

Additional analysis of noise and air quality conditions associated with a parking garage of
academic building in Development Area C has been prepared for this Final EIS. Please
refer to updated Sections 3.2 (Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases) and 3.5 (Environmental
Health — Noise) for detail.

2. The comment related to the potential for noise and air quality impacts associated with an
academic building or parking structure located in the vicinity of residential uses is noted.
Please refer to response to comment 1 of this letter.

3. The comment recommending preservation of existing upland wetlands is noted. The
Draft EIS considers three development alternatives (Alternatives 1, 2 and 3), two of which
assume retention of all existing upland wetlands. Please also note that Alternative 4
added for this Final EIS also assumes preservation of the three existing upland wetlands.

4. The comment regarding wetlands and stormwater associated with new development is
noted. Subsequent to the issuance of the Draft EIS, the UW Bothell and CC developed a
blended alternative (Alternative 4 in this Final EIS) that incorporates features from each
of the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS (Alternatives 1 — 3), including the retention of
the existing wetlands that are west of 110" Ave NE. Potential development under the
Campus Master Plan would be required to comply with the City of Bothell Surface Water
Design Manual (included as part of the City of Bothell Design and Construction Standards
and Specifications) to minimize stormwater impacts from potential development.

5. The comment regarding liability if noted. Liability is not a subject addressed under the
Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).

Campus Master Plan Final EIS 4-56 Comment Letters and Responses



Letter 8

From: Maki

To: Julie Blakeslee

Subject: UWB/CC Campus Master Plan EIS Comment
Date: Friday, April 14, 2017 9:39:04 AM

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments for the University of Washington
Bothell/Cascadia College Campus Master Plan EIS. Please accept the following comments

e Appendix C - Wetland Technica Memorandums - please include the location of sample
plots and data sheets for the sample plots. Without them, we don't know where in the 1
study areawas investigated for soils.

| am not seeing any specific measures to handle invasive species during construction in
Section 3.3.1. Please address how UWB/CC would prevent spreading of invasive 2
species during construction.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Maki Dalzell

10814 NE 183" Court

Bothell, WA 98011


mailto:makidalzell@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=5d43304451c64477940ec736034f229c-julieb87
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 8
Dalzell, Maki

1. Please referto Appendix D to this Final EIS for the location of sample plots and data sheets
related to the Husky Hall and Husky Village wetland areas.

2. The comment regarding invasive species is noted. Invasive species on the campus will be
managed through an Integrated Pest Management project during construction of any
potential projects. All plants that are brought on campus as part of the landscaping for
potential projects will be weeded before planting and monitored for further growth and
removal of invasive species.
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Letter 9
Ding, Jeff

Subject: FW: Send us your comments

From: jgalvan@cascadia.edu [mailto:jgalvan@cascadia.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, April 11, 2017 1:33 PM

To: Govt Community Relations <uwbcccmp@uw.edu>
Subject: Send us your comments

MasterPlanContactFormID: 50

Form inserted: 4/11/2017 1:30:15 PM
Form updated: 4/11/2017 1:30:15 PM
Your Name: Jodie Galvan

Your Email: jgalvan@cascadia.edu

Your Message: Our green campus is an essential part of our institutional identity and contributes to our ability
to meet our mission and our carbon neutrality requirements. As part of the master planning process, | urge you
engage in conversation with the people who know the natural areas on our campus best (Tyson Kemper, Rob
Turner, Warren Gold, Midori Sakura, Sadie Rosenthal, John VanLeer and Cassie Lubenow) and to deeply
consider their suggestions. Cassie, Tyson and | identified seven essential natural areas on campus for protection
(in addition to the wetlands): 1) the hillslope wetlands on the NW end of campus; 2) the stand of mature native
conifers between the proposed CC4 and new UWB building; 3) the stand of conifers behind CC3 which is used
as a soil laboratory for Midori's classes; 4) the class/lab garden beds just south of the north parking garage; 5)
the two highest functioning bioswales on campus (one just south of the ARC and the other on the east side of
the walkway that runs behind the north parking garage); 6) the mature native conifer forest south of the high
functioning bioswale that is south of the ARC; 7) the largest Douglas fir tree on campus that is also the
preferred roost of our resident bald eagles. | submitted a map of these locations during the community forum on
campus on April 10. I am happy to provide a digital copy upon request. These spaces are just as important to
our campus infrastructure and our ability to implement our five year strategic plan as our indoor classrooms and
parking lots. These spaces provide essential urban wildlife habitat and carbon sequestration and stormwater
filtration services. Our wetlands have a finite capacity to capture and filter stormwater runoff. With
development booming all around us we need to protect as many spaces that infiltrate water as possible or we'll
have a compounding problem that will eventually require us to build expensive gray infrastructure to mitigate.
We've already seen that all bioswales are not created equal and retrofitting low functioning low impact
development facilities is difficult and expensive. We should take every opportunity to build around the places
and green infrastructure facilities that working well. Perhaps even more importantly, these spaces are living
laboratories. Students come to our campus because it provides robust opportunities for hands on learning.
Hillslope wetlands cannot be recreated. Mature coniferous forests take hundreds of years to develop. We cannot
replace these resources if they are lost. Last, but certainly not least, institutions of high education are looked to
by the community as leaders. They are often the first major entities to adapt to our changing world and chart a
new course. We teach our students that climate change is real. We lecture on the critical functions that wetlands,
forests, gardens, and open spaces provide - not just to our native fish and wildlife species but to all of us whose
health is improved in statistically significant ways by the view of large trees from our windows and the
opportunity to walk on forested trails on our lunch break. We challenge our students to become leaders, to
change their communities for the better. How can we do all this and then ignore these very principles in our

1
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campus master planning process? If we don't walk the talk - and protect and plan for these key places - then | 4
why should anyone else? Thank you for your consideration. cont
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1) Hillslope wetlands and mature native coniferous forest —
very high ecological importance — irreplaceable
ecosystem functions

2) Healthy, contiguous stand of mature native coniferous
forest — very high ecological importance —irreplaceable
ecosystem functions - and stormwater retention facility

3) Upland coniferous forest soils learning
laboratory and stormwater retention facility

4) Joint campus agricultural best practices
learning laboratory

f 5) High functioning bioswales with habitat value

6) Mature native coniferous forest

7) Largest Douglas fir tree on campus and
the bald eagles’ favorite roost



RESPONSE TO LETTER 9
Galvan, Jodie

1. The comment regarding the incorporation of site specific knowledge from faculty and
researchers is noted. Draft EIS Section 3.3 (Wetlands, Plants and Animals) incorporated
information provided from UW Bothell and CC faculty and researchers as part of the
Affected Environment discussion. Please also refer to response to Letter 5 (Cascadia
College and UW Bothell Campus Sustainability Committees), response to comments 9 and
10.

2. The comment and map regarding existing natural areas is noted. Alternative 4 — Blended
Alternative that is included as part of the analysis in this Final EIS includes the preservation
of several existing natural areas identified as part of this comment. As future
development occurs, specific project design will take into consideration the preservation
and enhancement of natural areas on campus. In the event that these areas could be
impacted by construction, mitigation measures will be taken to ensure proper functioning
natural systems in consultation with campus expertise (faculty and staff) that are
knowledgeable about the functional aspects of these areas.

3. The comment regarding the educational value of existing natural areas is noted. The
Campus Master Plan includes a discussion the importance of these areas. Alternative 4 —
Blended Alternative in this Final EIS also recognizes their importance and includes the
retention of the three existing upland wetlands that are identified in Section 3.3
(Wetlands, Plants and Animals) and several other existing natural areas.

4. The comment regarding sustainability and natural areas as an objective of campus
development is noted. The Campus Master Plan includes a Design Principle regarding the
Relationship to the Environment and is intended to preserve and enhance the upland
forest, campus green and existing wetlands. The UW Bothell and CC comply with State
standards for all building development and actively attempt to achieve a higher level of
sustainability with each building development. Sustainability measures will be evaluated
for potential development at the time of specific project design.
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Letter 10

Campus Master Plan DEIS Comments — Warren Gold

CAMPUS WETLANDS

The restored floodplain wetland and stream channel of North Creek is an integral part of our campus
as a resource for education, research, outreach, and even serves as an important element as our
campus identity. Management of its dual role as a living laboratory and an ecological refuge is a delicate
balancing act that has become increasingly difficult as the use of the wetlands for teaching and research
has increased rapidly over the past 5 years. The DEIS / Campus Master Plan (CMP) treats the wetland as
a simple preserve, examining potential impacts to the wetland of campus development on the hillsides.
The CMP should incorporate the wetland as a campus resource directly. There is urgent need for a
Wetland Master Plan (or an Interpretive, Education, and Research Plan). Some of this kind of a plan
would incorporate programming beyond the level of the CMP, but the CMP needs to consider 1
infrastructure needs to accommodate increased uses that will come along with the planned growth in
students, faculty, and staff (e.g., trails, research and teaching nodes along the stream, and so on).
Further, over the years there have been some serious management issues that have arisen in the
wetland (e.g., beaver dams, crows, and so on). A wetland plan would help to guide management
decisions and ensure that these are consistent with the educational and research uses of that portion of
campus. At the very least the CMP should recognize the need for a wetland plan explicitly and call for its
development. We are certainly past the point where we can manage research and education activities
to minimize impacts and conflicts with the informal structure in place.

It appears that the biological and hydrological characterization of the campus floodplain wetland in
the DEIS was written with either (A) field observations or (B) discussing things with faculty and staff
that know the site. These descriptions of the wetland appears to have been done from some general
print sources and in some cases references plants communities that were installed 15 years ago — many
of which have changed considerably. At least talking with folks that are familiar with the wetlands would 2
be helpful to incorporate some degree of accuracy and understanding of the biological and
hydrological conditions and issues on the site. EIS document have a long shelf life and are often
referenced many years down the road. Using current, accurate information helps make such a

document more useful in the long run. | would urge the inclusion of greater accuracy in these
descriptions in the FEIS.

CAMPUS WETLANDS — UPLANDS CONNECTIONS

The CMP/DEIS should do a better job of recognizing the upper campus and floodplain wetland as a
coupled system. There are many places in the document where potential impacts to the wetland are
said to not occur simply due to the physical distance of the development activities from the wetland. In
the instances where the hydrologic connections between upper campus development and the wetland
are recognized, there is relatively weak language referencing the need for LID, or BMPs with regard to
handling stormwater with each specific building development. | feel stronger language is needed -
specifically urging that each aspect of development be (1) recognized as having potentially important

indirect impacts on the wetland, (2) they be carefully analyzed, and (3) mitigation measures be
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carefully assessed for their effectiveness ON THIS SITE. Simply relying on language of oh well, “we will
use BMPs and LID” can often result in generic solutions applied unsuccessfully (or inadequately) to site-

specific problems. We have seen this with past campus developments that have altered hydrology in
ways that have adversely impacted the floodplain wetlands and trees on upper campus. These measures
have been designed and employed with inadequate (or a complete lack) of consultation with experts in
the faculty and staff present on campus that best understand these system on this specific site. | would
also like to see some language in the CMP / EIS that recognizes the need to bring in such expertise
(i.e., faculty and staff that know the site) in meaningful ways and that such input would be
considered. This could go into mitigation measures sections in the document.

Addition of impervious surfaces in upper campus will impact the wetlands. We are already
anticipating greater impervious surface storm flows from future development along Beardslee Blvd
(west of Beardslee Crossing). Any single project may have relatively small impacts but over the years
impacts from many projects add up to be highly impactful. The DEIS / CMP should explicitly recognize
the importance of considering and assessing these cumulative indirect impacts of hydrologic changes.
Language that directly stresses considerations of using pervious pavements as well as other LID

approaches in the design of specific projects could be strengthened in the DEIS/CMP.

Placement of more student activities or housing buildings down in the wetland “buffer” area will also
increase the likelihood of informal, unpermitted student use of the wetlands (wandering into the
wetland with who-knows-what in mind). This should be considered and included and in the DEIS/CMP.

| did not read the DEIS exhaustively but in what | did read | could not find any analysis of the capacity of
the current oil-water separator vaults and what the increase in impervious surfaces (particularly
parking structures) might mean for their ability to function effectively. That should be addressed if it is
not in there already.

UPLAND / POCKET WETLANDS

The pocket wetlands that exist in the upland portion of campus should be recognized for their
ecological and educational values. There is some mention of ecological value (understated in my
opinion) but no mention of the educational value. All natural open spaces on campus have significant
educational value. At UW Bothell we pride ourselves on hands-on, applied education that takes place
outside of the classroom. We need to explicitly recognize the value of such spaces on our campus for
such educational endeavors. On campus spaces provide the possibility of such experiences where off
campus sites are often impractical to use in short class periods.

Hillslope wetlands are very different from floodplain wetlands in their ecological hydrologic
functioning. Wetland 14 and other wetlands in areas C and D represent such locations, valuable for
habitat, stormwater control, and education. Their habitat value may not be the highest due to their
size, isolation, and current condition but it is important nonetheless. This same assessment has been
used as a basis for the destruction of many hillslope wetlands in our region. | would like to see stronger

cont
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language that recognizes the unique functions of such wetlands and their values that may go beyond the
coarse and often inadequate grading systems for wetlands employed in planning documents.

As such, we should do all possible to minimize the impacts to Wetland 14 and the other hillslope
wetlands on campus. These wetlands provide tremendous opportunities for class-based enhancement
and restoration activities and studies that can improve their function and connectivity. From my reading
| see some conflicting messages as to how the different alternatives will affect Wetland 14. According
to the text, Alternative 2 decreases direct impact to Wetland 14 relative to Alternative 1. In the DEIS
Summary Chapter the table states that Alternative 2 would have the same impact as Alternative 1.
Wetlands in areas C and D are also not impacted in Alternative 2 (same as alternative 1) so this is good.
Hillslope wetlands are not all that common anymore.

There are some attractive elements of Alternative 3 (see comments below). These include the
redevelopment (improvement) of student housing in area D and the replacement of Husky Hall with a
taller building that would be more space-efficient per unit building footprint. The impacts to hillslope
wetlands in that Alternative 3 could be reduced by careful building siting and possibly replacing the
buildings in area C with buildings in the area A parking lot as shown in Alternative 1.

At the same time that we should minimize impacts to the hillslope wetlands the DEIS should examine
what we are doing to ensure the hydrologic health of those wetlands. | don’t see any analysis of the
impacts of neighboring construction on the hydrology of Wetland 14 and other hillslope wetlands.

UPLAND TREES

I would like to see more emphasis (language) placed on the importance of preserving some of our
stands of mature trees on campus. These trees are important for their ecological, educational, and
aesthetic values. The UW is a signatory to the President’s Climate Commitment and as such is required
to reduce our carbon footprint. Large mature trees go a long way toward that and planting small trees
to offset the removal of mature evergreens simply does not do the job. It should not be suggested in this
document that replanting will have any significant impact on offsetting the ecological values of removing
mature trees (be they carbon, stormwater, air pollution, habitat, or other functions). If that is to be
claimed there should be an analysis that actually backs that up. Here is one example (used in many
locations in the DEIS):

“The implementation of tree replacement plans and landscaping plans as part of specific
development projects would provide new trees, landscaping and associated urban habitat areas on
campus and significant impacts would not be anticipated. With the mitigation measures identified as
part of development, no significant impacts to wildlife or threatened species are anticipated.”

It is not reasonable to imagine no significant impacts to wildlife with tree removal in such isolated
urban green spaces and that “tree replacement” would mitigate for any such impacts in a meaningful
time frame. | would urge the DEIS not to claim this.

In addition to more language on the importance and reasons for tree preservation where possible, we
should demarcate some of the most significant tree stands for preservation in this iteration of the

3
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CMP. This would include the stand between the proposed buildings of UW4 and CC4 in Area B, and
some sections of Areas C and D. This does not mean everything outside of those preserved areas should
be cut, but instead is meant to place the highest emphasis of preservation on those marked locations.

When trees are cut they retain ecological value. The CMP should indicate that any cut trees should be
used for their habitat value in restoration projects on campus or nearby. Student restoration and
conservation projects could benefit greatly from this. Language that indicates this repurposing of
removed trees should be included.

| like the elements of Alternative 2 that seem overall to have less impacts on the higher value tree
stands than the other two alternatives. In the DEIS it is claimed that Alternative 2 would have a higher
impact on trees in area B than Alternative 1. While this is true, its impact is really greater around the
Truly house where the trees are of not so great value (rather than the central forest section north of
DH). So this is not such a worry.

OVERALL: ALTERANTIVES AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A meshing of all three alternatives could achieve (A) the desired preservation of important tree stands
and wetlands, and (B) improvement of building efficiencies in Areas C and D. Some building
concentration in Area A (Alternative 1), combined with the replacement of the students apartments and
Husky Hall in Areas C and D (Alternative 3) could fit with a smaller building south of Wetland 14 (and a
larger building where the Truly house is (both in Alternative 2). There are many other smaller details but
| see room for allowing development to occur without sacrificing many of the excellent, valuable open
spaces on upper campus.

MITIGATION MEASURES for WETLANDS, PLANT AND ANIMALS (Section 3.3.3)

This section contains a number of examples where it is suggested that the only significant impacts to the
floodplain wetlands and stream would be through direct construction on or immediately adjacent to
that site. This is not correct (I made this point earlier). While building directly on top of the wetlands or
immediately adjacent to it would have large effects, any construction uphill from the wetlands will have
impacts (some of which have been poorly mitigated in the past). Here are example statements:

“No development would occur within the North Creek Stream and Wetland Area.”

“Planned development would be sensitive to areas that are proximate to the North Creek Stream
and Wetland Area.”

(A) “Vegetation controls would continue to include an Integrated Pest Management Plan and a
revegetation plan that emphasizes the propagation of native vegetation.” This statement should include
the Invasive Species management Policy that is being formulated as a part of the Integrated Pest
Management Plan:

Vegetation controls would continue to include an Integrated Pest Management Plan that includes
measures to control and eradicate problematic non-native species and a revegetation plan that
emphasizes the propagation of native vegetation.

(B) Add text in blue: “As specific projects are defined and sites are selected, the campus would perform
an evaluation of existing trees to inform the project design team of trees that are considered significant,
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in an effort to preserve and maintain these trees to the extent feasible. Documentation of trees
removed due to construction activities and the loss of ecological functions would be tracked on a
campus-wide basis.”

HOUSING / EXISTING BUILDINGS AND ROADWAYS

| like the building northward of Alternative 3 in general. The use of land space in the current student
housing area is not efficient. The apartments themselves are not energy efficient. Redevelopment
would allow improved energy efficiency and the employment of LID approaches. Same for Husky Hall.
| think these attractive elements of Alternative 3 could be combined with buildings in area A to reduce
impacts to Wetland 14 and other hillslope wetlands as well as preserving some significant tree stands
while moving toward more energy- and footprint-efficient buildings.

Why is there no explicit mention of the use of pervious pavement? This might be considered to be
lumped under LID approaches generically but a list of possible LID applications at appropriate places in
the DEIS would give more weight to such things and help that they might not get lost in the future. We
are already seeing possible detrimental effects of not using pervious pavement for the new parking lot
in SW campus on some mature trees where subsurface water flows have been disrupted. If it is true as
stated in the DEIS that “The proposed Campus Master Plan includes guiding principles to create a more
sustainable campus environment”, then we should be including some clear language as to some of the
approaches this requires. With all of the impervious surfaces going in under this CMP we should be
requiring pervious pavement wherever possible.

ENERGY

| see estimates for the increased needs for electric and natural gas. Why is there no discussion /
consideration of geothermal or solar in the mix? We should be examining alternative energy sources
that are more sustainable wherever possible!

TRANSPORTATION: BICYCLING

The analysis of bicycling infrastructure in its current state suffers from the same lack of checking the
reality on the ground (versus developing things from Google maps).

“Bicycle lanes are provided along Beardslee Boulevard between the 1-405 Southbound Ramps and
Main Street and east of the I-405 Northbound Ramps.” — This is wrong. The bike lane westbound on
Beardslee stops just slightly west of our current north campus entrance. | would not expect
someone to check all the bike lanes in the area, but this is just west of our campus entrance!

The bike map is not good (even though it may have come from the CoB). Many roads are indicated
in blue as “bike lane or shared roadway”. This is a completely unhelpful indicator. Any roadway can
be a shared roadway. Some shown this way on the map are fine and some are dangerous in places (I
bike all of them). If one is producing a map it should have some grounding in reality and accuracy
and should strive to not simply repeat errors that might already be present in presently-existing
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materials. Bicycling maps should focus on roadways with actual bike lanes or functional shoulders
(or at least designate them separately from shared roads) if you want to encourage more people to
cycle. Ground checking these things are not possible but asking one or two people who know the
roads can be a quick way to double check such information.

Please don’t indicate the wetland boardwalk as a bikeway — it is NOT (and is often slippery and not
the best thing for people to cycle on).

The considerations of bike circulation on campus are inadequate. There are references to roadways
and some general thoughts about reducing transit on Campus Way and how this might benefit bicycling
(marginal in my opinion). There is a lack of analysis of bicycling throughout campus on walkways.
Pedestrian - cyclist conflicts are common on college campuses (see UW Seattle for a nearby example).
Planning ahead of time for how walkways are configured (width, sinuosity, sightlines, and so on) can go
a long way to addressing potential conflicts as a campus grows. Trying to address that after the fact is
much harder. Not considering such things now is an opportunity missed.

While there is clear reference to the need to reduce SOV trips to campus, there is no meaningful
analysis of how to facilitate and encourage cycling to help in that regard. | see little mention of
strategic issues of bike rack numbers, location / cover, locker and shower facilities, and so on. If you
are going to be serious about the role of cycling in reducing SOV trips more language should be included
as to the type of things that must be considered in future facility development on campus. The DEIS
goes to some length to even mention the need to think about more recreational equipment to
accommodate more students — why no mention of what it takes to facilitate bike commuting?

23
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 10
Gold, Warren

The comment regarding management of the North Creek Stream and Wetland Area as an
educational and research resource is noted. The UW Bothell and CC campus
administration is open to coordinating with the valued faculty and staff regarding
operations management of the North Creek Stream and Wetland Area and regarding the
development of a Wetlands Master Plan. Please contact UW Bothell and Cascadia College
administration to initiate this coordination.

The UW Bothell and Cascadia College recognize the valuable understanding and
knowledge of campus faculty and staff regarding the campus natural systems.
Information on campus natural systems provided by the faculty was utilized extensively
in the preparation of Draft EIS Section 3.3 (Wetlands, Plants and Animals).

The comment regarding upland areas of campus and natural spaces (floodplain, wetlands,
etc.) is noted. The Campus Master Plan has incorporated language that recognizes the
connection between the upland areas and natural spaces of campus. Please also refer to
Section 3.3 (Wetlands, Plants and Animals) for additional detail.

The comment regarding the relationship between campus wetland systems and
stormwater generated by impervious surface is noted. As indicated in Section 3.3.3
(Wetlands, Plants and Animals) of the Draft EIS, stormwater controls would be applied
during construction activities and over the long term. These controls and BMPs would
control on-site erosion and transport of sediment and pollutants off site, by minimizing
disturbance, stabilizing unworked materials, applying vegetative or mulch controls, and
implementing other controls to reduce and treat contaminants in drainage water.

The comment regarding location of student housing facilities in proximity to wetlands
increasing the potential for human activity in wetland buffer areas is noted. Please refer
to Section 3.3 (Wetlands, Plants and Animals) for discussion regarding human activity
related to wetland buffers.

The comment regarding oil-water separator vaults is noted. The Campus Master Plan has
been updated to a discussion on oil-water separator vaults on campus.

The comment regarding the existing upland wetlands and the value of those areas is
noted. The Campus Master Plan includes a discussion the importance of the wetlands.
Alternative 4 — Blended Alternative in this Final EIS also recognizes their importance and
includes the retention of the three existing upland wetlands that are identified in Section
3.3 (Wetlands, Plants and Animals).
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8.

9.

Wetland 14 was initially delineated and evaluated under the 1995 EIS and subsequently
evaluated as a wetland depression by Arcadis U.S., Inc. (Arcadis) in their report dated April
13, 2015. By hydrogeomorphic class, wetlands are different and certainly do serve
different functions. The landscape, landform and site characteristics contribute greatly
to the values and functions of each slope or depressional HGM class wetland.

Depressional wetlands offer many effective forms of pollutant removal and nutrient
reduction/sequestering that can protect our water quality. Plants trap sediment and
pollutants and depending on the outlet of a depressional wetland unit (no outlet or
constricted), cyclical changes in ponding (seasonal hydrology), and contributing drainage
to the wetland, the amount of nitrogen transformation (i.e. nutrient reduction) and
pollutant removal can vary greatly but do serve a function and value to some degree. For
all wetlands, the function and value of it depends on many interrelated ecological
processes that are site specific. For example, slope wetlands lack the sequestering
capabilities of depressional systems by comparison. However, it is agreed that sloped
wetlands do serve unique functions and values compared to other slope systems such as
a mowed upland lawn that is sloped.

As indicated in Section 3.3 (Wetlands, Plants and Animals), any potential filling of Wetland
14 (as assumed under Alternative 3) was mitigated as part of the North Creek Stream and
Wetland area restoration. Please note that Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 assume the retention
of the three upland wetlands.

The comment regarding Alternatives 1 and 2 preserving upland wetlands, and Alternative
3 assumed to result in the filling of 0.16 acre of upland wetland area is noted. Please note
that Alternative 4 identified for this Final EIS includes elements of Alternatives 1, 2 and 3;
Alternative 4 assumes the retention of the upland wetlands.

10. The comment regarding positive elements of Alternative 3, except for the filling of upland

11.

wetlands, is noted. Please note that Alternative 4 identified for this Final EIS includes
elements of Alternatives 1, 2 and 3; Alternative 4 assumes the retention of the upland
wetlands.

Additional buildings and campus development would result in more collection and
diversion of surface and groundwater. Surface and groundwater diversion in the Uplands
will be carefully considered on an individual project and campus-wide basis to protect
existing wetlands, trees and vegetation. It is also recognized that additional groundwater
will result in addition flow into the Lowlands, which needs to be balanced. This overall
drainage strategy will continue to be evaluated as the campus expands and as storm
drainage requirements change.

Low impact development (LID) considerations would be reviewed and utilized for
stormwater management wherever possible, particularly alternatives and strategies to
reduce overall runoff. LID considerations and alternative measures would also be
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considered to address overall water quality and to reduce contaminants. Regular
maintenance of such facilities is also critical to overall system performance. Salmon Safe
Certification was received by the campus in approximately 2008, and has been
maintained through present time. The original certification was largely based on the core
infrastructure that has been installed, particularly stormwater systems and the overall
wetland restoration area. The campus has been highly committed to regular maintenance
and has made frequent adjustments to existing facilities (such as bioswales, etc.) as part
of the re-certification process. New buildings/facilities that have been added have been
designed and constructed to meet Salmon Safe requirements. As the Campus Master Plan
develops and as new buildings/facilities are added, Salmon Safe requirements are
planned to be met —based on the current program

While the stormwater conveyance system was designed to handle the full build-out of
the campus based on the Preliminary 1995 Master Plan, modifications will be required to
support new development under the 2017 Master Plan, including stormwater measures
to continue recharge and water quality at the existing upland wetlands and North Creek
wetland restoration area. For example, runoff from non-pollution generating surfaces
would be conveyed to the wetland restoration area as currently configured. Runoff from
new pollution generating surfaces (parking, roadways, etc.) would be collected by a
system of catch basins and pipes, and conveyed to a new LID stormwater treatment
facility prior to releasing to the existing drainage system. Runoff from pollution generating
surfaces in association with new buildings would be collected locally and treated and
detained (if required) using an approach to fit the expanding campus. Landscaped and
natural areas would utilize a combination of catch basins, underdrains, and underground
pipes to collect and convey other surface flows to the existing storm drainage system.

12. The comment regarding impact associated with tree clearing is noted. As noted in Section
3.3 (Wetlands and Plants/Animals), campus development under Alternatives 1, 2 and 3
would result in impacts to moderate ecological trees. As indicated in the comment, the
Draft EIS identifies mitigation measures to minimize the potential for impacts, including
“evaluation of trees in the area of any individual project to identify measures to preserve
and maintain trees and possible”, and “replacement of trees removed consistent with City
of Bothell requirements.”

Please note that the Campus Master Plan includes provisions to protect much of the
original extents of the upland forest in a contiguous block to provide a rich and natural
backdrop and northwest identity to the campus, a buffer to nearby residential areas, and
an ecological laboratory for restoring these wooded areas. Alternative 4 identified for
this Final EIS reflects these master plan provisions.

13. The comments regarding tree preservation and the attached map of existing trees is
noted. The Campus Master Plan included consideration of existing trees and tree
preservation. Please refer to response of comment 12 of this letter and Section 3.3
(Wetlands, Plants and Animals) of this Final EIS.
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19

20.

21.

The comment regarding the repurposing of trees removed as part of potential
development is noted. The Campus Master Plan has been updated to include the
consideration of repurposing trees as part of potential development.

The comment regarding the trees preservation features of Alternative 3 is noted.

The comment regarding a hybrid alternative that combines attributes of the three
development alternatives is noted. Consistent with this comment, this Final EIS includes
a new Alternative 4 that combines attributes of Alternatives 1, 2 and 3. As indicated in
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS, Alternative 4 includes retention of the three identified upland
wetlands, provisions for the retention of upland forest areas, and establishment of
connections between natural areas of campus.

The comment indicating that indirect impacts to wetland systems could occur even
without direct wetland fill is noted. As indicated in Section 3.3 (Wetlands, Plants and
Animals) “development under Alternatives 1 — 3 would contribute to the overall amount
of impervious surface and stormwater discharge in the area, as well as the overall amount
of short-term (construction activity) and long-term (building operations and increased
human activity) disturbances to wetlands, plants and animals.”

Please also refer to responses to comment 8 and 11 of this letter.

The suggested wording regarding Integrated Pest management is noted. Please refer to
Section 3.3 (Wetlands, Plants and Animals) for the added wording.

. The wording comments are noted. Please refer to Section 3.3 (Wetlands, Plants and

Animals) for the added text.

The comment favoring redevelopment of the Husky Hall and Husky Village sites as
depicted under Alternative 3 is noted. It is also acknowledged that new buildings on the
Husky Hall and Husky Village sites would likely be more energy efficient than the existing
buildings in these areas. Please note that Alternative 4 (Blended Alternative) identified in
this Final EIS also includes redevelopment of Husky Hall and Husky Village.

The comment that LID considerations should be reviewed and utilized for stormwater
management wherever possible is noted. However, pervious pavement is not a good LID
alternative on much of the Uplands portion of the site. The developable portion of the
site consists primarily of dense glacial till material which does not infiltrate well. Once
stormwater reaches the glacial till layer it will tend to migrate downward along the slope
or saturate the upper layer of topsoil — neither of which is desirable in a fully developed
condition. There may be opportunities for pervious pavement in select areas that have
underlying soil which can support infiltration, but these areas will be limited. Please note
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that the Campus Master Plan includes provisions for the use of pervious pavement as
appropriate.

22. The comment regarding renewable energy is noted. The Campus Master Plan identifies
that potential buildings could increase renewable energy through the uses of solar arrays.
During the specific project design for potential development, the UW Bothell and CC
would consider sustainable building practices.

23. The comment regarding bike mapping is noted. The bike map included in the Draft EIS
has been updated in this Final EIS (Figure 3.12-2). Primary corridors that could be used for
commuting to the campus have undergone additional field review to verify City of Bothell
GIS data.

24. The comment regarding bike circulation is noted. Ongoing review and assessment of
bicycle circulation on campus will be completed through the development of the Campus
Master Plan. The purpose of this Final EIS is to identify off-site impacts of the proposed
Campus Master Plan. On-going review of on-campus vehicle and non-motorized
circulation issues will be conducted through the standing parking and transportation
committee.

25. The comment regarding strategies to increase bike use is noted. A Draft Transportation
management Plan (TMP) has been included in this Final EIS. The TMP includes on-campus
strategies to encourage bicycle commuting to the campus. This includes enhanced
facilities such as strategically located and covered bike racks as well as additional
faculty/student/staff accessible showers.
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Letter 11

From: Kelly Snyder

To: Julie Blakeslee; Peggy Brown
Subject: FW: Salmon Safe in Master Plan
Date: Monday, April 17, 2017 8:26:15 PM
UW Bothell

Assistant Vice Chancellor of Government and Community Relations
425-352-3623 office
425-941-1839 cell
From: David Jackson [mailto:david.w.jackson.jr@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, April 17, 2017 7:41 PM
To: Kelly Snyder
Subject: Salmon Safe in Master Plan
Hello,
My nameis David and | am a student working with campus sustainability for Salmon Safe. |
attempted to submit the following as a comment but it was well over the character limit.
Thanks.

Introduction
Salmon Safe is a certification focusing on the preservation and conservation of salmon in
washington streams and rivers. The certification encourages that developed and developing
areas follow guidelines concerning surface water runoff and contamination. These guidelines
ensure that salmon habitats are safe and healthy for salmon populations. UW Bothell has been
Salmon Safe Certified since 2008 and it is an integral component of the campuses
commitment to sustainable practices. As part of our ongoing re-certification process, it is 1
necessary for usto demonstrate that development of campus is not adversely impacting our
salmon population. The proposed changes in the master plan will have profound stormwater
runoff impacts that may have unintended consequences on our salmon population. In order for
the new campus development to be in accordance with our Salmon Safe certification
commitments, it isimperative that the master planning committee and environmental impact
state incorporate the following:

1. Prime objective
Implement low-impact practices, especially runoff retention (Retention means keeping runoff
from flowing off the site on the surface by preventing its generation in the first place capturing
it for awater supply purpose, releasing it viainfiltration to the soil or evapotranspiration to the
atmosphere, or some combination of these mechanisms.) practices,addressing both water
quantity and water quality control to the maximum extent technically feasible in redeveloping |2
infrastructure parcels. Provide documentation of how the objective will be achieved. If full
achievement of the goal is technically infeasible, assemble documentation demonstrating why
it isnot and proceed to consider Objective 2A and/or 2B, as appropriate to the site.
2. Alternative objectives
Assessif achieving Objective 1 is documented to be technically infeasible.
2A. Alternative water quantity control objective when the site discharges to a combined
sanitary-storm sewer or a stream—Start with the low-impact practices identified in the
assessment pursuant to Objective 1. To the extent that they cannot prevent the generation of |3
stormwater runoff peak flow rates and volumes greater than in the predeveloped condition (A
predevel oped condition is the natural state of the site asit typically would be for the area prior
to any modification of vegetation or soil.) (As determined through hydrologic modeling of the
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previously pre-developed and modified conditions.) implement effective alternative measures
to diminish and/or slow the release of runoff to the maximum extent technically feasible, with
the minimum objective of complying with the regulatory requirements for water quantity
control applying to the location (Specified for discharges to Western Washington streams by
the Washington Department of Ecology’ s Stormwater Management Manual for Western
Washington, Minimum Technical Requirement #7; specified for discharges to combined
sewers by the municipal jurisdiction.). If the site is exempt from a standard flow control
reguirement, the minimum objective shall be reducing the quantity discharged below the
amount released in the immediately preceding condition.(As determined through hydrologic
modeling of the preceding and modified conditions.)
2B. Alternative water quality control objective when the site discharges to awater body or a
separate storm sewer leading to a water body—Start with the low-impact practices identified
in the assessment pursuant to Objective 1. To the extent that they cannot prevent the
generation of stormwater runoff containing pollutants, implement alternative effective
measures to reduce contaminants in stormwater to the maximum extent technically feasible,
with the minimum objective of complying with the regulatory requirements for water quality
control applying to the location.(In Western Washington, specified by the Washington
Department of Ecology’ s Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington,
Minimum Technical Requirement #6.)

3. Plan Elements
The elements of the plan to achieve the Prime or Alterantive objects are detailed below.
3A. Inventory and analysis
Narrative, mapping, data, and quantitative results that summarize:
(1) siteland uses and land covers in the newly developed or redevel oped condition and the
preceding condition; (2) results of hydrologic modeling of the undevel oped, preceding and
modified conditions, as the basis for pursuing quantity control objectives,; and (3) stormwater
drainage sub-basins, conveyance routes and locations of receiving stormwater drains and
natural water bodies in the modified state.
3B. Low-impact practices
Low-impact practices are systematic methods intended to reduce the quantity of stormwater
runoff produced and improve the quality of the remaining runoff by controlling pollutants at
their sources, collecting precipitation and putting it to a beneficia use, and utilizing or
mimicking the hydrologic functioning of natural vegetation and soil in designing drainage
systems. The following low-impact practices are particularly relevant to infrastructure sites:
3B- 1. Source control practices

« minimizing pollutant introduction by building materials (especially zinc- and copper-
bearing) and activities conducted on the site

e isolating pollutants from contact with rainfall or runoff by segregating, covering,
containing, and/or enclosing pollutant-generating materials, wastes and activities

« conserving water to reduce non-stormwater discharges
3B -2. Minimizing structure footprints
Constructing streets, driveways, sidewalks and uncovered parking lot aisles to the minimum
widths necessary, provided that public safety and a walkable environment for pedestrians are
not compromised.
Harvesting precipitation and putting it to a use such asirrigation, toilet flushing, vehicle or
surface washing, or cooling system make-up water.
Constructing low-traffic areas with permeable surfaces, such as porous asphalt, open-graded
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Portland cement concrete, coarse granular materials, concrete or plastic unit pavers, and

plastic grid systems (Areas particularly suited for permeable surfaces are driveways, walkways
and sidewalks, alleys, and overflow or otherwise lightly-used uncovered parking lots not
subject to much leaf fall or other deposition.)

Draining runoff from roofs, pavements, other impervious surfaces, and landscaped areas into
one or more of the following green stormwater infrastructure (GSI) systems:

e Infiltration basin
« Bioretention area* (also known as arain garden)
« Planter box*, tree pit* (bioretention areas on arelatively small scale)

« Vegetated swale (Preferably with an open bottom for the fullest infiltration, but with a
liner and underdrain if the opportunity for deep infiltration is highly limited or
prohibited for some specific reason, e.g., bedrock or seasonal high-water table near the
surface, very restrictive soil (e.g., clay, silty clay) that cannot be adequately amended
to permit effective infiltration, non-remediable contamination below ground in the
percolating water pathway.) *

« Vegetated filter strip*

e Infiltration trench

« Roof downspout dispersion system

« Green roof

* gsignifies compost-amended soils as needed to maximize soil storage and infiltration

Additional practices especialy pertinent to new developed locations are:

« Conserving natural areas including existing trees, other vegetation and soils

« Minimizing soil excavation and compaction and vegetation disturbance

« Maximizing non-hardened drainage conveyances

« Maximizing vegetation in areas that generate and convey runoff
3C. Alternatives
When on-site low-impact practices alone cannot achieve Objectives 2A and/or 2B, implement
one or more of the following strategies to meet at least the minimum water quantity and
quality control objectives stated above:
For runoff quantity and/or quality control:

« Contribute materially to a neighborhood project using low-impact practices and serving
the stormwater control needs of multiple propertiesin the same receiving water
drainage basin, with the contribution commensurate with the shortfall in meeting
objectives on the site itself.

« Implement low-impact practices on-site to manage the quantity and quality of stormwater
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generated in alocation off the infrastructure site but in the same receiving water

drainage basin, with the scope of the project commensurate with the shortfall in

meeting objectives using practices applied to stormwater generated by the site itself.
For runoff quantity control—install a pond, vault or tank to store water for delayed release
after stormsto help avoid high flows damaging to a stream or combined sewer overflows.
While useful for runoff quantity control, passive vaults, tanks and ponds not specifically
designed for treatment provide very little water quality benefit.
For runoff quality control: install an advanced engineered treatment system suitable for an
infrastructure site:

« Treatment pond

« Treatment wetland
5 cont
« Conventional swale

« Conventional filter strip
¢ Basic sand filtration

« Chitosan-enhanced sand filtration

« Advanced media filtration coupled with ion exchange and/or carbon adsorption
(The most effective candidate treatment systems now available are chitosan-enhanced sand
filtration and advanced mediafiltration coupled with ion exchange and/or carbon adsorption.)
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1.

3.

4.

RESPONSE TO LETTER 11
Jackson, David

The comment related to the UW Bothell/Cascadia College campus being Salmon Safe
Certified since 2008, and the need to demonstrate salmon safe practices as part of the re-
certification, are noted. The original certification was largely based on the core
infrastructure that has been installed, particularly stormwater systems and the overall
wetland restoration area. The UW Bothell and CC have been highly committed to regular
maintenance and has made frequent adjustments to existing facilities (such as bioswales,
etc.) as part of the re-certification process. New buildings/facilities that have been added
have been designed and constructed to meet Salmon Safe requirements. There has also
been a focus on education to strengthen the understanding of the Salmon Safe
Certification and overall sustainability. As the Campus Master Plan develops and as new
buildings/facilities are added, Salmon Safe requirements will continue to be met.

Please refer to responses to comments 2. 3, 4 and 5 of this letter and Section 3.3
(Wetlands and Plants and Animals) for additional information regarding campus planning
elements intended to maintain or enhance salmon habitat conditions.

The comment regarding low-impact practices noted. Flow control requirements will
continue to be evaluated as the campus expands, based on current stormwater
requirements and drainage code. Much of the campus is currently exempt from flow
control, due to the proximity of discharge to North Creek and the Sammamish River,
which is exempt from flow control. It has been technically demonstrated that during large
storm events it is actually better to discharge stormwater to the Sammamish River ahead
of the urban peak flows contributed by the North Creek drainage basin, to better stabilize
overall flows. This overall drainage strategy will continue to be evaluated as the campus
expands and as storm drainage requirements change.

The comment regarding alternative water quality objectives is noted. LID considerations
should be reviewed and utilized for stormwater management wherever possible,
particularly alternatives and strategies to reduce overall runoff. The UW Bothell and CC
are committed to using the current stormwater drainage code for new stormwater
infrastructure needed to support the future development of the campus.

The comment regarding alternative measures to reduce contaminants is noted. LID
considerations and alternative measures should be considered to address overall water
quality and to reduce contaminants. Regular maintenance of such facilities is also critical
to overall system performance. Opportunities to involve the academic community in the
evaluation of alternative measures should also be explored. The UW Bothell and CC are
committed to using the current stormwater drainage code for new stormwater
infrastructure needed to support the expansion of the campus.
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5. The comment regarding stormwater plan elements is noted. Best Management Practices
(BMPs) and LID considerations should be reviewed and utilized for stormwater
management wherever possible. The UW Bothell and CC are committed to using the
current stormwater drainage code for new stormwater infrastructure needed to support
the expansion of the campus.
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Letter 12

Jannelle W. Loewen
10828 NE 183 CT
Bothell, WA

Dear UWB, Cascadia Community College April 10, 2017
Julie Blakeslee, Kelly Snyder, Meagan Walker and others involved,

Let me begin by saying that as an individual living here 30 years in our 30+ year old single family
neighborhood, a community that shares a boundary with a the growing UWB campus that plans to
expand from the original satellite campus and expand again and then expand again, it is disheartening to
say the least. That UWB has changed its mission statement from one that was to “serve the community
of Bothell and the Eastside, and WA state”, to “multi-cultural learning and to ensure land use and capital
investment decisions to support institutional missions of UWB and CCC.” As much as | am for education
and learning, | think the great and good education that is happening between classes (on
Environmental/anti-climate change policies and community relationship degrees) between professors
and students is quite different than what is happening in the administration side of things. | believe that
if we forget our goals we can get confused; what comes out of being confused are conflicted actions. It
seems to me that the 1996 mission statement and the 1996 EIS had a lot more wholesome, unifying and
meaningful goals than the new one. It was clear and unified and detailed. The new one seems very 1

vague and uses words that are vague. Just like the 18-20 years old student’s desire for sports fields,
even taxing themselves for the next 20 years was a pointless goal, as the fields are hardly ever used, and
it destroyed wonderful natural habitat, except for the 10,000 crows that roost there in the evenings, so
is the huge desire for growth, dorms and continued unending growth in the future confused and
misguided. Just because one is in charge and expected to be “doing something in the aim of growth”
and does something does make for a focused or useful goal. University and college administrations
seem to be more interested in growth, acquiring more money (like out of state and country tuitions) in
order to keep the institution alive and kicking or — to make it look like it is alive and kicking - than to
keep to the original truly purposeful mission of the institution. Something seems very awry with the
whole plan of expansion. Where does it all end? Especially considering the fact the original plans were
that this delicate and limited use area was purchased and built for a commuter campus and build out
was for a limited FTE of 7,000. NO dorms for sure. Again — the original mission is being ignored. No one
can serve confused and conflicted goals and serve them well.

That said, | personally feel that even though these confused and shocking plans have tried to be
‘normalized’ through talking and waiting and talking some more, there is still shock, devastation and a
feeling of attack on our individual selves and neighborhood. Yes, there is listening and a personable
friend (Kelly Snyder) who is a great go-between, a sincerely nice, intelligent and hardworking person,
there have been meetings and explanations and pictures and note taking, but the fact IS that there is
still NO MUTUAL BENEFIT between us and the UWB and their expansions. Our neighborhood especially,
and | think Bothell as a whole loses considerable quality of life and happiness. It IS being taken away
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from our neighborhood, and especially the neighbors who live directly against the boundary between
our neighborhood and UWB/Cascadia. Just like all those projects in China that seemed good at the time,
climate change and flooding are now coming back to bite them. And in some way, this project too,
seems good to you now, but will not be for the greater good in the long run. And if, all our concerns are
disregarded the only ‘Scenario | semi-approve of is the one with the smallest building footprint just
behind 182™ CT only. NO large building/Admin building on the upper Truly Uplands.

Suddenly | feel it is cruel to live here, we citizens of Bothell (going on 30 years) at 10828 NE 183™ CT just
behind Mobius Hall, 182nt Ct and Circle Dr., and to be told we have to sacrifice great swaths of life,
views, 200ft trees, quality of air to breathe, quiet noise levels, personal space and privacy, the ability to
enjoy darkness at night and to see the stars, hear birds and see hawks and eagles land in our small
forest. My home home might be devalued and many other things that have given us a quality human
life that Bothell was known for, are all going away. All these are consecutively being taken taken away —
not by ‘Acts of God’ but by human intervention (“progress and growth”.) There is no escape from this
dying — and it feels like guilt and a punishment, for nothing that we deserve. And, it is all happening at a
pace we can hardly keep up with, try to understand and do something about.

| am appreciative of a new 2017 EIS being done. However, there seem to be contradictions within the
new 2017 EIS and the 1995 edition. Here are a few that | have noticed.

1. New EIS - The ‘Uplands Truly parcel, Section ‘C’ is no longer its own entity, but thrown in with
the buildable ‘Midlands’ where buildings are all allowed. 1996 EIS -, no ‘Uplands’ were to be
built on. In the 1996 EIS, the Uplands trees and under growth were to be restored and
enhanced. The UPLAND wetland pond was designated and mapped in the previous 1996 EIS,
but since, has been almost totally destroyed, the wetland plants taken out. However, the pond
continues to form at least 7 — 9 months of the year. No mention of it in the new EIS and even if
it was, it “can be mitigated.” Which, to us, is not an option.

2. 2017 EIS - Tree’s that must be removed (for projects) would be replaced. How are they going to
replace a 200ft fir or cedar tree? The tonnage of water uptake, oxygen producing tree? The
quality of view and buffer? It isn’t possible!

3. How can a statement of “severe impacts to ‘Moderate’ stand of forest/trees/thinning — a

n u

disruption of water, existing tree stands, wild life... needs further investigation,” “considerable
disturbance and loss of existing habitat” (3.3-15, 3.3-14, 3.3-17, “more noise/impacts under #3
scenario,” be together in the same EIS which states, “NO significant unavoidable adverse
impacts to wetland, plants or animals are anticipated” (3.3-4) and in (3.3-16) “the Master Plan’
includes goals and objectives to create a MORE sustainable environment and retain existing

landscapes and natural features... ? The only way to be truly more feasible is to NOT destroy but

to fix and add to it.
4. There are numerous statements (stated at least 35 times) in the 1995 EIS that state the ‘Uplands

should have all undergrowth and pond not only saved but enhanced. There is nothing of the
sort in the new one. It's obvious that NO understory or additional tree planting has been done
to the Uplands as a whole. Very illegal! This is almost as bad as the nefarious destruction of the
eagle’s nest (two) that were already constructed and under construction before the UW project

cont
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was begun. | saw the little yellow airplane that buzzed the eagle couple and drove them away.
Then they cut down the tree! Despicable.

5. How is it that the huge attack-like impact to the well-being, happiness and quality of life for
neighbors isn’t a factor in “the severe impacts” as a part of this study? People mindset,
psychology and a factor of ‘happiness’ and their home values don’t count?

| was interested in the plan that the Transit Person (sorry, | don’t have his name) prescribed to me when
| asked him about additional noise and pollution impacts that continued use and dramatic increase of
buses mean to us in particular, as the closest neighbors to the impact that 500 buses daily; seen, felt,
breathed in and heard continuously from our house. He said, “We could replace all your windows with
triple pane windows. And we could install a wall and a thick foliage boundary between the buses, turn-
a-round and your home.” Wow! Really? | would add that the UWB and Cascadia should also take a few
more measures to alleviate our distress: hotel or vacation package disbursement for close neighbors
during high construction times and tree felling; counselling, massage and other means of alleviating high
stress caused by construction. Again —these would be small compensations. After all - what mutual
benefit are we getting out of this arrangement? | would even go so far as to ask that the college and
university be forced/be first in line to buy our homes or facilitate the selling of our homes at current
asking price if we decide to sell and move away. After all, once these facilities are in place, our home
values will probably go down by some degrees.

| noticed that in the 2™ half of the EIS, there were charts of environmental emissions factors. | saw
effects and projection numbers but nothing about the actual effects of pollution on people, cancer and
other breathing difficulty effects, human and animal tolerances, psychological effects of noise levels and
other pollution; lights, vibrations, night noise, gas leaf blowers noise (why is it that institutions use them
every weekend mornings? | HATE them and ask you get rid of all gas leaf blowers! The state of CA has
banned them!) and so on. What are the actual effects to people? Are there no studies on the health
and happiness factors? Where are they? | want to see them.

Overall, I think that growth of the UWB is not a good thing. Overall, it only leads to cruelty,
dismembering, destruction, using earth’s resources unnecessarily, and more pollution, more traffic and
parking woes. More impervious surfaces, less beauty, less livability, less enjoyment of life and less
quality of life and less happiness. | don’t believe educational institutions today and in the near future,
including UWB, serve the people enough, pay people enough, give jobs enough, or truly educate that
many more people to get jobs that pay for the years of payback students incur. This is in real life and in
the real future of our area and planet to be ethically and legally able to take these destructive measures.
| think this plan for growth at this time is uncalled for, and only a misguided plan for institution

administrations to continue an institution for its own sake. Continued growth for growth’s sake, is just

like the misguided 18 year old requests for an unused sports field, and it isn’t the correct answer. |
don’t think we, the neighbors and citizens of Bothell should be making the sacrifices - it should be UWB.

| say, Get rid of the unused, crow pooped on sports field and put in what you think you really need right

there.

We neighbors are to have ‘mutual benefit,” according to the 1995 EIS. | don’t see that statement in the
new one. | am not surprised | didn’t see it, as the new focus is all on the goal of financial focus and

cont
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continuation of the institution and not its original ethical goals. If we were to have some benefit at all, |
think any new buildings built below the homes on 183™ CT (Marvin Property and Husky Hall rebuild)
should have an environmental garden roof which we could look down on as a somewhat
park/greenspace. |think that during deconstruction, construction and the noisiest times, neighbors
should receive massage coupons, and short-term hotel stays somewhere nice. | propose that when we
decide to sell, the current price of a similar home should be met or supplemented by the UW. Just some
ideas, and | think | could add to them as projects actually happen. It’s hard to know what we neighbors
are going to need before, during and after a gigantic project like this and asking us to think it all out and
know beforehand is not doable. Not all knowable.

| feel badly that | am forced to be in a defensive mode. | hate to attack in any way — as | think that what
you give is what you get. | want to love the UW (and CCC) and | do appreciate so much about them. As |

have mentioned before, | think education is one of the most important things possible, and | received
my degree from UWB in 1994 which | treasure. | am in quite a dither as to how to sort out and alleviate
all these problems. My thoughts.

Thank you,

Jannelle W. Loewen

12
cont
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1.

2.

RESPONSE TO LETTER 12
Loewen, Jannelle

The comments related to the goals of the UW Bothell and Cascadia College are noted.
Section 2.6 of the Draft EIS (and this Final EIS) provides the Mission Statements of the UW
Bothell and Cascadia College, and provides objectives of the Campus Master Plan. Two
of the six objectives focus on the relationship of campus development with the
surrounding community, including the following.

e Cohesive Campus Character - The physical setting of the campus expresses the
institutional values and commitment to educational excellence with regard to
contextual integration within the surrounding community and region. The
architectural expression of buildings, landscapes and circulation patterns should be
context-driven to enhance the character and quality of the campus while retaining
the identity of each institution and providing a welcoming and user-friendly
experience for first time and daily users.

e Integration with City of Bothell - Considerations for enrollment growth of UW Bothell
and Cascadia College and the physical development of the campus to meet space
needs require close collaboration and connectivity with the City of Bothell’s long
range vision. Development along the edges of campus should complement adjacent
uses. Connections between the campus and downtown core should be strengthened.

Please note that the total full-time equivalent (FTE) students under the 1996 PUD was
10,000, the same FTE student total under the proposed Campus Master Plan.

The comments regarding opposition to campus development in the area of campus
immediately adjacent to the residential to the west of campus is noted. The Draft EIS
identifies potential impacts under the EIS alternatives to portions of the residential area
to the west associated with increased light and noise, and changes to views. Where
potential impacts are identified, mitigation measures are provided.

Subsequent to issuance of the Draft EIS, additional analysis on noise and air quality
conditions associated with a new parking garage and/or academic building located in
proximity to adjacent residential areas is provided in this Final EIS. Please refer to Section
3.2 (Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas) and 3.8 (Environmental Health — Noise) for the
additional discussions provided in this Final EIS.

Comments regarding the potential for impacts to the residential area to the west of
campus are noted. Please see Sections 3.2 (Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas), 3.5
(Environmental Health — Noise), 3.6 (Land Use) and 3.8 (Aesthetics/Views) for discussions
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on the potential for impacts and mitigation related to the residential area to the west of
campus.

4. The 1996 Campus Master Plan called for buildings to accommodate 10,000 FTE students.
Those building would require the removal of trees and wetlands, which is why
approximately 24 acres of North Creek and associated wetlands were restored as
mitigation. Wetland 14 “the pond” was a part of the wetlands that were to be filled, but
was not. The proposed Campus Master Plan would continue to accommodate 10,000 FTE
students. Alternative 4, identified subsequent to the issuance of the Draft EIS, would also
preserve the upland wetlands, including Wetland 14. See Appendix D (Wetland Technical
Memorandums) for further details on Wetland 14.

5. The comment regarding impacts to mature trees is noted. As indicated in Section 3.3
(Wetlands, Plants/Animals) of the Draft EIS, management of campus trees requires a
campus-wide approach to ensure proper growing conditions relative to daylight,
hydrology, and other environmental considerations. Efforts to create a live database of
existing trees, with information relative to species, size, condition, and maintenance
records are currently being initiated in a partnership between campus grounds personnel
working with campus faculty and students. This tool would become instrumental to
increase the general knowledge and awareness of the trees on campus, and to identify
opportunities to become better stewards of the campus landscape. As specific projects
are defined and sites are selected, the campus would perform an evaluation of existing
trees to inform the design team of trees that are considered significant, in an effort to
preserve and maintain these to the extent feasible. Documentation of trees removed due
to construction activities is currently and would continue to be tracked on a campus-wide
basis.

6. The comment regarding loss of mature trees is noted. As indicated in Section 3.3.2
(Wetlands, Plants/Animals — Impacts), it is anticipated that construction activities would
result in potential impacts to some moderate ecological value trees. Thus, the loss of
mature trees on the campus is identified as an impact. However, the replacement trees
that would be provided will mature over time and provide a diverse and healthy canopy.
The proposed mitigation measures are intended to minimize the level of impact to a less
than significant level.

A significant impact is defined by the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) as meaning a
“reasonably likelihood of more than a moderate adverse impact on environmental
quality.”

7. The comment regarding the upland areas is noted. Please refer to the updated Chapter 2
— Project Description of this Final EIS for a description of Alternative 4, which is an
alternative that blends attributes from Alternatives 1 — 3, and preserves that existing
upland wetlands. Please also refer to Section 3.3 (Wetlands, Plants and Animals) for
further details.

Campus Master Plan Final EIS 4-86 Comment Letters and Responses



8. In November 2016, the University of Washington Bothell and Cascadia College began the
formal environmental review process for the Campus Master Plan. As lead agency under
SEPA, the University of Washington determined that implementation of the Campus
Master Plan would result in the potential for significant impacts and that an EIS should be
prepared. The process was initiated by gathering public and agency input regarding
specific topics and issues that should be analyzed as part of this EIS.

On October 31, 2016, the University of Washington issued a Determination of Significance
and initiated the scoping process for this EIS. From October 31 through November 29,
the University conducted the scoping comment period during which the public, public
agencies and tribes were encouraged to provide input regarding the scope of the EIS.
During the scoping period, 12 comment letters and emails were received. The University
of Washington Bothell and Cascadia College held a public scoping meeting on November
14, during which public input was received.

Based in part on the input received during the scoping period, the scope of the EIS was
defined. The following environmental elements were identified for analysis in the EIS.

e FEarth (soils) e Population and Housing
e Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases e Aesthetics/Light & Glare
e Wetlands/Plants and Animals e Recreation and Open Space
e FEnergy e Historic and Cultural Resources
e FEnvironmental Health e Public Services/Utilities/Stormwater
e Land Use/Relationship to Plans & e Transportation
Policies e (Construction

Thus, the elements of the environment analyzed in the EIS are based on a robust public
process and consistent with the provisions of SEPA.

9. The comments regarding noise and air emissions associated with bus movement and
idling are noted. Please note that as indicated in Section 3.12 (Transportation) of the
Draft EIS, a review of existing conditions indicates that the existing transit center is
inadequate to accommodate the current service; therefore, it is anticipated under the No
Action Alternatives, without improvements, these facilities would continue to be
inadequate and there would be additional buses queuing outside the transit center
waiting to access the bus stops. The transit access and circulation, pedestrian
accessibility, efficiency, and safety were reviewed for Alternatives 1 through 4. Please
refer to the updated Section 3.2 (Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases) and Section 3.5
(Environmental Health — Noise) for additional discussion related to air quality and noise
conditions associated with potential parking garage in Development Area C and improved
transit center.

The comments regarding additional mitigation measures related to stress are noted.
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10. The comment regarding emission and noise is noted. Please refer to Section 3.2 (Air
Quality) and Section 3.5 (Environmental Health) for an updated discussion on potential
emissions and noise associated with future development under the Campus Master Plan.
SEPA does not cover psychological effects.

Regarding leaf blowers, the campus currently conducts blower operations once a week,
down from the previous three times a week. The campus did explore the use of various
non-gas blowers, but given the size of campus they were found to be not as functional or
practical as gas blowers.

11. The comments indicating that growth of the campus is not necessary are noted. Please
note that guided by the Mission Statements and Guiding Principles of the UW Bothell and
Cascadia College, the proposed Campus Master Plan is also intended to achieve the
following development goals over the 20-year planning horizon:

e Accommodate projected increase in the number of students, faculty and staff;

e Meet the academic building space benchmark of 150 gsf per University of
Washington Bothell and Cascadia College full-time equivalent (FTE) student;

e Provide opportunities to house between 10 percent and 20 percent of University of
Washington Bothell student population (representing 600 beds and 1,200 beds
respectively);

e Relocate current off-campus lease uses within 0.25 mile from campus to campus;
and,

e Improve multi-modal access to campus from downtown Bothell and beyond,
through strategic partnerships.

e Meet the State mandate to provide higher education to the growing number of
people in our region and state.

12. The comment regarding community benefit is noted. The Campus Master Plan includes a
Guiding Principle for Enhanced Environmental and Human Health and states the
following:

“UW Bothell and Cascadia College’s commitment to environmental protection,
sustainability, and the well-being of students, staff, faculty, and the surrounding
community is integral to the campus master plan. Energy conservation, natural
daylight and ventilation, efficient use of resources, optimization of campus
infrastructure, life cycle cost decision-making, preservation of environmentally
valuable features, and a mix of vibrant and passive open spaces are all means of
enhancing the environmental and human health of campus. The campus’
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environmental resources and critical habitats will continue to be managed in a
manner that promotes academic, research, and partnership opportunities for UW
Bothell, Cascadia College, and the community-at-large.

13. Comment noted.
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Letter 13

From: Kristel Macalalad

To: Julie Blakeslee

Subject: UW Bothell Master Plan Comments
Date: Monday, April 17, 2017 10:34:11 PM
Hello Julie,

My name isKristel Macalalad and | attended the community meeting pertaining to the UW
Bothell Campus Master Plan and Environmental Impact Statement on April 10, 2017. | would
greatly appreciateit if you could incorporate my comments into the aggregation of feedback
that you and the UW Bothell team are compiling. My partner, Anthony Felder, and | own a
house that borders the UW Bothell property line, so this expansion plan is particularly
concerning to us.

We purchased our house, 10829 NE 183rd Court, in July of 2017, so we are still relatively
new to the area. Thisisour first home and we were drawn to the house and neighborhood
because of how quiet and sereneit is, and how the foliage behind our house created a beautiful
natural landscape, which we couldn't get in the city of Seattle, from where we had moved.
Though thisis our first home, we purchased it with the intention of it being our forever home,
where we would raise our children. We liked that al of our neighbors were friendly and knew
each other, that the house was close to the downtown area, and that it was easily accessible
from various arterials. We also liked the fact it was so close to the university and thought
bordering the university would be beneficial in retaining property value, being so close to the
school but far enough with the greenbelt separating the two properties.

Now, it appears that proposed expansion options would establish either an administration 1
building or parking garage structure that would not only disrupt our quiet environment, but
also be adetriment to our property value. At the meeting, | saw the renderings of the three
options superimposed behind a picture of our house, and my heart sank. | am in awe that the
university could propose plans that would border a neighborhood so closely, without even so
much as an arteria or other road separating the campus from aresidential area. | am
concerned that the parking garage options will bring in so much pollution and emissions
wafting right into our yard and home. Additionally, with a multistory parking garage (architect
mentioned that it could be built to 65 feet), there would be lighting that would shine right into
our house, likely at all hours of the day, and disrupt our sleep and quality of life. The constant
noise produced from the starting of engines and driving of vehicles would be another issue
that eliminates the primary reason we chose to live in the area, which was because it was quiet
and peaceful.

We are also concerned about the proposed administration building, because it would cause
much of the same problems as a parking garage, especialy if it incorporated parking elements.
An administration building would have alot of foot traffic, essentially right beyond our house.
The architect mentioned a 30-45 foot setback from the building, but heaving measured that 2
distance, it istill in very close proximity to our home. The constant noise from students,
lights from the building, and overall ideathat it would look down into our house and that we
would be looking into a building or parking structure when we go outside to enjoy our
backyard is a disheartening feeling.

While we understand that the university desires to expand to accommodate its growing
enrollment, we also do not feel that the university is aligned with the overall UW goal of
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limiting single occupancy vehicles. Having read the UW Seattl€e's transportation briefing for
their Campus Master Plan and EIS, the UW Seattle's goal isto minimize vehicle trips by
limiting parking capacity on campus. Statistics in this presentation show the campus as having
a65% utilization rate in 2015, which compares much better than the 85%-90% utilization rate
that one of the UW Bothell representatives mentioned at the April meeting. Additionally, the
UW Sesttle reported a parking ratio of 0.17 parking spaces per student. The UW Bothell
Master Plan showed a baseline scenario with the existing student base and no change in
parking spaces equating to a 0.32 parking ratio per student. In all of the proposed options for
the UW Bothell's expansion, the parking ratio would range from 0.37 to 0.60 parking spaces
per student, which is far more than UW Seattle's campus. Additionally, Title 478 of the
Washington Administration Code for UW states that the objectives of the UW transportation
code are to alocate limited parking space in order to promote its most efficient use and to
encourage travel to campus by means other than SOV s (single occupant vehicles). | think UW
Bothell should look to their main campus and adopt the same transportation goals.

Finally, | am very concerned about the construction process that will ensue if these expansion
plans get approved. | often work from home and this would be a very disruptive to my work
and personal life. My home will no longer be the oasisit is now. With an 8-10 year timeframe,
as stipulated in the Master Plan documents, you can see how this expansion plan would
directly negatively affect all facets of our lives.

In conclusion, | plead you to re-evaluate expansion options that do not border the
neighborhood, so that the area can preserve the natural landscape and we can continue
fostering good community relations that exist today.

Thank you,

Kristel Macalalad

Sent from my iPhone

cont
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 13
Macalalad, Kristel

1. The comments related to the residential neighborhood to the west of campus are noted.

Based on comments received on the Draft EIS regarding noise associated with a potential
parking garage in Development Area C, a quantitate analysis of noise (including sound
measurements and noise modeling) was prepared for this Final EIS. Please refer to
Section 3.5 (Environmental Health — Noise) for the updated discussion regarding noise.

Please note that there have been plans for continued development on campus since it
was established as a joint UW Bothell and CC campus and development decisions are
based on many factors (i.e., academic needs, state funding, environmental
considerations, cost of construction, etc.).

2. The comment regarding noise associated with an academic building in Development Area
C is noted. Please refer to Section 3.5 (Environmental Health — Noise) for an updated
discussion regarding noise associated with an academic building in Development Area C.

3. Comment noted. The Final EIS includes a Transportation Management Plan which
identifies future SOV goals for the campus as well as list of potential strategies that could
be utilized to existing SOV percentages.

4. The comment related to noise and air quality emissions during the construction process
is noted. The environmental analysis provided in the Draft EIS addresses conditions
associated with construction and operations under the Campus Master Plan. Please refer
to Section 3.2 (Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases) and Section 3.5 (Environmental Health
— Noise) for mitigation measures to address construction related impacts.

5. The comment regarding need for options that do not include development adjacent to
the residential neighborhood is noted. The campus will continue to provide a 30-foot wide
landscaped buffer adjacent to the off-campus single family and multifamily residential
neighborhoods to the west of campus.
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Letter 14

From: David M. Moehring

To: Julie Blakeslee

Subject: Campus Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement - notice of availability
Date: Sunday, March 19, 2017 12:24:55 PM

Attachments: ResSite_MasterPlan.pdf

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Master Plan EIS.

1.See below regarding the reuse of the Husky Village area for new housing while being
able to maintain and not reduce the number of on campus beds in the process. All
alternatives should consider 1000-1200 beds as the number of campus housing
correlates to out-of-state campus tuition revenues. The number of beds should be no
less than 12%-15% of the master plan student FTE of 10,000 (including affordable
private housing within walking distance).

2.The summary of existing trees should not just consider the 525 specific trees that are
significant, but it should also consider groves of trees that are significant. For example,
you may find a grove of 10 trees where only 2 are considered significant, the other 8
may be small or not as healthy. However, if it is determined that the 8 insignificant
trees are to be removed, the health of the 2 remaining trees may be jeopardized. Also,
consider how many of these 525 are within the 70 acres of wetlands.

3.Tree-replacement plan: The campus may wish to seek a pre-planting option with the
City so that trees that are planted in 2018 and are protected to remain may be
counted as a replacement in future trees to be removed. The Master Plan should
indicate areas of protected trees to remain over the long-term. These are the areas in
which new trees may also be added. The advantage is that the green canopy of the
campus will be better preserved with trees that had time to mature. New construction
with several 3” to 4“ trees leave a “bald spot” on a campus that is differentiated by its

current profile of mature trees.
From: David M. Moehring
Sent: Friday, March 17, 2017 12:34 PM
To: 'Kelly Snyder'
Cc: Amy Van Dyke
Subject: Campus Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement - notice of availability
Hi Kelly-
This campus Master Plan looks like a tremendous effort and has really evolved to produce three
distinctive master planning options — each having their own merits!
| was hoping to pass by with you a student housing idea that may have originated with Spectrum
Development Solutions in November 2014 with their Housing Planning Study. The idea to reconsider
is to locate the new residence halls at the existing Husky Village site in phases without losing any of
the existing bed-count at Husky Village. | would guess that many promote the idea of new residences
along Beardslee Crossing with ground floor retail and Beardslee Crossing / UW Seattle style housing
above.
The attached 5 page pdf (and Power Point file) was unofficially prepared about 1 year ago to test this

idea when the development reserve site at 110" was under community re-consideration. Unlike
Spectrum’s approach, this attached scenario did not require demolishing any of the existing Husky
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Village buildings while building a 200-bed+ new dorm within the residence parking lot (across from

Husky Hall along NE 185t
In essence, one approach would be something like this:

e Phase 1A (slide 1) — possibly remove building 9** Community Center and build a new 200-bed+
dorm in south parking lot of Husky Village; move occupants of Oak and Pine into new dorm
when complete.

e Phase 1B (slide 2) — demo Southeast buildings 5 Oak and 6 Pine; then construct a new dining
hall with 250-bed+ dorm as An addition to the new Phase 1A dorm (totaling 500 new beds
plus the existing beds in Husky Village’s Aspen, Cottonwood, Dogwood, Hawthorn, Spruce, |4
and Willow buildings.) cont

e Phase 2A (slide 3) — demo north buildings 4 Hawthorn, 3 Dogwood and 2 Cottonwood; add
second new 200-bed+ dorm; move former occupants from 1 Aspen into Phase 2A, as well as
take on additional new residents.

e Phase 2B (slide 4) — demo northeast building 1 Aspen; add new 250-bed+ dorm as addition to
Phase 2A dorm; (totaling about 1000 new beds plus the existing beds in Husky Village’s ADA-
remodeled Spruce and Willow buildings).

e Completion (slide 5) — option to demo Spruce and Willow buildings at the end of their useful
life and provide exterior campus life grounds and surface parking and landscape.

I hope this idea helps create a win-win opportunity for future campus housing!

©
David Moehring, AIA NCARB

Senior Capital Planner
Physical Planning & Space Management

Box 358535
Direct: 2.5143
Email: dmoehrin@uw.edu

** campus map for Husky Village at https://www.uwb.edu/getattachment/6467bd5a-7308-45c4-
b509-d5ae118f1648/campus-map-winter.pdf

From: nball [mailto:nball-bounces@mailmanl?.u.washington.edu] On Behalf Of Kelly
Snyder

Sent: Friday, March 17, 2017 10:38 AM

To: nball@uw.edu; 'asuwbteam@uw.edu' <asuwbteam@uw.edu>; Linda Watts
<[swatts@uw.edu>; Casey Mann <cemann@uw.edu>

Cc: 'Walker, Meagan' <mwalker@cascadia.edu>; Rachel Brinn <mbrinn@uw.edu>

Subject: [Nball] Campus Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement - notice of
availability

Dear Campus Community,

The UW Bothell and Cascadia College Campus Mater Plan will guide development, building
on the 2010 (rev 2011) Campus Master Plan and extending the continuity of planning
development over the 20 years. The Campus Master Plan will include guidelines and policies
for new development on the campus. As part of the campus master plan process a draft
environmental impact statement (draft EIS) has been prepared. The draft EIS is intended to
foresee, assess, and outline mitigation measures for the direct, indirect and cumulative
impacts of development. The anticipated outcome of the planning process is to maximize
the positive impacts and minimize adverse impacts upon the City, communities surrounding
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the campus and promote the health and vitality of the residential, business and academic
communities. The official notice is attached.

The 30 day comment period for the draft EIS opens today with a deadline of April 17, 2017.
Comments will be taken at a meeting to be held on April 10, 2017 at the North Creek Events
Center, 4 —7 pm. If you cannot attend the meeting to provide your comments, you can e-
mail your comments to jblakesl@uw.edu or mail them to:

Julie Blakeslee, Environmental and Land Use Planner

University of Washington

Capital Planning & Development

Box 352205

Seattle, WA 98195-2205

The draft EIS and appendices are available online. The three development scenario
alternative are available here.

Kelly Snyder

UW Bothell

Assistant Vice Chancellor of Government and Community Relations
425-352-3623 office

425-941-1839 cell
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https://www.uwb.edu/getattachment/campusplanning/master-plan/scenarios-web.pdf
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 14
Moehring, David

1. The comments related to reuse of Husky Village area for housing while maintaining 1,000
to 1,200 student beds is noted. As indicated in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS (and this Final
EIS), one goal of the Campus Master Plan is to provide opportunities to house between
10% and 20% of the UW Bothell student population (representing 600 beds and 1,200
beds respectively). The EIS Alternatives analyze both 600 bed (Alternatives 2 and 3) and
1,200 bed (Alternative 1) scenarios. Please note that Alternative 4, which combines
attributes of Alternatives 1, 2 and 3, assumes 1,200 student beds.

2. The comment regarding existing trees and the consideration of existing groves of trees is
noted. As noted in Section 3.3 (Wetland, Plants and Animals) of the Draft EIS and this Final
EIS, existing trees are described by development area, including notable clusters or groves
of trees, and an ecological value rating is given to each development area based on the
types of tree species, size, condition, location and tree stand structures.

As noted in Section 3.3 (Wetlands, Plants and Animals) the impacts discussion, efforts to
create a live database of existing trees, with information relative to species, size,
condition, and maintenance records are currently being initiated in a partnership
between campus grounds personnel working with campus faculty and students. This tool
would become instrumental to increase the general knowledge and awareness of the
trees on campus, and to identify opportunities to become better stewards of the campus
landscape. As specific projects are defined and sites are selected, the campus would
perform an evaluation of existing trees to inform the design team of trees that are
considered significant, in an effort to preserve and maintain these to the extent feasible.

3. The comment regarding the use of a pre-planting option as part of a tree replacement
plan is noted.

4. The comment regarding phasing of potential new student housing development on the
existing Husky Village site is noted. Please note that EIS Alternatives 1 and 2 assume
continued use of Husky Village for student Housing, and Alternatives 3 and 4 assume
redevelopment of the Husky Village site for campus use, including student housing.
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Letter 15

Julie Blakeslee

Box 3522205
Seattle, Wa 98195

Dear Julie,

| was really amused by your public notice and your careful attention to environmental issues. This
document will accomplish what you want it to do, assure the environmentalist you indoctrinate yearly at
your university of your green intentions.

However some of us know the real truth. That land used to be owned by a farmer when my wife and |
were growing up, and he tried for years to develop his land. The government refused to let him do it.

So that allowed you thieves to not only steal the valueless property and then legally finagle a way to do
exactly what the private citizen wasn’t permitted to do. 1

Social justice, what as croc, only for those government elites who have the power to decide the fate of
others. You won’t understand this next statement because of our mental disorder cognitive dissonance
but here it goes anyway. You are creating a world your children and grandchildren will not want to live
in. A government and elitist controlled socialist utopia, that has never worked since the dawn of
civilization. Since real history is not written or reported you probably don’t understand that either. |
could be wrong but | highly doubt it.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 15
Ron

1. The comments regarding the development history of the site and campus is noted.
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Letter 16

Dear Julie, here are my comments. Please let me know if you need any
clarifications. | entered them online but the system was acting up so | am not sure
that you received all of them.

1. ltem 2.7 on page 2-17 states:

the western portions of Development Area A adjacent to single family residences
along Valley View Road and Circle Drive would contain 45-foot to 60-foot wide
building setbacks (including a 30-foot wide landscape buffer), and the western
portion of Development Area C adjacent to offcampus residences on NE 182nd
Court and NE 183rd Court would contain a 45-foot wide building setback (including
a 30-foot wide landscape buffer).

The western edge of the campus is a transition zone for the single family
residences all along that border. This zone must have transition specifications for
transition from tall campus buildings (65 feet) to 2 story residential buildings. A
next door neighbor is an environment for any building. The single family
residences are a part of the UWB environment. The UWB buildings impact the life
of these residences with air, noise, and light pollution, loss of privacy, loss of
property value, loss of security and other factors. The draft EIS fails to evaluate
any of these factors in a quantifiable way or even mention some for the neighboring
residences.

Why is the setback from single family residences in area C 45 and not 60 feet like
in area A? The setbacks next to single family homes must be universal and the
building heights must be for maximum 3 stories. In the Bothell Municipal Code,
downtown transition districts (DT) which abut single family residential
neighborhoods have setbacks of 60 feet including the street width and building
heights of 35 feet.

2. item 3.3.1 under Wetlands on page 3.3-2 states, also repeated on page 3.6-26:
Given the lack of hydrologic connection to the North Creek riverine ecosystem and
the mitigation efforts associated with previous permitting, it was determined that
impacts to Wetland 14 (pond in the middle of area C ?) were accounted for under
the original review for the development of the campus and that future development
of the reserve parcel will not adversely affect adjacent wetlands areas, water
quality, or fish and wildlife habitat.

How about effects on human habitat? As we hopefully all know, water does not
stop just because the land has been filled in. It goes around that fill to wherever it
can. So depending on the land below, which | assume no one has looked at, the
water from this wetland may go under some of the adjacent houses and end up in
their crawl spaces. The houses that are not higher on a hill may start flooding
underneath with all the possible side effects of that.
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One thing not mentioned in this section regarding wetlands in area C is the fact that
there is another wetland in area C right at the southern border with the cemetery.
There is a ditch there but the water draining from the cemetery hill fills the ditch
and floods out to about 30 feet of this southern border in the rainy season. This
ditch was cleaned out (only the eastern half of it next to 110th Ave NE) in late 2016
so that it would drain into the culvert on 110th Ave NE (right at the end of the south
eastern fence of the corporation yard). The water refuses to flow uphill. It drains a
bit better now but not by much.

We live at the south west corner of area C. We have a sump pump under our
house, right in that corner, that works almost non-stop in the rainy season. We
think the drainage caused by the regrading of the corp yard and from the cemetery
ends up under our house because it can not flow through the ditch to the campus
culvert. If southern half of area C is filled for construction, what accommodation will
be made for the drainage from the cemetery hill so that we don't float away? This
impact is not mentioned in the EIS at all. Yes, the wetlands might have been
mitigated for in the original development documents but the entire area C needs a
new analysis as to the wetlands and the effects of putting impervious surfaces on
top of them. The EIS must do this.

Where can | get a copy of the document that explains the mitigation plans of the
original development with regard to wetland 14 and area C (development reserve
parcel)?

3. Existing noise conditions page 3.5-4 states:

The noise environment to the west of campus is characterized by the residential
neighborhoods and generally reflect lower noise levels than the other areas
surrounding the UW Bothell/CC campus.

The EIS fails to take into consideration the fact that every tree that is cut down
allows more noise to get through the campus and the adjacent neighborhood. Yes,
urbanization adds a lot of noise but there will be additional noise poliution for the
residential neighbors which is not considered "significant" by the EIS. The
mitigation measures mentioned on 3.5-11 focus on the construction phase of a
building and not the noise level after the building is occupied. For example, there is
no measures for the noise level of a multi-story parking structure and there should
be one.

4. Land Use page 3.6-5 states:

Vegetation and trees that are located along the western boundary of existing
maintenance storage area and provide a buffer and partial visual screen between
the existing campus use and the adjacent off-campus residential uses to the west.
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The EIS does not mention that the height of the vegetation on the western
boundary of storage area is a visual barrier for only a one story structure since this
vegetation was planted in the fall of 2016, 18 years late, and needs time to grow to
be a real visual barrier. It is definitely a PARTIAL screen. The PUD requires the
vegetation barrier to be dense and tall to protect the neighboring residential area.

5. Viewpoints page 3.8-20 states:

Viewpoint F — 108th Avenue NE/NE 182nd Court (looking east) From Viewpoint F,
which depicts a view from the adjacent residential neighborhood east toward
campus, the existing view includes the off-campus residential neighborhood along
NE 182nd Court. The existing campus is located in the background from this
location but the view of the campus is generally limited to existing mature trees and
vegetation that are located along the western campus boundary, with the visual
character reflecting a single family residential neighborhood (see Figure 3.8-7 for a
photo of the existing view from Viewpoint F).

The environmental impact should be studied from the point of view of residents of
the houses adjacent to the campus property line, from inside their living rooms and
on their property, not just from the end of the street. The view of the campus is not
limited to the mature trees and vegetation from inside these houses. The view is
predominantly of the Corp Yard, Discovery building, the Truly house, and CC3
building. There is also a lot of light poliution from these buildings at night. Attached
is a realistic rendering of how a 4 story structure would appear from street end
(182nd Court).

6. Significant unavoidable adverse impact 3.8.4, page 3.8-34 states:

The aesthetic/visual changes that would resuit under Alternatives 1 — 3 could be
perceived by some to be significant; however, perception regarding such changes
would ultimately be based on the subjective opinion of the viewer.

Aesthetic/visual criteria may be subjective but there are some juxtapositions of
buildings that are commonly understood to not be acceptable in residential
neighborhoods such as: a4 to 6 story large parking siructure next to a two story
single residence home or any monolithic structure that threatens the integrity of a
single family residential neighborhood.

7. Air Quality - Operations page 1-22:

Mitigation measures for greenhouse gas emissions are listed here. In addition to
the transportation management plan, there needs to be a plan for dissipation of
GHG from parking structures. The PUD states that parking structures be at the
north and south end of the campus. The 2 existing parking structures have 3 sides
open to the outdoors without buildings or many trees close to them and the 4th side
is on a street so it can be assumed that the GHG is dispersed well. The GHG

cont
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emissions from a parking structure in the middle of the campus on the development
reserve parcel as displayed in scenario 1 and scenario 3 needs to be studied. This |9
structure will not be as open to the outdoors and the pollution from it will drift to the |cont
residential area especially in times of thermal inversion.

Thank you,  Parvin Pemberton
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 16
Pemberton, Parvin

1. The Campus Master Plan and associated Development Regulations would maintain the
setback, buffer and height limitations that are currently in place for western edge of the
Campus District adjacent to single and multifamily neighborhoods. An analysis of
potential impacts from air, noise and light pollution is included in the Draft EIS and this
Final EIS (Section 3.2 — Air Quality, Section 3.5 — Environmental Health and Section 3.8 —
Aesthetics). Subsequent to the issuance of the Draft EIS, the UW Bothell and CC developed
Alternative 4 which represents a blend of development features from Alternatives 1 — 3.
Under Alternative 4, a 25-foot wide building setback would be provided along the western
boundary of Development Areas A, B and C adjacent to off-campus single family and
multifamily residential uses; for each additional foot of building height over 35 feet in
Development Areas A and C, the building setback would increase an additional 3 feet. A
30-foot wide landscape buffer would also be provided along the western boundary of
Development Area A and the majority of the western and southern boundary of
Development Area C

2. The comment regarding wetlands and stormwater associated with new development is
noted. Subsequent to the issuance of the Draft EIS, the UW Bothell and CC developed a
blended alternative (Alternative 4 in this Final EIS) that incorporates features from each
of the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS (Alternatives 1 — 3), including the retention of
the existing wetlands that are west of 110" Ave NE. Potential development under the
Campus Master Plan would be required to comply with the City of Bothell Surface Water
Design Manual (included as part of the City of Bothell Design and Construction Standards
and Specifications) to minimize stormwater impacts from potential development. Please
refer to Section 3.11 (Public Services and Utilities) for an updated discussion on
stormwater.

As noted in the Draft EIS, “site specific geotechnical recommendations would be provided
for individual projects and in the event that groundwater issues are identified on specific
project sites, measures would be implemented as part of code compliance, based on the
specific conditions at the individual sites.” Thus, addressing the effects of groundwater
before constriction is required by Federal, State, and Local code, regulations, and/or
requirements. By converting areas to paved impervious conditions, it is agreed that this
could potentially reduce the amount of precipitation available for natural recharge of
groundwater (added groundwater) or evapotranspiration (plant water removal) and/or
uptake. However, the stormwater system for the campus is intended, in part, to maintain
recharge to the upland wetlands. Downstream impacts to Wetland 14 were evaluated by
the jurisdictional authority during the permitting process under the Clean Water Act
(federal law) for initial campus development. Please also refer to Response to Letter 10
(Gold, Warren), comments 8 and 11.
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3. The comments regarding a wetland on the cemetery property and the potential for
drainage impacts to adjacent properties due to campus development is noted. The
establishment of new buildings and other campus development would result in more
impervious surfaces and the resulting collection and diversion of surface and
groundwater. Surface and groundwater diversion in the Uplands will be carefully
considered on an individual project and campus-wide basis to protect adjacent uses.
Please also refer to response to comment 2 of this letter.

City of Bothell and campus staff are evaluating the existing drainage on the city’s
cemetery property and campus property currently used for the corp yard, and
recommendations to address identified issues will be made.

4. Wetland 14 was initially delineated and evaluated under the 1995 EIS and subsequently
evaluated as a wetland depression by Arcadis U.S., Inc. (Arcadis) in their report dated April
13, 2015. According to the Department of the Army Corps of Engineers, Permit #95-4-
01737 filling was permitted. “Place fill into 4.62 acres of wetlands and 1.63 acres of other
waters of the U.S. for campus development; and excavate, grade, and fill 13.55 acres of
wetlands and 4.97 acres of other waters of the U.S. for proposed mitigation that would
result in creation and enhancement of 58 acres of wetland and riparian area in
accordance with the plans and drawings attached hereto which are incorporated in and
made a part of this permit.”

5. The comments related to noise associated with construction and operations under the
Campus Master Plan, including noise associated with a parking garage are noted. Based
on comments received on the Draft EIS, additional noise analysis has been conducted and
included in this Final EIS. Please refer to Section 3.5 (Environmental Health — Noise) for
detail.

6. The comments regarding the existing vegetated buffer along the western boundary of the
storage area is noted. As indicated in Section 3.8 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIS (and this
Final EIS), depending on the alternative, views from portions of the residential
neighborhood to the west of campus would change to reflect a portion of campus
development in Development Area C, and would change the visual character of the area
to reflect campus development. Section 3.8.3 (Aesthetics — Mitigation) of the Draft EIS
provides measures intended to minimize the potential for visual impacts, including
provision of building setbacks including landscaped buffers. Please note that new visual
simulations reflecting views from the residential neighborhood to the west have been
provided for the new Alternative 4 analyzed in this Final EIS.

7. The comment indicating that the view of simulated campus buildings being greater at
locations closer to the campus and light from existing buildings are noted. Light would be
generated by new buildings located on the campus, including light associated with
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security lighting, as well as interior lighting visible from windows. New buildings in
Development Areas C and A would have the greatest potential to generate light visible
from surrounding residential areas. All outdoor lighting would contain shields and/or
focused downward to limit the potential for outdoor lighting to be cast to off-campus
areas. Interior lighting would generally be on movement sensors to limit interior lighting
at night during non-class or non-office hours. Please also refer to response to comment
6 of this letter.

8. The comment regarding large campus buildings impacting neighborhood integrity is
noted. As indicated in Section 3.8 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIS (and this Final EIS),
depending on the alternative, views from portions of the residential neighborhood to the
west of campus would change to reflect a portion of campus development in
Development Area C, and would change the visual character of the area to reflect campus
development. Section 3.8.3 (Aesthetics — Mitigation) of the Draft EIS provides measures
intended to minimize the potential for visual impacts, including provision of building
setbacks and landscaped buffers. Please note that new visual simulations reflecting views
from the residential neighborhood to the west have been provided for the new
Alternative 4 analyzed in this Final EIS.

9. The comment regarding air quality emissions associated with a parking garage in
Development Area C is noted. Please refer to Section 3.2 (Air Quality and Greenhouse
Gases) of this Final EIS for updated discussion regarding air quality conditions associated
with operations of a parking garage in Development Area C.
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Letter 17

From: pembos@comcaast.net

To: Govt Community Relations
Subject: Send us your comments

Date: Sunday, April 16, 2017 11:03:39 AM

MasterPlanContactFormiD: 56

Form inserted: 4/16/2017 10:58:12 AM

Form updated: 4/16/2017 10:58:12 AM

Y our Name: stephen pemberton

Y our Email: pembos@comcaast.net

Y our Message: regarding setbacks and height restrictions: bothell single family residential
areas (SFR) are buffered from the downtown core district by transitional zoning. Building
height and setback restriction, protecting SFR, are 35 feet height and de facto 60 feet,
including street, width. Part of thisiswhat is suggested in aternative C. Along with a 1

landscape buffer this should be the minimum requirements in order to insure (see 1.3 guiding
principles)"devel opment along the edges of the campus should complement the adjacent uses.”

Security Question:: True
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From: pembos@comcaast.net

To: Govt Community Relations
Subject: Send us your comments
Date: Sunday, April 16, 2017 11:12:48 AM

MasterPlanContactFormID: 57

Form inserted: 4/16/2017 11:07:43 AM

Form updated: 4/16/2017 11:07:43 AM

Y our Name: stephen pemberton

Y our Email: pembos@comcaast.net

Y our Message: as to parking garages. PUD(1999) states (conditional uses 6.a,b.c) specific
mitigations for parking structures adjacent to single family residences (SFR). They are to
include and are not limited to adjusting elevation of parking garage and/or physical plant to
reduce impact on adjacent residences. The hearing examiner recommended for the south
parking garage 50 feet set back and building not to exceed 2 stories. Also plans for controlling
and monitoring noise and emissions were required. The EIS has not addressed these areas at
all.

Security Question:: True
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From: pembos@comcaast.net

To: Govt Community Relations
Subject: Send us your comments
Date: Sunday, April 16, 2017 11:22:45 AM

MasterPlanContactFormID: 58

Form inserted: 4/16/2017 11:19:54 AM

Form updated: 4/16/2017 11:19:54 AM

Y our Name: stephen pemberton

Y our Email: pembos@comcaast.net

Y our Message: Y our governing PUD (0004-95) limits the square footage of college buildings

to 1,143,000 sq. ft. 3 of the proposals considerably exceed this, contravening the PUD. Aswe |3
have been told that the PUD is and will remain in effect, how do you reconcile the differences,

as thiswould increase intensity and density not currently allowed?

Security Question:: True
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 17
Pemberton, Stephen

1. Subsequent to the issuance of the Draft EIS, the UW Bothell and CC developed Alternative
4 which represents a blend of development features from Alternatives 1 — 3. Under
Alternative 4 and consistent with existing City codes, a 25-foot wide building setback
would be provided along the western boundary of Development Areas A, B and C adjacent
to off-campus single family and multifamily residential uses; for each additional foot of
building height over 35 feet in Development Areas A and C, the building setback would
increase an additional 3 feet. A 30-foot wide landscape buffer would also be provided
along the western boundary of Development Area A and the majority of the western and
southern boundary of Development Area C.

2. Asdescribed above, this Final EIS provides an analysis of Alternative 4 which represents a
blend of development features from Alternatives 1 — 3 and assumes the development of
a smaller parking garage within Development Area C than under Alternatives 1 and 3 that
would be approximately 35 feet in height. An updated analysis of potential air quality and
noise impacts is also provided in Section 3.2 (Air Quality) and Section 3.5 (Environmental
Health), respectively.

3. The original campus PUD planned for development on 127 acres. Subsequently, UW
Bothell purchased property known as Husky Village and two Marvin properties and leased
the property known as Husky Hall. These properties are currently underdeveloped or
vacant. The addition of the purchased and leased property increased the campus district
to a total of 136 acres. During the campus master planning process, the UW Bothell and
Cascadia College conducted a facilities benchmarking analysis. The campus currently has
93 GSF per student, which is significantly below the institutional goal of 150 GSF per
student FTE based on benchmarks of peer institutions. The campus master plan
development allowance incorporates the assessed needs to accommodate 10,000 on-
campus student FTE, consistent with the original enroliment targets established by the
state legislature. Using the combined planning target of 150 GSF/FTE for UW Bothell and
Cascadia College facility’s needs, the Development Allowance (GSF Cap) for campus is
1,800,000 GSF which equates to 1,042,368 net new GSF. The resulting net new GSF cap
assumes that functions currently housed in off-site leased space would be accommodated
on campus in the long-term campus vision buildout.
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Letter 18

Ding, Jeff
To: Peggy Brown
Subject: RE: Comments re: UW/CCC Building Plans and concern re: Tree Planning

From: Tammy Urquhart [mailto:tammyurguhart@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, April 13, 2017 3:05 PM

To: Kelly Snyder <snyderk@uw.edu>; Meagan Walker <mwalker@cascadia.edu>

Cc: tom.agnew@bothellwa.gov; davina.duerr@bothellwa.gov; joshua.freed@bothellwa.gov;
james.mcneal@bothellwa.gov; andy.rheaume@bothellwa.gov; tris.samberg@bothellwa.gov; del.spivey@bothellwa.gov
Subject: Comments re: UW/CCC Building Plans and concern re: Tree Planning

Hi Kelly;

I am still laughing that 1 showed up as the meeting was ending! I will try
and read better next time.

I did want to give you my thoughts In writing.

First and foremost, 1 do not believe there should be building in the strip
of property behind our homes - certainly NOT the significant structures
that continue to show up in these pictures. | believe between the writing
in the PUD and the precedence that has been set both by the transitional
zone afforded all single family homes within the Bothell downtown corridor
and the protections that were afforded when the homes when the upper
parking was established, these buildings should not be in the discussion.

I believe the downtown transitional zone is restricted to 60 ft back and
35 feet high. I believe this should be a minimum standard for all property
adjacent to the University.

I also promised to send you a picture from my backyard. Although some of
the planting has gone i1n behind my house - 1 am not certain whether
anything has gone iIn behind the Whites, the amount "'stuff" on the
University side of this buffer has increased. This has made an obvious
hole iIn the planting that I would like to make sure the University Iis
aware. The picture that 1 have attached i1s a picture from my Kkitchen
window looking roughly South/East.

Thanks,

Tammy
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 18
Urquhart, Tammy

1. Subsequent to the issuance of the Draft EIS, the UW Bothell and CC developed Alternative
4 which represents a blend of development features from Alternatives 1 — 3. Under
Alternative 4 and consistent with existing City codes, a 25-foot wide building setback
would be provided along the western boundary of Development Areas A, B and C adjacent
to off-campus single family and multifamily residential uses; for each additional foot of
building height over 35 feet in Development Areas A and C, the building setback would
increase an additional 3 feet. A 30-foot wide landscape buffer would also be provided
along the western boundary of Development Area A and the majority of the western and
southern boundary of Development Area C.

2. The comment regarding loss of some existing vegetation along the campus’s western
boundary is noted. Please note that as indicated on page 2-17 of the Draft EIS, the
provision of landscape buffers and building setbacks would be established for the
portions of campus located adjacent to residential neighborhoods.

Please note that the Campus Master Plan includes provisions to protect much of the
original extents of the upland forest in a contiguous block to provide a rich and natural
backdrop and northwest identity to the campus, a buffer to nearby residential areas, and
an ecological laboratory for restoring these wooded areas. Alternative 4 identified for
this Final EIS reflects these master plan provisions.
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Letter 19

From: Jeanne Zornes

To: Julie Blakeslee

Subject: UWBothell/CC EIS statement/consideration
Date: Sunday, April 16, 2017 8:21:17 PM

Just an after-thought over an idea that seems to have merit ... at least from a neighbors
perspective and would provide the campuses with more flat buildable area.

It is the section of NE 185th that runs behind Husky Village- ask the city to vacate it and do a
land swap and dlide it up the hill where it would run the length of the north side of 183rd Ct. It
would become a buffer now where the city has also put into providing a land buffer for the

community; and the campus gains that vacated street areafor a meeting square/plaza, building, |1
pedestrian corridor into downtown.

It certainly doesn't fit with all the scenarios, but it might allow more flexibility in moving
those project pieces around.

Thanks to your whole team as you work thru this ambitious project!
~Jeanne Zornes
206.922.9877


mailto:jeannethebeanne@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=5d43304451c64477940ec736034f229c-julieb87
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 19
Zomes, Jeanne

1. The comment regarding the vacation of NE 185%™ Street is noted. EIS Alternatives 3 and 4
assume the realignment of NE 185%™ Street. For Alternative 4 (Blended Alternative)
provided for this Final EIS, the existing NE 185™ Street between Beardslee Boulevard and
110™ Avenue NE could be reconfigured in the future or remain similar as today. It is
anticipated that circulation on NE 185™ would be limited to transit, emergency services,
temporary construction access and/or access to Husky Hall.
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SEPA Draft EIS Public Meeting

REPORTED BY: Thad Byrd, CCR
REPORTED ON: April 10, 2017



BOTHELL, WASHINGTON; MONDAY, APRIL 10, 2017

-— 00 0 o0 --
Commenter #1
ANN AAGAARD: My name is Ann Aagaard. My
address i1s 16524 104th Avenue Northeast, Bothell 98011. My
phone number is 425-488-8418. |1 did sign in with my e-mail
address, so you can get it off there.

I am providing these comments with the anticipation
that someone will contact me. A number of these are
questions or comments or requests for further clarification.

I have read the EIS, and the first comment 1 would make
is that in the EIS there is a reference to Appendix E, and
I could not find any Appendix E anyplace.

I have reviewed the entire document, 285 pages, and
there was no Appendix E to it, so please clarify where that
appendix might be and provide 1t. It should have been
provided with the document.

The second comment 1 would have is I thought the
graphics that were used iIn the DEIS were excellent. They 2
made it very clear and good, excellent graphics.

The first question I had is -- this is | believe on page

14. There is a comment that these are the goals, the 3

following development goals of the 20 year planning horizon.
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It says relocate current off campus lease uses within a
quarter mile from the campus to campus.

I*m not clear exactly what they mean here. [I™m
assuming, but please clarify. Does this mean that now there
are off campus lease uses that are a quarter mile from campus,
and they"re going to put them on campus or what? The
statement isn"t clear.

Then 1t says improve multimodal access to campus from
downtown Bothell and beyond through strategic partnerships.

Now, I know they talked about working with King County
and rapid transit and so forth, but clearly there is a
significant access and transportation issues that are either
Bothell"s or jointly the University"s, Cascadia and
Bothell"s to work out, and 1711 talk about that more later.

On that same page, page 14, it says -- this is the last
paragraph on that page. A 65 foot maximum building height
would be established for the majority of campus, development
A, B, C, D and G with a hundred foot maximum height for a
portion of the campus east of Campus Way, development area
E.

When it says it would be established, 1 would like to
know what the current height limitation is now and how are
they planning to establish this new height? 1Is this through
the campus master plan? Does i1t involved the changes to the

PUD? Does it involve a change to Bothell®s comprehensive

3 cont
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plan and zoning code?

I would like to know how that would be established, and
I will have a further question about the hundred foot setback
in Section E.

The next one is on the summary sheet. This iIs summary
sheet 1-10, so this i1s the blue summary sheet, blue titles
at the top. It summarizes the environmental Impact.

I am looking at Section 3.3 titled Wetlands and
Plants/Animals. It says approximately 0.16 acres of
Category 3 wetlands in development area C and D could be
filled.

It was not really clear. There was no map, so I would
like to see a map that shows exactly where that wetland area
iIs because nothing really showed that 1 could identify.

They describe it as being -- well, at one point they
described it being near the Husky Village, so I couldn™t
figure out where it was.

It wasn™"t identified as normally what is 1dentified on
a wetland map, so I couldn™t find where 1t was. Then on page
1-14 of the same summary that"s blue at the top, there is
a statement under Alternative 3. Let me go back one second.

That other previous comment from 1-10 is under
Alternative 3, the wetlands impact. This is Alternative 3,
growth along topography. It says a second campus access

roadway from Beardslee Boulevard would also increase
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activity levels.

I know in other places they discuss the second access
for Beardslee, but at least in the EIS I could not see a chart.
I may have missed it or a map showing where that second
Beardslee Boulevard access would be. [1°d like to know where
that is.

On page 1-15 of the summary under Alternative 3,
although 1t says alternative, 1t says existing open space
areas would be retained and new open space areas would be
included with new building development.

I*m just wondering what new open spaces are they talking
about? |If 1t"s not developed now, It Is an open area, SO
I don"t see the connection between how there would be new
open space areas because you have significantly more
development unless they"re taking something down to create
new because the implication is that they are creating a new
open space area, so | don"t understand.

Again, on the summary 1-17, it says no -- this is
Alternative 3 again. No direct iImpacts to the Truly House
or Chase House would be anticipated. Then it says less
potential for indirect impacts to the Truly House and so
forth. Well, 1 have a question about the Truly House and
the iImpacts because this is discussed in the cultural and
historical resources section.

The question I had with that is the document indicates
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that i1t does not have historical or cultural significance.
I"m not questioning that, and they do say that it might be
relocated or it might be torn down. |1 understand that.

What 1 do not understand is that I was part of the group
that originally did the master planning for the co-located
campus with the architects, LBBJ, and so my expertise is In
wetlands, for example.

We met weekly during the summer prior to the actual
development of the plan and laying out a master plan. At
that time and after that, I always heard that Dick Truly had
an agreement with the University that the house would be
maintained In its present location.

I would like to know, as 1 don"t see i1t here in the
DEIS -- I understand it may not have historical significance,
but 1 would like to know what that agreement was with Dick
Truly or is with the Dick Truly Family and exactly what it
consisted of and is the University in conformance with that
agreement?

Page 1-34, the top of the page says potential roadway
improvements. It says the current PUD conditions with the
city of Bothell require additional road right of way along
the Beardslee Boulevard frontage east of 110th Avenue
Northeast for future dedication sufficient to accommodate
final road widening as determined by the director of

community development and public works.
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In addition, a 10 foot wide utility easement is required
adjacent to the new right of way on the campus side of
Beardslee Boulevard.

The agreement also notes that some of the additional
right of way to be reserved is constrained by the wetland
restoration, which is required as part of the original campus
development.

My question -- 1"ve got numbers of questions here. ITf
this is an agreement with the current PUD conditions, | trust
it is, they say i1t is, then it would appear to me that this
new master plan should be required to conform to that current
PUD condition.

That"s not clear from this document because 1t goes on
to say, mitigation of projected impacts could include
dedication of right of way for the city to improve
improvements or payment of transportation impact fees.

Well, 1t seems to me that if this is a PUD condition,
then they have to comply with 1t. My question is are they
planning to comply with it or are they not?

Then 1 want to know more about this utility easement
and the right of way that"s reserved, which Is constrained
by the wetland restoration because there®s no diagram in here
that tells me what constrained means.

Does 1t mean 1t"s constrained by one foot or constrained

by two feet or is it all constrained? This Is the extent
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of it. This 1s repeated in another place.

There needs to be more detail about what that constraint
consists of and how much it is and also what are they going
to do about this agreement?

Also iIn that same page, under the title significant
unavoidable adverse impact, it says the SR 522 Campus Way
intersection would operate at LOS F under no action, Scenario
B, and 1 through 3.

Here again it says, the potential improvements at this
location are limited due to right of way constraints, and
then there"s no proposed mitigation or anything. It just
says, well, it would occur anyway.

I do not consider that an adequate response that it
would occur anyway with or without the proposed campus master
plan. Within what time? 1 mean, in year hundred or Fifty?
What are they talking about? 1 think this needs to
be -- that"s an important issue, and that needs to be clear.

Now 1 am looking at figure 2-4_. 1It"s titled Campus
Master Plan Building Heights, and 1t"s a very good graphic.
It"s showing where this 65 foot maximum building height is
and where the hundred foot maximum building height is. This
is what 1 referenced earlier.

Are these in place now? They said they would be or how
are they going to achieve this 100 foot and 65 foot? Does

something need to be amended or whatever?
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Now I"m on the campus figure 2-4, and there iIs this area
outlined as the hundred foot maximum building height. Then
ifT I look at the plan in here, I can"t tell -- for example,
Alternative 3, I can™t tell exactly what buildings would now
be 100 feet.

I*m looking at figure 2-4, and then go to figure 2-5.
These are the different alternatives. |IT I look at this one
and 1 look here, this can now be 100 feet, so which buildings
are they actually talking about which would be 100 feet?
That"s the issue.

I look at this, and then there is —- | didn"t -- I don"t
have 1t here, but there®"s another graph that shows what is
existing and what would be built. There®s one that shows
what®"s existing and what would be built.

This is new parking. This gray is new parking in
Section E. 1t looks like 1t"s an expansion of the current
parking. Does that mean that that new parking is going to
be 100 feet?

There 1s a new building over here. This is a new
proposed building. It"s a dark yellow color right next to
the E, and so is that building going to be 100 feet? Then
there is an existing building. 1 think this might be right
where we are today. That one"s already there.

There®s another little existing building there, and

then there®s some more new buildings. These are
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proposed -- 1 believe this i1s proposed academic and student
parking, restricted. No. It says academic residential
parking.

What i1s academic residential parking? 1 know what
academic would be. 1™m assuming they mean the staff, but
residential, you usually think that means a residence. |Is
that dormitory parking, and is this going to be 100 foot high?
That"s leaves a real question in my mind.

Then when you get back to where they"re talking about
the views that will be blocked, 1711 come back to that again
and we"ll get back to the subject again.

Here"s where you"re talking about the total students,
page 2-21. It says the total gross students i1s 10,000, the
total student population. Total beds 600, and that"s
Alternative 3 and so forth and so on.

Then this basically is a summary of all these different
things. 1 think I mentioned where iIs the second entrance
to Beardslee Boulevard and the second signal? It talks
about for Alternative 3 realigning 108th.

It talks about 185th being -- | couldn®t figure out
exactly what they were doing to 185th, but the point is there
i1s no graphic in the document that shows exactly what they"re
doing to these different transportation uses. That"s one
that"s missing.

They®"ve done a great job and everything else, but 1
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don"t know exactly for the different alternatives what
actual -- they need to have a graphic to show exactly what
they"re talking about, where that second signal on Beardslee
is, how they“"re realigning 108th, what they®re doing to
185th.

Where are the transit bays for six bays under
Alternative 3, for example? Another, Alternative 2, they
talk about eight transit bays. Where are those? There"s
just a discussion, but it"s not specified.

We"re back here just briefly to this wetland, 14, that
we talked about earlier. 1°m on page 3.3-14. Here under
wetlands 1t says, wetland 14 was analyzed under the original
environmental review for the development of campus, and
restoration of potential fill of wetlands was included as
part of the North Creek Stream and Wetland Area Restoration.

I want to know specifically what they"re talking about

there because it just says -- they"re just making an
all-inclusive statement. | would like some documentation
for that.

I*m not saying they"re wrong, but this iIs just too
general a statement to make. |1 need the specific
documentation for it.

Page 3.6-30, 1 thought this was really interesting, and
I thought -- 1 want to commend them for putting this in. |1

got in here -- 1 may have actually read this on a different
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page. | wrote it down here.

They give figures as to the number of faculty and staff.
This is actually in table 3.7-4. You give a figure for the
number of faculty and staff, and that was very interesting.

20 percent of them live in Bothell, and then 1 think
it was 17 percent in the area, and 30 percent In the city
of Seattle and then 37 percent are otherwise. | thought that
was really iInteresting figures.

Now these viewpoints. We were talking about earlier
about where are these 100 foot buildings? Now they have
these view quarters. Again, this is figure 3.8-4. 1I™m
looking at Viewpoint Location C and Viewpoint Location B.

When I look at these, 1™"m referencing the map that shows
those locations, figure 3.8-1. It shows me looking down
this way to the east, and this is Alternative 3. |1 want to
know what are these buildings that are basically framing it?
It says Alternative 3.

What are these buildings that are basically creating
these boundaries to the view, framing that view? The view
is almost eliminated. What buildings are they that are
doing this?

Is this the 100 foot buildings that they were talking
about over here? Is this the new academic building we"re
talking about?

What buildings are they talking about that are blocking
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these views or is 1t the new 100 foot parking garage or
whatever that light gray color is over there at Section E?

I mean, 1 thought this is a great way to do this, but
you don"t know what it is that you®"re talking about. You
don"t know what that is.

Similarly, here where Viewpoint Location B is, | assume
that they"re talking about looking down the Campus Parkway
in that sense, but they"re not talking about -- for example,
if you went B and you were looking down across the stream
here, the north creek on here, if you correlate that, I assume
that is down in here someplace.

Here, you would have some great big new buirldings right
in front of you I think. Well, maybe not. Maybe they-"re
on this side. Maybe they"re not. Okay. |1 take that back.
It looks to me like i1t"s looking down the Campus Parkway,
but nothing out here. Okay. Take that back, but definitely
on C.

Then a few transportation things, and we"re almost
done. This is page 3.12-15, and I"m looking at table 3.12-5.
Again, It"s In connection with this iIn particular.

They mention this Appendix E, but this is not Appendix
E, so 1 don"t know what it is. It says as shown in the table,
all corridors would operate at LOS E under each analyst
scenario.

It was my understanding that when you measured the LOS,
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the level of service, you"re talking about an actual
intersection. To my knowledge, you don"t —- I didn"t think
you talked about the corridor capacity, but you rather looked
at what the intersection is.

I"m a little confused here. |1"m not a transportation
expert, but that doesn"t seem right. Then it says average
corridor delay in seconds per vehicle calculated by as a
weighted average of iIntersections delays.

Here, they"re talking -- 1 don"t know how they came to
these figures. That"s the bottom line. This says
calculated by as, which is not a good sentence, by a weighted
average of intersections delays along the length of the
corridors. 1 don"t know what a weighted average of
intersection delays means.

When we get over here, then we®ve got this -- you“re
definitely talking about an intersection. This is average
delay of per vehicle iIn seconds.

Then we get to this F over here. This is table 3.12-6.
That"s where you get the 522 Campus Way level of service F
that they talk about earlier.

I don"t accept their analysis of the LOS level that they
have given here because 1 have never seen an LOS figured iIn
this way. 1 would like more explanation as to why they did
it and why they felt they could do this in the EIS iIn this

manner .
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Then as 1 mentioned before, 1t would be really good to
have the diagram to show what these changes are that they-"re
talking about that they would like to do to improve this.

Then back to the transit center, 3.12-11. It says the
Alternative 3 transit center. Now, here they"re talking
about an actual transit center with up to six bays would
accommodate existing transit service.

The Alternative 3 transit center layover would likely
not be sufficient to accommodate planned increases iIn
transit service. It allows for only one additional bus
compared to just being observation would show five buses at
one time.

Then at the bottom of the page under efficiency,
continuing that it says, in addition, the traffic operations
analysis shows that Beardslee Boulevard, 110th Avenue
Northeast section would have vehicle queues extending into
the transit center during peak periods.

Without improvements to this intersection, it iIs
anticipated that transit operations would be adversely
impacted.

Again, that"s a very general statement. One is looking
for more specific things that they"re talking about,
particularly when they®"ve gone over here and claimed that
the corridors are functioning at level E, which clearly this

would tend to be contradictory. There"s obviously a big
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problem with this transit service, so 1°d like to see more
details on 1t. That"s 1t.
Commenter #2 CHRIS NEWMAN: I*m Chris Newman.

JANIS NEWMAN: And Janis Newman. These aren™t
proposals as a package, but we are favorable of building to
the south partly because it"s already cleared.

On the core, develop the core map fitting in -- that"s
what I was saying about not doing any more about the trees
up there. That has an academic building on a pretty much
already cleared area.

CHRIS NEWMAN: The south end of --

JANIS NEWMAN: It"s right behind 182nd.

CHRIS NEWMAN: The C section. 1It"s to the far
south of 1t. 1t looks like the smallest impact on that area
behind all the houses.

JANIS NEWMAN: Right. 1t"s right behind the
192nd Court.

CHRIS NEWMAN: Right.

JANIS NEWMAN: So we like that. That"s the
least iInvasive.

CHRIS NEWMAN: And then one of the development
proposals is the -- what was this one over here?

JANIS NEWMAN: The third one?

CHRIS NEWMAN: Topography.

JANIS NEWMAN: That"s part of the buildings to
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the north.

CHRIS NEWMAN: Right. That"s not too bad
except for it shows a road between the main building kind
of going right behind our houses on the 183rd Court
cul-de-sac, and 1 think that just puts too much traffic
really close to all the housing.

JANIS NEWMAN: And i1t"s going to take a lot more
trees down.

CHRIS NEWMAN: Right.

JANIS NEWMAN: And also they"d have to put in
the chilling tower.

CHRIS NEWMAN: The chilling tower close to the
housing.

JANIS NEWMAN: If they build up north, they“re
going to have to make another one of those.

CHRIS NEWMAN: Already there"s a road going
behind the houses, and there®s a fair amount of noise with
the buses and things going by.

They"re quite a distance away, but bringing it in this
proposal is really close to the houses. 1 think 1t would
be just really too loud there.

JANIS NEWMAN: At one point they proposed a
maintenance yard. 1 think they called it a core building,
again where they showed that one small academic up in the

western parcel.
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That would be again already cleared. That"s where
they"d store the machinery, and they would build a storage,
like a barn type thing 1 guess, but that wouldn®t be bad.

CHRIS NEWMAN: That was the one we just talked
about, that one right there, the small one.

JANIS NEWMAN: Correct, but that"s academic, so
it could also be the core because they have the core proposed
down there, up there, south.

CHRIS NEWMAN: Right.

JANIS NEWMAN: You said something about the
garages iIn two places.

CHRIS NEWMAN: Well, 1T they end up building a
garage behind the cul-de-sacs here in the C section of core
development, 1f they ended up doing that, 1 think they"d
almost have to because it"s right behind all the houses.

They"d have to close off 1 think the back side of the
parking garage because all those lights would be shining
right into the house all the time as they drove around inside
that parking building because 1t*d be a multistory garage.

JANIS NEWMAN: Well, somewhere we kept seeing
access to the garages, wherever they are, two different
accesses.

CHRIS NEWMAN: 1 don"t remember that.

JANIS NEWMAN: There®s two entrances to

garages, so they"re not all just coming in on one side. The
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south entrance, for all the money you spent, and we"ve talked
about this at the meetings, iIs just very poorly used for all
that money, that south entrance coming outside.

CHRIS NEWMAN: So far, yeah.

JANIS NEWMAN: It says keep campus mainly
pedestrian, but I don®"t know what that means.

CHRIS NEWMAN: Ideally from our perspective,
not building anything on that section at the very end of our
cul-de-sacs would be far better. There®s a beautiful stand
of trees there.

JANIS NEWMAN: [It"s just tragic if that goes.

CHRIS NEWMAN: Yeah.

JANIS NEWMAN: For everything, 1t"s just
tragic. That"s probably my main goal. There"s a question
on the setbacks for different parts of the campus.

It seems to me that it might be -- this iIs a pretty
general statement, but originally they were talking about
having everywhere, just have the same setback restrictions.

The reason was pretty wimpy. It was like just because
it was easier, but I would think that you might want to look
at different restrictions for different parts of the campus,
you know, if they are encroaching. What else? Leave the
trees.

CHRIS NEWMAN: Other than the --

JANIS NEWMAN: Oh, the soccer field.
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CHRIS NEWMAN: The soccer field and such. We
think the best use of that would be to take the soccer fields
back from the students and build a gym for them instead.

JANIS NEWMAN: Or a building, an academic
building on one of them.

CHRIS NEWMAN: Well, that"s what you"d do if you
got rid of the soccer fields, put academic buildings there.

JANIS NEWMAN: All of that land that i1s down
there and is sports field, the campus admits it"s very
underused. I™"m still having trouble figuring out how the
students were able to decide that that"s what they wanted,
and those students are gone.

They were able -- 1t"s allowed usage, but how were they
allowed to decide? I still don"t get that. It seems like
the UW would be choosing what to do with it.

They probably are wishing they had that back. That"s

a lot of land that"s already cleared. 1 guess that®"s not
going to happen. That"s our brainstorm. 1 think that"s all
we got. I tried to keep 1t simple.

Commenter #3 JEANNE ZORNES: My name is Jeanne Zornes. |

live at 18319 108th Avenue Northeast in Bothell. [I1°11 just
list off my concerns.

The Truly House, 1 would like to see an effort be made
to save that, either donate 1t or move it to a different part

of campus. 1°d hate to see it demolished, so 1°d like to
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see a good faith effort in finding a place for it, a forever
home.

Then as a neighbor on this hill, 1 have concerns that
students who like to smoke theilr pot come into our
neighborhood, which they already do because they cannot do
it on campus.

Whatever plan comes up, I would like to -- 1 would
appreciate the campus making 1t more difficult or less
obvious for foot traffic to go onto the neighborhood
hillside.

I*m really concerned about setbacks being effective.
I want them broad enough that there are effective dense
buffers that go in as far as plantings.

They could even use a cement wall like what we have on
the cemetery. | don"t think that®"s ever going to happen,
but effective dense buffers so that the neighbors don"t have
people peering into their yard and they don"t see it as an
easy way to kind of cut through traffic into the
neighborhood.

Tied 1in with that i1s height. 1°m a little concerned
about the height over here for the third proposal, 65 to 100
feet. 1 think that"s going to be a little tall and still
be able to peer into the neighborhood.

The other thing that I"m curious about i1s has there ever

been a study on air flow? 1"m thinking of It in terms of
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how heavy the traffic is, especially i1if we"re talking about
putting most of the traffic on Beardslee Boulevard.

In the past we have known when Stockpot Soups was in
Woodinville. When they were making their split pea soup,
all that air came down and sat in this valley here where
Beardslee Boulevard is and just stayed stagnant even in the
winter when there was rain.

I"m concerned about putting the brunt force of the
traffic on Beardslee Boulevard, which puts me back to using
that south campus entrance also, making it earn its keep.

I would appreciate the campus finding ways to use
effectively that beautiful big entrance down there in their
plan, not just here off of Beardslee Boulevard.

I do like the bus routing through the campus on the
institutional proposal. |1 know they“re concerned about
maybe that would be a traffic hazard.

I do have concerns if there are people who have mobility
issues, but can they really put all that time and effort to
come off of Beardslee and travel all the way to the interior
part of campus when they could be doing it centrally and the
buildings would be right there?

Then my last concern is | don"t know that iIt"s a
protective frog, but there®s a healthy frog population on
the Marvin property in the springtime. 1 would like to know

what that is.
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I"ve not seen any indication. I"ve seen a broad
general description of the frogs around the area, but we know
there®s a healthy frog population there in the springtime.
They"11 be gone if any serious development goes iIn there.

That®"s the sum total of what | have.
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PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTER 1
Aagaard, Ann

1. Appendix G of the Draft EIS refers to the Transportation Discipline Report for the Campus
Master Plan and was included as part of the hard copy and electronic copy versions.

2. The comment regarding the graphics in the Draft EIS is noted.

3. The references to relocating off-campus lease uses to the campus as part of the Campus
Master Plan refer to the existing approximately 70,700 gsf of off-campus uses that the
UW Bothell currently leases within two commercial office building developments to the
north of the campus.

4. The comment regarding improving multimodal access to and from campus is noted. As
indicated in Chapter 2 — Project Description and Section 3.12 (Transportation), each of
the EIS Alternatives include transportation improvements to improve circulation to and
from campus, as well as internal circulation.

5. Under the current Campus Master Plan and PUD, the maximum building heights are the
same as under the proposed Campus Master Plan. Buildings to the east of Campus Way
NE are currently allowed to be up to a maximum of 100 feet tall and buildings to the west
of Campus Way NE are currently allowed up to a maximum of 65 feet (see Section 2 of
the Campus Master Plan for an illustration of the existing maximum building heights on
campus).

6. Section 3.3 (Wetlands, Plants and Animals) provides a description of the location of the
wetlands located within Development Areas C and D. Please refer to Appendix D for maps
of these wetlands (Figure 4 and Figure 5 of the Wetland Technical Memorandum dated
March 6, 2017).

7. The second access from Beardslee Boulevard under Alternative 3 is indicated in Figure 2-
8. The second access extends from the northwest corner of Development Area C and
connects with 110" Avenue NE.

8. Chapter 2 —Project Description provides a discussion of open space that is assumed to be
provided under each of the alternatives. New green and urban open spaces would be
provided in association with new building development that is anticipated under each
alternative.

9. The comment regarding retention of the Truly House in its current location is noted.
Alternatives 1 and 3 in the Draft EIS assumed the retention of the Truly House in its
currently location. Subsequent to the issuance of the Draft EIS, the UW Bothell and CC
developed Alternative 4 which blends various features of Alternatives 1 through 3 and
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

also includes the retention of the Truly House. Potential impacts associated with
Alternative 4 are analyzed in this Final EIS.

The comments related to the PUD conditions for road right-of-way are noted. Mitigation
measures identified in this Final EIS are consistent with those previously identified for the
PUD regarding the dedication and reservation of additional right-of-way along the
Beardslee Boulevard property frontage east of 110" Avenue NE to accommodate the
potential future widening of the street section.

The potential need for widening of Beardslee Boulevard must also consider the presence
of existing restored wetlands located nearby. When the City of Bothell decides to widen
the roadway in the future, an analysis and preliminary design would have to occur to
determine the roadway width, construction techniques and options for avoiding or
minimizing impacts to the existing wetlands.

Comment noted. LOS F conditions projected for the Campus Way/SR 522 interchange
have been identified in the No Action scenarios and is largely due to regional growth along
SR 522 and the capacity of the signalized intersection (studied for the year 2038). The
proposed Campus Master Plan and the increase in on-campus resident student FTE's
results in a decrease in campus trip generation and reduced impacts to adjacent
intersections compared to No Action Alternative Scenario B.

As referenced in the response to Comment 5, the proposed maximum building heights
are the same as under the current Campus Master Plan and PUD. Buildings to the east of
Campus Way NE are currently allowed to be up to a maximum of 100 feet tall and
buildings to the east of Campus Way NE are currently allowed up to a maximum of 65 feet
to the west of Campus Way NE.

The comment regarding maximum building heights is noted. The maximum building
heights that are identified in Figure 2-4 indicate that any potential building development
in that area under the Campus Master Plan could be up 65 feet tall within Development
Areas A, B, C, D and G, and up to 100 feet tall within Development Areas E and F.

The comment regarding academic/residential/parking buildings as indicated on Figures
2-6, 2-7 and 2-8 is noted. Potential buildings that are labelled as
academic/residential/parking on the site plans for each of the alternatives indicate that
those potential buildings are assumed to be any of these uses or contain a mix of each of
those types of uses. Residential uses refer to student housing which could be either a
dormitory/residence hall or apartment style housing.

The comment regarding views is noted.

The comment regarding total student population and total beds under Alternative 3 is
noted.
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18. The comment regarding the vacation of NE 185 Street is noted. EIS Alternatives 3 and 4
assume the realignment of NE 185t Street. For Alternative 4 (Blended Alternative)
provided for this Final EIS, the existing NE 185t Street between Beardslee Boulevard and
110" Avenue NE could be reconfigured in the future or remain similar as today. It is
anticipated that circulation on NE 185%™ would be limited to transit, emergency services,
temporary construction access and/or access to Husky Hall

19. The specific transit center design would occur in the future by the transit agencies in
coordination with the City of Bothell and campus staff.

20. The comment regarding Wetland 14 is noted. As indicated in Section 3.3 (Wetlands, Plants
and Animals), the original Campus Master Plan and associated EIS contemplated the filling
of upland wetlands as part of the original campus construction, including Wetland 14;
however, this wetland was never filled as part of development. Impacts associated with
the filling of wetlands as part of the original Campus Master Plan and EIS (including
Wetland 14) were mitigated as part of the North Creek Stream and Wetland Restoration
Project. See Appendix D (Wetland Technical Memorandums) for further details on
Wetland 14.

21. The comment regarding faculty and staff data provided in Section 3.7 (Population and
Housing) is noted.

22. The comment regarding views and potential development indicated in Figure 3.8-4 of the
Draft EIS is noted. Under Alternative 3, potential development indicated in Figure 3.8-4
would be located within Development Area D on the left portion of the image, and in
Development Area C on the right portion of the image. Potential development within
these areas would have a maximum building height of 65 feet.

23. The comment regarding visual simulations from Viewpoint B (Figure 3.8-3) is noted.
Potential development indicated in this visual simulation would be located in
Development Area F and would have a maximum building height of 100 feet.

24. The comment regarding corridor analysis is noted. The corridor analysis presented in this
Final EIS is consistent with the City of Bothell's concurrency standards as outlined in
Chapter 17.03 of the Bothell Municipal Code. The LOS for the corridor is based on a
"weighted average" of the delay and traffic volumes at the individual intersections within
the defined corridor limits. The intersection of SR 522/Campus Way is not part of a
defined concurrency corridor but was evaluated as it is a key access point for the campus.
Individual LOS measurements for each intersection were included in the Appendix
materials for the TDR (Appendix G of this Final EIS).
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25. The comment related to providing diagram representations of roadway improvements is
noted. Graphic representations of improvements have been included in the report where
appropriate (please refer to Appendix G of this Final EIS).

26. The comments related to transit center are noted. The FEIS contains an analysis of
potential changes to the transit circulation patterns on the campus considering each of
the development alternatives evaluated. As noted in this updated narrative, no changes
to the transit circulation are being proposed by the UWB or CC. Instead, the UWB and CC
remain a key stakeholder in the level of transit service and how transit access the campus.
Representatives from UWB and CC will continue to work with the City and transit agencies
in the future as changes are considered to existing service levels, stop capacity, routing,
or layover needs.
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PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTER 2

Newman, Janis and Chris

1. The comment regarding a preference for Alternative 1 is noted.

2. The comment regarding Alternative 3, the potential second access from Beardslee
Boulevard and associated traffic and noise in proximity to existing residences is noted. A
noise analysis was provided as part of the Draft EIS (Section 3.5 — Environmental Health)
and additional noise analysis has been included as part of this Final EIS.

3. The comment regarding the corp yard building is noted.

4. The comment regarding potential development of a parking garage in Development Area
C near existing off-campus residences and associated light and noise is noted. This Final
EIS includes an analysis of light and noise impacts, including additional noise analysis for
potential development in Development Area C (see Section 3.5 — Environmental Health).

5. The comment regarding parking garages and the south entrance to campus is noted.
Several factors can effect which campus entrances are more heavily utilized, including the
location of parking, an individual’s specific destination (i.e. classrooms, offices, sports
fields, etc.), and other factors. The EIS Alternatives (Alternatives 1 —4) include an increase
in parking in the south portion of campus which could result in increased vehicle access
from the south campus entrance (please refer to Section 3.12 — Transportation and
Appendix G — Transportation Discipline Report for further details on trip distribution)

6. The comment regarding a preference for no development within Development Area C is
noted.

7. The Campus Master Plan and associated Development Regulations would maintain the
setback, buffer and height limitations that are currently in place for the Campus District.
These setback, buffer and height limitations are specific to area of the campus that are
immediately adjacent to off-campus residential zones.

8. The comment regarding preference for the development of academic buildings on the
existing sports fields is noted.
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PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTER 3

Zornes, Jeanne

The comment regarding retention of the Truly House is noted. The Draft EIS analyzed
several alternatives that assumed the retention of the Truly House (Alternatives 1 and 3,
as well as the No Action Alternative scenarios). Alternative 4, which was developed
subsequent to the issuance of the Draft EIS, is analyzed in this Final EIS and also assumes
the retention of the Truly House.

The property referred to is not campus property. However, the campus can work with
student affairs staff to explore ways to discourage students from entering the
neighborhood.

The comment related to building setbacks is noted. The Campus Master Plan and
associated Development Regulations would maintain the setback, buffer and height
limitations that are currently in place for the Campus District. These setback, buffer and
height limitations are specific to area of the campus that are immediately adjacent to off-
campus residential zones.

The comment regarding building heights is noted. The proposed building heights under
the proposed Campus Master Plan are the same as the current Campus Master Plan and
existing PUD.

The comment regarding an air flow study is noted. The Draft EIS included an analysis of
air quality including emission sources during construction and operation, as well as GHG
emissions. An updated analysis has also been provided in this Final EIS but did not include
an air flow study as significant air quality impacts are not anticipated under the Campus
Master Plan.

The comment regarding a preference for increased vehicle access use from the south
campus entrance is noted. Several factors can effect which campus entrances are more
heavily utilized, including the location of parking, an individual’s specific destination (i.e.
classrooms, offices, sports fields, etc.), and other factors. The EIS Alternatives
(Alternatives 1 — 4) include an increase in parking in the south portion of campus which
could result in increased vehicle access from the south campus entrance (please refer to
Section 3.12 — Transportation and Appendix G — Transportation Discipline Report for
further details on trip distribution).

This Final EIS contains an analysis of potential changes to the transit circulation patterns
on the campus considering each of the development alternatives evaluated. As noted in
this updated narrative, no changes to the transit circulation are being proposed by the
UW Bothell or CC. Instead, the UW Bothell and CC remain a key stakeholder in the level
of transit service and how transit access the campus. Representatives from UW Bothell
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and CC will continue to work with the City and transit agencies in the future as changes
are considered to existing service levels, stop capacity, routing, or layover needs (please
refer to Section 3.12 — Transportation and Appendix G — Transportation Discipline Report
for further details on bus routing).

8. Mobility is a key consideration of the UW Bothell and CC and an attribute of the proposed
Campus Master Plan. It has been roughly organized from north to south along the existing
topography that is level and accessible. Travel from the east and west direction would be
through use of building elevators and corridors.

9. The comment regarding frogs located on the campus, specifically within the Marvin
property (Development Area C) is noted.
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ARC
BMC
BMPs
BPD
CACES
CB
CcC
CC1
Ccc2
Ccc3
ClG
CMP
co
CO2
CPS
dBA
DAHP
DISC
DEIS
DOH
EH&S
EIS
EMS
FTE
IPCC
GDC
GHG
GMA
GSF
HECB
1-405
IDP
kBtu
kWh
LB1
LB2
LBA
LEED
Leq
LI

CHAPTER 5
ACRONYMS

Activities and Recreation Center

Bothell Municipal Code

Best management practices

Bothell Police Department

Chancellor’s Advisory Committee on Environmental Sustainability
Community Business

Cascadia College

Cascadia College building 1

Cascadia College building 2

Mobius Hall

Climate Impacts Group

Campus Master Plan

Carbon Monoxide

Carbon dioxide

Coalescing Plate oil/water Separator
Decibels

Washington State Department of Archeological and Historic Preservation
UW Bothell’s Discovery Hall

Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Washington State Department of Health
University of Washington Health and Safety
Environmental Impact Statement
Emergency Medical Services

Full-time equivalent

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
General Downtown Corridor
Greenhouse gas

Growth Management Act

Gross square feet

Higher Education Coordinating Board
Interstate-405

Inadvertent discovery plan

Kilo British Thermal Units

Kilowatt hour

Shared Library Building

Library 2

Library Annex

Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
Equivalent sound level

Light Industrial
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LID

NO;
NRHP
MTCOze
NAAQSs
NOx
OHWM
oP

P

PM2.5
PM10
PPOS
PSE
PUD
R-2,800
R-4,000/Mobile
Home Park
R-8,400
R-9,600
R-AC
RCW

SB
SBCTC
SEPA
SMP
SO,
SR-522
SVV
TESC
TMP
EPA

uw
uwB
uwi
uw2
VOC
WAC
WCI
WHR

WISAARD

WSAC
WSDOT

Low impact development

Nitrogen dioxide

National Register of Historic Places
Metric Ton Carbon Dioxide Equivalent
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
Nitrogen oxides

Ordinary high water mark
Office-Professional

Park

Fine particulate matter

Course particulate matter

Park and Public Open Space

Puget Sound Energy

Planned Unit Development
Residential-2,800
Residential-4,000/MHP

Residential-8,400

Residential-9,600

Residential-Activity Center

Revised Code of Washington

Senate Bill

State Board of Community and Technical Colleges
State Environmental Policy Act

Shoreline Master Program

Sulfur dioxide

State Route 522

Sunrise Valley View

Temporary Erosion and Sedimentation Control
Transportation Management Plan

United States Environmental Protection Agency
University of Washington

University of Washington Bothell

Founders Hall

Commons Halls

Volatile organic compound

Washington Administrative Code

Western Climate Initiative

Washington Heritage Register

Washington Information System for Architectural and Archeological Records
Data

Washington Student Achievement Council
Washington Department of Transportation
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