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Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services

Aaron Reardon
County Executive

‘ M/S #604
(425) 388-3311 ‘ 3000 Rockefeller Avenue
FAX (425) 388-3872 Everat, WA 98201-4044

REVIEW COMPLETION COMMENTS

FILE NO: 07-101924 LU DATE COMMENTS AVAILABLE: July 14, 2008
MEETING DATE: July 17, 2008

PROJECT NAME: Granite Falt Motorcross Park

APPLICANT: CONTACT:
Paul Thomas Motorcross Parks Gary Strode
11411 116th PL. | 11411 NE 116th PI

Kirkland, WA 98034 Kirkland, WA 98034

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
REZONE from F (Forestry) to F&R (Forestry and Recreatlon) and CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
for the constructlon of a Motorcross Race Track. '

REQUIRED |NFORMAT|0N:
The following information is req'uired' to further evaluate your proposal. B

Note: This application will explre one year after the date of this memorandum if the appilcant
falls to provrde the requested |nformat|on per SCC 30.70. 140(1) :

IPIanner Comments: T | — |

Project Manager- Scott Whitcutt 425.388.3311 Ext. 2680

We have copled you different citizen comments and the "peer review” comments regardlng your
noise. study. "It ‘is important to remember that you, as'the’ applrcant ‘have the burden of
supportlng your request to the Hearing. Examiner. The followmg sconcerns reflect our staff
review of the submitted record. They are intended to p ~ nce |n provrdrng clarifi catron
and addressrng c1t|zens concerns associated wrth your propos"" R

‘bllshes _ greater specrf city
at- will’ rem_aln ‘as a

(a) Please provide a supplemental narratlve
-describing the current state of natural
“ buffer- between motor cross site d
propertles ‘The record indicates the “site
“‘conditions do not constitute old growth
to prowde visual and sound buffenng of
(b) Please provrde greater specrf clty |n d
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stability but also provide visual buffering of the earthen berm that becomes a
topographical feature. Your narrative should include a description of measures
for the interior as well as exterior slopes of the berm.

(c) Please provide written verification of water rights and potable water availability for
the recreational facility.

(d) Please provide written verification of Snohomish Health District requirements and
approval for temporary restrooms as well as septic system design for the facilities.
It should be assumed that well water will be available for Phase 1 use of the
motocross facility.

{e) Emergency fire flow is an additional “water issue” that must be addressed for the
future construction of buildings, stands, and towers and use of the facility during
phased expansion. An agreement wnth Fire District No. 17 may be required for
emergency fire service. Fire flow, hydrants, water tank, and pump or gravity flow
will have to be available and maintained for combustible construction and
following final inspection or occupancy. Provide a supplemental narrative that
addresses fire services consistent with county building and fire codes for all
phases of site development, including construction of a 90,000 square foot
covered track structure.

(f) Citizens have raised concern regarding emergency aide services being provided
to users and/or spectators of the motor cross facility

(g) Please provide a supplemental narrative of revised traffic information required
under Traffic Review comments. This supplemental narrative should focus on
mitigation measures as well as consistency with comprehensive plan
transportation policies.

(h) | have reviewed your December 4, 2007 submittal narrative and wish to note
again comments Erik Olson forwarded to you at time of project transfer to me.
You must address. the deeding of 10’ of additional right-of-way and sight-
distance issues as well as additional traffic information raised in the traffic
comments (copied to this letter); and the drainage review comments (copied in
this letter).

(i} 1 strongly encourage you to reconsider your proposed construction sequencing of
the berm in terms of the duration of road impacts during phased site build-out and
the more subjective issue of noise control through site build-out. ! suggest that
you consider construction and planting of the entire berm dunng the first phase of
construction thus reducing the duration of traffic and noise impacts during an
extended build-out as well as prowdmg additional vegetative buffer that will take
hold earlier rather than later.

() |suggest that you reconsider the maximum height of speakers for track and publlc
announcements in relationship to the height of the proposed berm providing noise
attenuation.

(k) |1 suggest that you provide addltlonal information as to the height and type of
facility pole lighting that will be used to avoid off-site glare.

() We will forward information regarding traffic trip counts as soon as they are
available. Public Works was hoping to begin tabulation this past weekend.
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| Drainage Comments:

Reviewer: Jack Hurley 425.388.3311 Ext. 2266

| reviewed th'e revised preliminary application for the proposed Granite Fall Motorcross
Park for compliance with the requirements of;

Erosion hazard areas (SCC 30.62.200);

Landslide hazard areas (SCC 30.62.210),

Drainage codes and policies (SCC 30.63A);

Grading codes and policies (SCC 30.63B);

Snchomish County Drainage Manual (Department of Ecology Stormwater Management
Manual for the Puget Sound Basin 1992 with Snohomish County Addendum);

Snohomish County Engineering Design and Development Standards (EDDS) 2004 Edition;
PDS Rule 3044.

The review was based on the submittal items received by PDS on December 4, 2007.

The submittal items that | reviewed include:
Master Permit Application;

Project Narrative;

Snohomish County Environmental Checklist;
Preliminary Plans;

Targeted Drainage Report;

Track and Facilities Management Plan;
Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report;
Critical Areas Review.

DISCUSSION:

In the revised documents the applicant provided the information related to the design of the —
infiltration system and water qua[aty pond that was requested in the previous revrew memo

The infiltration rate, used in the prellmlnary calculations, was established by the ASTM _
D422 (grain size analySIs) proc"‘dure B R

The one item from my prewous memo that was not clearly addressed in thls submlttal was

4. Provide descnptlon of v_v"t' i quallty measureslprocedures for motor cycle
maintenance and fuellng areas..

This issue was address in general terms n’: various documents in this submltt
were no details provided.: For. example: The Snohomish County Enwronm'
on page 8 item 7. a. states that *...small .amounts of...could accldentaily
ground...' The last 1tem under

2™ Review Ltrisw
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Facilities Management Plan states that 'Fueling of bikes must be done in designated areas.'
However | did not find areas identified on the plans or a description of specific BMP's to
prevent and deal with spills. The applicant may want to refer to Chapter IV-4 of Snohomish
County Drainage Manual (Department of Ecology Stormwater Management Manual for the
Puget Sound Basin 1992 with Snohomish County Addendum) for information on this.

INFORMATION NEEDED TO COMPLETE THE PRELIMINARY DRAINAGE AND
GRADING REVIEW:

Provide description of water quality measures/procedures for motor cycle maintenance
and fueling areas.

INFORMATION IN THE APPLICATION PACKAGE THAT WOULD HELP CLARIFY THE
PROPOSAL.:

The SEPA checklist does not address Septic System or Domestic Water Well, These items
should be addressed in the SEPA Checklist.

In the SEPA Checklist and the Project Narrative there are muitiple locations where the
numbers written in English do not match the numbers in numeral format.

The information on page 3 and page 12 of the SEPA checklist related to parking do not
seem to match.

| Biologist Comments:

Reviewer: Frank Scherf 425.388.3311 Ext. 2725

This is in response to a final request to review the above referenced application revision,
stamped received by Planning and Development Services on December 4, 2007.

Keith Westlund, Biologist, of Planning and Development Services conducted an on-site
inspection on July 23, 2007 and July 27, 2007. Erik Olson, Jack Hurley and | visited the
property on -August 9,:2007. ‘The subject property is approxnmately 437 acres in size and
contains Canyon Creek that i lS a Type 1 ESA stream. Canyon Creek is a conservancy shoreline
environment, - Wetlands exist on"the subject property as well as geohazard areas, whlch we
covered under the dramage section. :

Staff concurs wath the Cntlcal Areas Review conducted by Talasae 1 (
application was deemed complete on June 6, 2007 and therefore is. subj
of Chapter 30.62-SCC (older version of the critical areas reguiations) an
current effective October 1, 2007. The “site” does not contain any: wetlands ors
30.62.055(1)(a)(v) requires the location and description of all critical area ocated. on; _
and on adjacent properties wuthm 100 feet of site boundaries. = Site ls def“ ned 'under SCC

2™ Review Lirfsw
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30.918.350 as “that portion of the subject property within 200 feet of the development activity
provided, however, that for subdivisions, short subdivisions, planned residential developments,
and projects with binding site plans, the site shall include the entire subject property”. The site
therefore is defined as that area within 200 feet of the proposed clearing limits represented on
the site development plan for this Conditional Use/Rezone application. The site is comprised of
fairly uniform young even-aged conifers with a fairly depauperate understory. This is typical of a
site that has been clear-cut and replanted without extensive thinning thereafter.

The application is in conformance with Chapter 30.62 SCC as it relates to stream and wetland
preservation since there are no such features that exist within the “site”. No further wetland,
stream or ESA evaluation is in order unless the application is revised that enlarges the site
boundaries. -

| Traffic Review Comments: ]

Reviewer: Kamal Mahmoud

‘This is in response to the submittal received by PDS from the applicant on December 4, 2007.
In the Traffic/Drainage memo dated August 9, 2007 the following items were identified as
needing to be addressed:

1. Justify trip distribution.

2. Address site distance.

3. Show the additional right-of-way to be deeded.

These items have not been satisfactorily addressed. Second comments are provided below.

The Traffic/Drainage Engineering. Section of PDS has reviewed the subject development
proposal for compliance with Chapter 30.66B SCC (Snohomish County’s Traffic Mitigation and
Concurrency Ordinances), Title 13 SCC, Snohomish County Engineering Design and
Development Standards (EDDS), and the appropriate County Rules and procedures and has
summarized that review below. This development proposal is subject to the requirements of the
amended version of Chapter 30.66B SCC that became effective February 1, 2006.

1. General Information ‘

The plan used for this review was received by Planning and Development Services (PDS)
on December 4, 2007. ‘ :

+  The applicant proposes to rezone 437 acres and develop an 80-acre motorcycle racetrack.
The subject property is located off of Mountain Loop Highway, about 3.5 miles east of
Granite Falls, in Sections 2 and 3, Township 30N, Range 7E, and Sections 34 and 35,
Township 31N, Range 7E in Transportation Service Area (TSA) “B", outside the urban
growth area (UGA). A
The subject property has frontage on Mountain Loop Highway.

» The proposed development will take access from Mountain Loop Highway.

= There are no existing structures on site.

2™ Review Ltr/sw ‘ ' 5
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2. Notice of Decision Requirements for Concurrency Determination and Impact Fee
Determination

The development is still under review and no concurrency decision has been made at this time.
The applicant needs to justify the traffic distribution as shown in the traffic study dated
December 3, 2007.

3. Road System Impact Fee [SCC 30.66B.310]

A development must mitigate its impact upon the future capacity of the road system by paying a
road system impact fee reasonably related to the impacts of the development on arterial roads
tocated in the same transportation service area as the development, at the rate identified in
SCC 30.66B.330 for the type and location of the proposed development.

More information with respect to trip generation is needed. Justification for new frips as shown
_in the applicant's traffic study dated December 3, 2007 is needed. On page 5 in the project trip
generation section, the applicant states that the subject project would generate 150 average
weekday trips (AWDT) based on historical data for a similar development (the MXGP Motor
Cross) in Monroe. The applicant references the Appendix on page 11. However, information
provided in the appendix does not clearly show how the subject project would generate 150

average weekday trips (AWDT). Please clarify.

Based on the same data provided in the appendix on page 11, the applicant states on page § in
the project trip generation section that the subject project would generate 20 PM PHT and 3 AM
PHT. However, information provided in the appendix does not clearly show how the subject
project would generate 20 PM PHT and 3 AM PHT. Please clarify.

4. Concurrency [SCC 30.66B.120] :

The traffic study dated December 3, 2007 has been reviewed. The traffic study dated
December 3, 2007 does not provide AM PHT data distribution. The subject development
is proposed to be open to staff during the AM peak hour. The applicant states on page 5
of the traffic study that the only trips expected during the AM PHT are made by up to 3
employees. The applicant needs to show traffic distribution in the AM PHT and show
whether it impacts any key intersections with 3 or more AM PHT. Key intersections 106
and 437 are located between the subject development and the City of Granite Falls.

A concurrency determination will 'be made once adequate average weekday" tI'IpS:-:
(AWDT}, AM PHT, PM PHT, and AM PHT traffic distribution are provided, and the traffic
study reVIew is completed.

5. Inadequate Road Condltlon (IRC) [SCC 30.668.210] :
The subject development: proposal will not impact any IRC locations identified at thls

TSA B with three or more of its p.m. peak hour trips. Therefore, it is anticipated i
will not be required with respect to inadequate road conditions and no restrictions.

permit issuance or certificate of occupancy/final inspection will be imposed under thls sectlon of "
Chapter 30.66B SCC _

2™ Review Lir/sw
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6. Frontage Improvements [SCC 30.66B8.410]
All developments will be required to make frontage improvements along the parcel's frontage on
any opened, constructed, and maintained public road. The required improvement shall be
constructed in accordance with the EDDS, including correction of horizontal and vertical
alignments, if applicable ,
As per DPW Rule 4222.020(1) full rural frontage improvements are required along the subject
parcel's frontage on Mountain L.oop Highway and shall consist of:
Asphalt concrete pavement consisting of 12 feet width from roadway centerline with an 8
foot paved shoulder.

The road, Mountain Loop Highway, on which the development's frontage improvements are
required, is not in the impact fee cost basis (Appendix D of the Transportation Needs Report).
Therefore credits towards the applicant’s impact fee for any frontage improvements that can be
used in the ultimate build-out of the road are not applicable.

Construction of frontage improvements is required prior to recording unless bonding of
improvements is allowed by PDS, in which case construction is required prior to any-occupancy
of the development.

7. Access and Circulation [SCC 30.66B.420]

Access to the development is proposed via a new commercial driveway off of Mountain Loop
Highway with a 40-foot radius return. Per the EDDS section 2-03C(2), the new driveway shall be
40 feet wide. The applicant is showing a 40-foot radius return at the new driveway entrance.
This meets the EDDS standards.

Mountain Loop Highway is a two-lane major collector with a 45 MPH posted speed limit. The
applicant’s traffic study dated June 5, 2007 shows a speed study with an 85% percentile speed
of 55.6 mph for eastbound traffic and 59.0 mph for westbound traffic. These speeds supercede
the 55 mph speed (45 mph + 10 mph modifier) the applicant is using for the intersection sight
distance and stopping sight distance for the subject development in this traffic study. These
speeds (55.6 mph for eastbound traffic and 59.0 mph for westbound traffic) shall be used in the
applicant's analysis for the intersection sight distance and stopping sight distance for the subject
development.

Our field review with respect to stopping sight distance and intersection sight distance for
vehicles looking to/from the east at the proposed access with Mountain loop highway does not
agree with the applicant's traffic study. In the Traffic/Drainage memo dated August 9, 2007, the
applicant was asked to provide a plan and profile of Mountain Loop Highway to show that
stopping sight distance and intersection sight distance for vehicles looking to/from the east are
adequate.

In the traffic study dated December 3, 2007, the applicant provided a diagram on figure 5
showing only intersection sight distance for vehicles looking to/from the east at the proposed
access with Mountain loop highway. Figure 5 needs to have the following information per the

2" Review Lirfsw 7
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EDDS standard drawing 3-140: label and identify the right of way line, the edge of pavement,
and the name of the street (Mountain Loop Highway) being profiled shown on the drawing.

On page 4 of the traffic study dated December 4, 2007, the applicant is showing in table 1 (Sight
Distance Summary) the existing intersection sight distance for vehicles looking to/from the east
at the proposed access with Mountain loop highway to be 560 feet. This contradicts information
provided in figure 5 that shows the line of sight to be 610 feet. The applicant states on page 6
that the available intersection site distance is 560 feet, which does not meet the EDDS and the
2004 AASHTO standards.

Per the speed study, the 85% bercentile speed for westbound traffic is 59 mph. Per the 2004
AASHTO, Exhibit 9-55 (Design Intersection Sight Distances), the required intersection
sight distance for a 59 mph speed and a time gap of 7.5 seconds for a passenger car is 651
feet.

The applicant needs to provide a stopping sight distance diagram for vehicles looking to/from
the east at the proposed access with Mountain loop highway per the EDDS standard drawing 3-
130.

The applicant states on page 6 that the existing stopping sight distance for vehicles looking
toffrom the east at the proposed access with Mountain loop highway is 490 feet, which does not
meet the EDDS standards of 520 feet for a 3% downgrade.

Per the speed study, the 85% percentile speed for westbound traffic is 59 mph. Per the 2004
AASHTO, Exhibit 3-2 (Stopping Sight Distances on Grade), the required stopping sight
distance for a 59 mph speed and a 3% downgrade is 582 feet.

The applicant also states on page 6 that paving the site access will raise the driver eye height
slightly and improve the visibility. This needs to be shown on the plans or in an exhibit.

Stopping sight distance and intersection sight distance for vehicles looking to/from the west at
the proposed access with Mountain loop highway meets the EDDS standards.

In addition to the issues identified above, a revised traffic study needs to provide and/or address
the following:

a) Address significant safety impacts associated with heavy trucks entering and leaving
the subject development during the construction phase.

b) Provide analysis for whether or not a center lane and or acceleration lane on
Mountain Loop Highway is required at the proposed access to the subject
development to determine whether vehicles entering or exiting the site will need an
eastbound left turn lane into the subject development, and or a westbound
acceleration lane. If it is determined that an -eastbound left turn lane and or a
westbound acceleration lane are needed, the applicant shall include in the site plans
and construction plans a design for an eastbound left turn lane and or a westbound
acceleration lane to accommodate vehicles entering or exiting the site.

2" Review Ltrsw oo 8
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c) Provide analysis showing the impacts with respect to safety on Mountain Loop
Highway Bridge no. 102 with heavy trucks going over the 2-lane bridge on their way
to the subject development, and with the addition of 150 average weekday trips
(AWDT). Private Citizens have raised comments and concerns about impacts
generated by the subject development to this bridge.

Based on the above, the proposed access is not acceptable to the DPW.

8. Right-of-Way Requirements [SCC 30.66B.510, SCC 30.66B.520]

Mountain Loop Highway is designated as a major collector arterial on the County's Arterial
Circulation Map. This requires a right-of-way width of 40 feet on each side of the right-of-way
.centerline. 30 feet of right-of-way presently exist on the development's side of the right-of-way.
Therefore, 10 feet of additional right-of-way is required to be deeded. This is not adequately
shown on the site plan. The additional right-of-way, parallel and adjacent to the right-of-way
centerline of Mountain Loop Highway shall be deeded to the County along the development's

frontage such that 40 feet of right-of-way exists from centerline of the Mountain Loop Highway
right-of-way.

Mountain Loop Highway is not in the impact fee cost basis (Appendix D of the Transportation
Needs Report); therefore credit towards the applicant’s impact fee for the right-of-way deeded
that is more than 30 feet from centerline is not applicable.

9. State Highway Impacts [SCC 30.668.710]

This development is subject to SEPA and thus is subject to Interlocal Agreement (ILA) with the
Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT)ICounty effective December 21,
1997, and as amended.

The applicant chose voluntary negotiated payment in lieu of construction to mitigate their impact
to the state highway system. The applicant chose to pay towards the following four impacted
projects:

The first project is SR 9 at 60" Street NE (ID# DOT-37) and has a per ADT fee of $30.93. This
project would be impacted by 6 of the developments ADT. The respective mitigation fee for this
project is 6 ADT x $30.93/ADT = $185.58

The second project is SR 92 at 113“"'._Avenue NE (iD# DOT-33) and has a per ADT_fée of
$30.10. This project would be impacted by 52 of the developments ADT. The respective
mitigation fee for this project is 62 ADT x $30.10/ADT = $2033.20

The third project is SR 92 at Callow/Grade Road (ID# DOT-31) and has a per ADT fee of
$42.67. This project would be impacted by 52 of the developments ADT. The respective
mitigation fee for this project is 52 ADT x $42 67/ADT = $2,218.84

2™ Review Ltr/sw R ' 9
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The fourth project is SR 9 - 56" SE and 42" NE Signal & Channelization (ID# DOT-09) and has
a per ADT fee of $9.54. This project would be impacted by 8 of the developments ADT. The
respective mitigation fee for this project is $9.54 x $30.93/ADT = $295.07

WSDOT was provided notice of application for this project and an opportunity to comment.
Comments from WSDOT dated June 28, 2007 have been received by email on June 28, 2007.
WSDOT does agree to the mitigation measures proposed by the applicant. The County has
reviewed the WSDOT requested mitigation and written proposal for mitigation submitted by the
applicant and has determined that the proposed mitigation offer is subject to change based on
County review of the applicant's traffic study. if the County determines that the proposed
mitigation offers are subject to change, the applicant needs to submit a new offer to the
WSDOT.

10. Other Streets and Roads [SCC 30.66B.720]

Mitigation requirements for impacts on streets inside cities and roads in other Counties will be
established consistent with the terms of interlocal agreements between the County and the
other jurisdictions. The proposed development is subject to SEPA and thus is subject to
interlocal agreements for impacts on City streets and is effected by the interlocal agreement
(ILA) with the City of Granite Falls.

Snohomish County has an ILA with the City of Granite Falls and this development is within the
influence area that requires traffic mitigation be considered for the City. The development is
located within the CO-GF-1 mitigation sub area, 90% of the development trips will pass through
the City of Granite Falls. Per applicant’s traffic study dated June 5, 2007, the applicant
submitted a traffic mitigation offer to the City of Granite Falls as follows:

($2,500/5FR x 158 PCE's x 0.90) / (9.57/ADT) = $37,147.

The City of Granite Falls was provided notice of application for this project and an opportunity to
comment. Comments from the City dated August 9, 2007 have been received by email on
August 9, 2007. The City of Granite Falls does agree to the mitigation offer proposed by the
applicant. The County has reviewed the City of Granite Falls requested mitigation and written
proposal for mitigation submitted by the applicant and has determined that the proposed
mitigation offer is subject to change based on County review of the applicant's traffic study. If
the County determines that the proposed mitigation offers are subject to change, the applicant
needs to submit a new offer to the City of Granite Falls.

11. Transportation DemandManagement ({TDM) [SCC 30.66B.630]
SCC 30.66B.630 requires development inside the UGA to provide TDM measures. Since this
development is outside of the UGA TDM measures are not required.

12. Transportation Plan Comprehensive Policy

The applicant needs to provide analysis to determine whether the project is in compliance
with the following Transportation Plan Comprehensive Policy

2" Review Ltr/sw 10
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