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I. INTRODUCTION

West Bay Drive is located on the western side of Budd Inlet, and is an important
transportation route, linking the west side of Olympia to its downtown. This mile and a
half water front street was last improved in the late 1970s, when the roadbed was repaved
and sidewalks and a curb were added in the southern sections. At that time the land uses
along the north end of the corridor were largely industrial in nature, and was heavily used
by large trucks transporting manufactured goods and logs.

In the mid-1990s many of the industrial businesses began to move out of West Bay
Drive. In the spring of 2000, Olympia Advance Planning began a planning process
which resulted in the comprehensive plan and zoning code amendments for West Bay
Drive, changing the zoning designations for most of the area to urban waterfront, which
allows for amix of residential, retail, office, and other commercial activity, and parks. At
thistime only afew industrial sites remain aong the corridor.

In 2004, Olympia Advance Planning, Parks, Arts & Recreation, and Public Works began
a planning process to look at the existing street standards for West Bay Drive. The
existing street standards for much of West Bay Drive are those of a "Major Collector”
and require up to 62 feet of space to accommodate sidewalks, planting strips, bike lanes,
and vehicle travel lanes. Some parts of West Bay Drive are so narrow and steep that to
accommodate all of these features would require substantial public and private costs. For
this reason the Olympia City Council requested that the existing street standards be
evaluated to allow for reasonable future street enhancements.

Since West Bay Drive is an important community asset, emphasis was placed on meeting
regional transportation goals and considering access for alternative modes of travel such
as bicycling, walking, and transit. This study aso took into account the safety,
environmental, scenic, aesthetic, and community impacts of any future street
enhancements.

The result is a community-developed preferred alternative to the existing street standards
for the West Bay Drive corridor that fits into the overal vision in the Olympia
Comprehensive Plan, but allows for a modified street design that best fits the unique
conditions along the West Bay Drive corridor.

West Bay Drive — Corridor Study 1
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A. Changing Land Use

In the spring of 2000, Olympia Advance Planning began a planning process which
resulted in the comprehensive plan and zoning code amendments for West Bay Drive.
West Bay Drive had been an active industrial area until the mid-1990s, until a series of
plant closures along the waterfront properties sparked an interest in changing the zoning
designation of the area from industrial to urban waterfront, which alows for a mix of
uses including residential, office, retail development, and open space.

Since the mid-1990s the area has seen a moderate increase in development or
redevelopment, both on the waterfront and neighborhood side of the street. New offices
have been built at 324 West Bay Drive, replacing those destroyed in afirein 1999. An
office building has aso been constructed at the base of Woodard Avenue, and
construction has begun on Phase | of Smyth Landing, at the base of Schneider Hill. Itis
anticipated that many of the remaining waterfront parcels will be redeveloped in the
foreseeable future, as will many of the less steep sites on the neighborhood side of the
street. As each parcel is developed or redeveloped, the property owner is responsible for
making frontage improvements consistent with Olympia Street Standards.

In the center of al of this activity lies the Brown-Minneapolis Tank property, the sole
industrial site on the main section of West Bay Drive. At the terminus of West Bay Drive
is Dunlop Towing, the source of the numerous logging trucks that utilize the street
corridor.

B. West Bay Park and Trail

In the fall of 2004 the Olympia City Council authorized the Parks, Arts and Recreation
Department to begin negotiations for acquisition of the Port property aong West Bay
Drive for development into a city waterfront park. It is anticipated that negotiations will
take approximately one year.

The West Bay Trail is envisioned to be a shoreline pedestrian and bicycle trail beginning
at the Deschutes Parkway and proceeding northward to a terminus at Frank’s Landing,
where it will connect into a future sidewalk along West Bay Drive. The trail standard for
the Class 1 trail is 10-foot wide paved, with 2-foot shoulders, in a 30-foot trail corridor.
The trail will follow the shoreline wherever possible. There is potential for connections
between the trail and the Garfield Trail, Brawne Avenue, and proposed Woodard Avenue
neighborhood connection. Across the Brown-Minneapolis Tank Company site, the long-
term plan isto have the trail follow the shoreline. While the site remains in industrial use,
it is anticipated that the trail will be on a widened sidewak adjacent to West Bay Drive
(east side).

2 West Bay Drive — Corridor Study
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West Bay Park Site & Trail
City Council Preferred Alternative

FIGURE 1: MAP OF THE WEST BAY PARK SITE AND TRAIL, CITY COUNCIL PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE.

West Bay Drive — Corridor Study 3
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C. Existing Street Standards

Most of West Bay Drive (from the roundabout to the base of Schneider Hill) and
Schneider Hill are designated as Major Collectors in the Olympia Comprehensive Plan.
The remainder of West Bay Drive (from the base of Schneider Hill to the Marina) is
designated as a Mgjor Commercial Collector.

A Major Collector street is designed to accommodate 70 percent (typically) non-
neighborhood traffic with most connections between the arterial and concentrations of
residential and commercia activities. These types of streets typically support a daily
traffic volume that ranges from 3,000 to 14,000 vehicles. Multi-modal transportation
options (bicycle lanes, transit, and sidewalks) are all features of this type of street.
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FIGURE 2: MAJOR COLLECTOR STREET STANDARD (NO CENTER TURN LANE), CITY OF OLYMPIA.
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FIGURE 3: MAJOR COMMERCIAL COLLECTOR STREET STANDARD (NO CENTER TURN LANE).

Sidewalks — Sidewalks are required in the design standards for Major Collectors and
Magor Commercial Collectors. Incomplete sidewalk infrastructure exists on West Bay
Drive and Schneider Hill.

4 West Bay Drive — Corridor Study
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Bicycle Facilities — Bicycle facilities are required in the design standards for Major
Collectors and can be included in Major Commercial Collectors as either a bicycle lane
(5 feet) or an 11-foot vehicle travel lane and 3-foot shoulder. West Bay Drive and
Schneider Hill are designated as Class |l Bicycle Facilities (separate 5-foot striped
bicycle lane). Portions of these facilities may be constructed as frontage improvements
associated with new development or the City will construct them as part of other street
work.

On-Street Parking — On-street parking is not included in the standard for Mgor
Collectors. The Olympia Comprehensive Plan states that where parking already exists
there is an option to either keep the existing parking or remove it for other transportation
needs. On-street parking isincluded in the standard for aMajor Commercia Collector.

Planting Strips — Planting strips are required in the design standards for Major
Collectors, and provide a buffer between traffic and pedestrians. On a Magor
Commercia Collector wider sidewalks with street trees are part of the design standards.

Design Speed — Speed limits are generally 25 to 35 miles per hour on Magjor Collectors
and Major Commercial Collectors. West Bay Drive is currently posted at 30 miles per
hour. Schneider Hill is currently posted at 25 miles per hour.

D. Existing Rights-of-Way

The typical right-of-way along West Bay Drive up to Schneider Hill has a minimum of
24 feet on the west side of the centerline, and 25 feet on the east side for atotal of 49 feet.
There appears to be a 40-foot right-of-way along Schneider Hill Road. The section of
West Bay Drive from the Marina to the base of Schneider Hill also appears to have a 40-
foot right-of-way, but is complicated by the railway and existing easements. To build to
full street standards (62 feet of right-of-way) in developed sections of the roadway, the
City would have to acquire additional right-of-way. Asland develops or redevelops, the
City can require right-of-way dedication from the landowner during the permitting
process.

E. Transit

Intercity Transit does not provide fixed route service on West Bay Drive at the current
time. There are no plans to add service along this stretch of roadway in the immediate
future. Concerns do exist regarding both the ability to operate buses on steep street grades
that connect with West Bay Drive and extending service into neighborhoods where
existing streets may lack the ability to accommodate large vehicles on a regular basis.
Intercity Transit does provide Dial-A-Lift van servicesto thisarea. Transit isapriority on
Major Collectors and the street design should accommodate potential fixed route service
in the future, with possible bus stops or pullouts and shelters approximately every two
blocks. Driveway easements should also be designed to accommodate Dial-A-Lift vans.

West Bay Drive — Corridor Study 5



Attachment 23.F

1. BACKGROUND

Thus, frontage improvements and street designs must consider the requirements of transit
vehicles.

F. Options for Traffic Calming

Design features that can slow traffic aong streets like West Bay Drive include curb
bulbouts, pedestrian crossing islands, and medians.

G. Street Capacity — Accommodating Future Vehicle Traffic

As the West Bay area redevelops and the city grows as a whole, there will be increased
traffic on West Bay Drive. The Thurston Regional Travel Demand Model shows that
there are currently around 3,900 vehicles using the street each day. Future projections,
which account for regional growth and have been adjusted for the proposed future land
uses on Smyth Landing and the Hardel site, show that traffic volumes will increase to
approximately 9,700 vehicles per day by 2025. The capacity on this street for vehicle
traffic is 17,600 vehicles per day, so by 2025 the street will have more than 45 percent of
its capacity remaining. This means that West Bay Drive is not projected to exceed the
regiona level of service standards after it has been redeveloped; therefore no street
widening projects for through lanes is needed at this time, however left turn lanes will be
installed at selected intersections when a need is identified. Providing opportunities for
transit, efficient bike routes, and safe and pleasant walking routes will provide people
with more transportation options and reduce vehicular traffic.

6 West Bay Drive — Corridor Study
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[ll. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

A. Geology and Soils

The topography and soils found near West Bay Drive are a result of a series of glacial
advances that occurred in the Pleistocene period, the most recent being the Vashon stage.
The advance and retreat of the Puget Lobe during this glacial event was responsible for
most of the landforms that are exposed today. The ice sheet advanced as far south as the
Tenino region and probably reached its peak around 15,000 years before present.

As glaciers advanced southward into the Puget Sound L owland, coarse sediment that was
carried by the glacier was deposited at its leading edge and transported southward by
meltwater to form a layer of sand and gravel. These deposits are referred to as the
Vashon advance outwash. They overlay the interglacial fine-grained sediments (Kitsap
formation). As the glaciers continued to advance southward, they overrode these outwash
deposits and compressed them. The glaciers also deposited till on top of the advance
outwash. This material is typically a highly compacted, unsorted mixture of silt, sand,
and pebble-to-boulder debris. Later, as glaciers receded, meltwater carried additional
sediment to form recessional outwash. These sands and gravels were deposited on top of
thetill.

As the Puget Lobe retreated glacial lakes formed because the northern drainage was
blocked by ice; eventually, when drainage resumed out the Straits of Juan de Fuca, river
systems cut through the glacial deposits. As the glaciers melted worldwide sea level
increased about 100 meters and flooded these drainage systems. These flooded valleys
are the inlets of Puget Sound today.
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FIGURE 4: GEOLOGY OF WEST OLYMPIA.
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B. Slopes

West Bay Drive lies at the bottom of a fairly steep hillside on the western edge of Budd
Inlet, the southernmost inlet of the Puget Sound. The street bed varies from 90 feet above
sea level at the south, to less than 20 in the north. The natural topography has been
atered in many areas due to previous development. This is especially apparent on the
waterfront side of the street, where much of the natural slope has been cut to provide for
greater buildable area on the industrial sites. On the neighborhood side of West Bay
Drive, slopes often reach greater than 40 percent, especially in areas around Garfield and
Schneider Creeks.

Homes set above the street are accessed by relatively steep driveways or back alleys.
Any modifications of these driveways could decrease accessibility.

C. Streams

West Bay Drive crosses Schneider and Garfield Creeks.

Schneider Creek is a year-round fish-bearing stream draining a basin area of 650 acres,
all within Olympia and the urban growth area. The creek discharges to Budd Inlet
through a culvert under West Bay Drive. This culvert is currently afish barrier, but there
are plans to replace the culvert to make the downstream portion of the creek accessible to
salmon. At this time there is limited use of the creek by Coho salmon. Thereisaso a
partial barrier upstream. Schneider Creek basin is highly developed with both
commercial and residential uses, and is estimated to have 42 percent impervious surface
and 12 percent forest cover. The upstream half of the creek is completely underground
but there is a good riparian corridor downstream in sections, with steep canyon walls that
help to buffer the creek. The main channel is highly eroded. The water quality is poor to
good, and there is high contaminant loading associated with stormwater flows. The water
quality isrelatively good when it is not impacted by stormwater.

Garfield Creek is an intermittent non-fish bearing stream approximately one-third of a
mile in length. The creek drains approximately 75 acres of the westside neighborhood
and discharges to Budd Inlet through a culvert under West Bay Drive. The creek formsa
very steep and narrow ravine which retains some native forest canopy. Seasonal seeps
and springs discharge from various points along the creek length, however, during rain
events, the flows are dominated by stormwater from the surrounding residential area.

D. Shoreline

In the Shoreline Master Program (Thurston Regional Planning Council, 1990), policies
encourage street locations to be planned to fit the topography so that minimum alterations
of natural conditions are necessary. Scenic corridors containing public roadways should
have provisions for safe pedestrian and other non-motorized traffic. Also, provisions

8 West Bay Drive — Corridor Study
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should be made for viewpoints, rest areas, and picnic areas in appropriate places. The
filling of tidelands, shorelands, and marshes for roads are prohibited unless no viable
alternative exists.

E. West Bay Waterbird Habitat Assessment

In the spring of 2000, Olympia Advance Planning began a planning process which
resulted in the comprehensive plan and zoning code amendments for West Bay Drive.
During that process, a number of habitat questions were raised which resulted in the
Olympia City Council authorizing staff to scope out a habitat assessment for West Bay.
Staff received input from a team of seven technical experts which helped to generate a
range of budgets (high to low) and complementary scopes of work for a West Bay habitat
assessment.

On June 12, 2001 the City Council authorized Olympia Advance Planning to prepare a
"Limited Snapshot" for West Bay. The scope of work was limited to two tasks. Thefirst
task was to collect and catalog al the available habitat information for West Bay, much
of which was generated for the 4th Avenue Bridge construction. Notebooks of this West
Bay data were prepared with copies available at both Advance Planning and Community
Planning and Devel opment Department.

The West Bay technical team indicated that waterbird and blue heron populations were a
concern within this area, and they suggested an early investigation was warranted. So the
second task of the "Limited Snapshot" was to collect new data about the waterbird and
blue heron populations along West Bay Drive.

Several consultants were contacted regarding this task and the City contracted with the
firm of R.W. Morse Company to undertake the shorebird study. The project involved bi-
weekly field surveys of the West Bay shoreline. This "U" shaped survey area extended
south of Reliable Stedl, to the Capitol Lake dam, then up the Port Peninsula to the Port
Terminal. The geography of the survey area was limited to properties where shoreline
access could be obtained.

The survey began in mid-October 2001 and extended to mid-June 2002 and accounted for
56 total surveys. Keith Brady was responsible for collecting the field data and was
familiar with the West Bay area through the Christmas Bird Count with the Audubon
Society. Bob Morse was the project manager and principa report author. He has also
authored several books about bird watching in the Northwest. Their observations,
findings, and conclusions are contained in the report titled the West Bay Habitat
Assessment Final Report (2002).

A summary of the report conclusions are as follows:

e The 4th Avenue Bridge construction work is having a limited effect on the
waterbirds that are now using West Bay. Great Blue Heron have moved their

West Bay Drive — Corridor Study 9



Attachment 23.F

1. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

roosting location but they may return to their traditional roosting location aong
the hillside after the construction work is completed.

e A total of 39 species of waterbirds and 6 species of raptors were recorded during
the survey period. The west side shoreline is the most utilized location for
feeding and resting waterbirds. This is followed by the cove (south of Reliable
Steel) and the Port lagoon.

e The diversity and number of species of waterbirds in West Bay has declined
dramatically over the last 15 years. Five (5) species have had stable numbers
during this period and seven (7) species have actualy increased in numbers.
Twelve (12) species have decreased in numbers and another six (6) species are no
longer seen in the study area. So, the number of species on the decline is over
twice that of those on the increase.

e |t would be helpful to better understand what is causing these declines. We know
that some waterbird species have had a general population decline. The answer to
the question of "causes" is not addressed in this assessment, but may be associated
with changes to the food web, climate, or water quality.

e The west shoreline of West Bay from the 5th Avenue Bridge north to Reliable
Steel still attracts waterbirds, some of which nest along the shoreline. This habitat
is unique in downtown Olympia. If the shoreline is developed or changed so that
there is more human presence in this area, then it is likely that the use of West
Bay by waterbirds will decline further, unless steps are taken to minimize the
impact on waterbirds.

e Itissuggested that awaterbird and raptor species survey be conducted for most of
the area of West Bay from Reliable Steel north to Dunlop Towing since thisis the
areathat islikely to be developed in the future.

A copy of the full report is available on the Thurston Regional Planning Council website
(www.trpc.org).

. Stormwater

As West Bay Drive stormwater runoff will discharge into a major water body any street
project would be exempt from minimum storage, infiltration, and peak discharge flow
control requirements. Treatment of the Water Quality Design Event is still required as
discussed in Chapter 7 of the Drainage Design and Erosion Control Manual for Thurston
County, 1994. A “major water body” includes saltwater body or streams tributary to
saltwater bodies up to the limit of tidal influence.

10
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IV. PROCESS

A. Overview

The planning process was designed at the onset of the project to have three public
workshops or meetings. The first workshop was designed to both educate the public on
the project and to gather community input in order to build some alternatives. The main
challenge in designing this workshop was to define or illustrate for the public the main
issues along the corridor, and keep the input focused on issues within the realm of the
project.

After the first public workshop staff developed three alternatives to the existing street
standards based on community input. A second public workshop was held to show these
alternatives to the public and gather further input. The main challenge at this workshop
was to design materials that asked specific questions to determine community preferences
and the reasons behind these preferences.

After the second public workshop staff developed a preferred street cross-section
alternative based on input gathered at the first and second public workshops. A public
open house was scheduled at the end of the process to present the preferred alternative to
the public, where further input was gathered. Material was presented in alarge variety of
formats to make it understandable.

B. Public Workshop One — Collecting Community Input

The first step in collecting community input was ensuring good attendance for the first
workshop. Notification was as follows:

e City Council

e Olympia Planning Commission

e Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee

e OlympiaNeighborhood Associations

e 1,636 flyers mailed to West Bay, Crestline, and Northwest Neighborhoods by postal
route (every mailbox).

e Press Release and phone call follow-up resulting in:

o KGY Airplay

e Articlein The Olympian the morning of the meeting

e TRPC website with link from the Olympia website

This resulted in attendance by 74 community members, and emails, letters, and phone
calls from many more members of the public.

L arge Group Discussion and General Input

A large group discussion was held by the attendees to answer the following question:
What features are important to YOU and the COMMUNITY for West Bay Drive? What
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follows are the points raised in the discussion or from other genera input provided by
community members early in the process.

Public Input on Physical Features

Street Standards

Flow

Require full street standards — they were adopted by the Council.

Narrowness can work to our advantage — can put features at different
heights/altitudes.

In some sections you can get the full 62 feet as part of development. Get the full
design where economically possible.

The right-of-way does not support the full design criteria. Planting strips must be
the lowest priority. Vehicle travel lane width at 11 feet is not wide enough to
support commercial traffic.

Don't require full street improvements because it would take too much fill to
widen the east side of West Bay Drive, and the east side is privately owned.

Only make modifications when there is less land available - otherwise full
standards.

Width of street and property does not or should not alow for the 60 foot width.
The street needs to be a cross between a neighborhood street and a wider street for
park access - not all 60 foot. Most important - safety, environmental concerns,
view.

Bike lanes both sides.

Planter strips adjacent to sidewalks helps with undulation at driveway cuts; plant
trees, separation for pedestrians.

Can lose planter strips if there are no driveways without it causing sidewak
undulation.

Buffer of planting between the vehicle travel lanes and pedestrians would be nice
in build section where there is already a sidewalk.

Sidewalks both sides.

Minimum width (tightest areas) you should still favor pedestrian travel and
appearance for water side.

Emphasis that West Bay Drive be used as more of alocal street not a highway.
Traffic calming at top and bottom of Schneider Hill.

Traffic flow.

Discuss transition between West Bay Drive and Raft Avenue.

Do not close Raft Avenue.

Allow it to stay narrow as a natural traffic calming device.

New stop signs at bottom of Schneider Hill are much needed. Do not encourage
travel short-cut up Schneider Hill.

12
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Transit
e Precise plan for public transit.
e Busstopsevery 3 blocks.
e Add covered bus stops.
e |If public transit uses the West Bay Drive Corridor, buses (30-40 feet) need a

turnaround (roundabout?) at this intersection (base of Schneider Hill) or in the
vicinity to accommodate buses turning around. Intercity Transit cannot at this
point navigate the steeper side streets — Comment from Intercity Transit.

Parking
e More on-street parking.
Creative thinking on parking.
Nanaimo — public lower level, street level higher, parking between.
Parking does not obstruct views, block traffic.
No on-street parking; provideit on-site.
Limited parking for park.
No “back-in" parking on West Bay Drive.
Provide non-metered parking.
Exclude parking to improve sight lines and accessto trail.

Connections
e Establish afew easily navigated trails down to the water.
e Pedestrian and wheelchair access on community connections to West Bay Drive
(Woodard).
e Pedestrian access to Westside neighborhoods.
e Accessihility on connections.
e Make community paths/connections accessible to all.
e Woodard Connection isimportant.

Public Input on Aesthetics
e Underground overhead utilities (mentioned numerous times).
e Build sidewalks into hillsides to work with nature.
e Remove existing trees and brush on east side; replant the slope with small bushes.

Public Input on Safety

General
e Safewalking for people of al ages.
e Safebicycling.
e Underground overhead utilities (wires may come down if branches fall off treesin
astorm).

e Driveways are a big concern — make sure people don't lose their ability to turn
both directions on West Bay Drive.

West Bay Drive — Corridor Study 13
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e Think about increased traffic on Raft Avenue and Harborview that feed the
Schneider Hill. It is quite dangerous now and | shudder to think what double or
triple traffic would do to the safety of that intersection.

Visibility
e Sight distance at Brawne difficult — needs to be improved.

e Don't plant trees that will grow too large and be blown down in storms or
decrease visibility.

Crossings

Garfield trail needs crossing attention for pedestrians.

Put bulb-outs at crosswalks that can also serve as bus stops.

Numerous safe areas to cross West Bay Drive to get to water.

Add crosswalks — Brawne Avenue, Garfield Trail, Dickinson — with the intent of

accessing the future trail.

e Crosswalks need to have amedian for safety (planted or unplanted) so that we can
pause as the cars whiz by.

Speed
e Speed limits (keep low).
e Allow it to stay narrow as a natural traffic calming device.

Pedestrians and Trucks
e Concerns pedestrians directed in front and along side of an existing business
which involves trucks.
e Very concerned with pedestrian access where large trucks enter and leave
industrial facility.

Steepness
e Ease steepness (on sidestreets).
e Dickinson should be opened ONLY if it can be developed in such a manner that it
isNOT as steep as Brawne. We need to be able to reach the trail without fearing
for our safety and the safety of children on bikes.

Public Input on Views

Planter strips and trees may obstruct views.

What is the zoned height — may make trees/view issue void (65 feet).

Want to be able to see view — take advantage of aesthetics.

| miss the views of the water when driving south in front of Hardels. The trees
they were required to plant to cover up the ugly remains of the fire have grown so
tall that they are abarrier.

Restore views for property owners on hillside.

Limit height of trees.

14
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Public Input on Environment

Genera

Light pollution on Olympic Way (new) is agood of example of what shouldn’t be
done. Street lights should provide indirect light to the street surface and
sidewalks without glaring at residents.

Keep lagoon safe for wildlife.

Use northwest native plants (they use less water).

Wildlife protected with vegetative buffer near lagoon.

Testing for chemicals that may be in ground along trails and in proposed park.
Edible plantings.

Build sidewalks into hillsides to work with nature.

Trails/Park

Keep motorized vehicles and bikes off Garfield Nature Trail and other trails that
may be developed in the future along West Bay Drive.

Keep dogs and other pets off the water access trail. Should only be for people to
enjoy.

No scooters on trail and sidewalks (noise).

Recognizing it isn't aroad, the trail around Green Lake in Seattle mixes bikes and
pedestrians and it works for them.

Hardel property perfect for a park —flat and accessibleto all.

Put trail on water at BMG (formerly Reliable Steel) - there is room and could be
safe - the tank people don't own the water; make this accessible to everyone -
walkers, bicyclists, wheelchair users.

Use trail for pedestrian access on east side (on railroad right-of-way) in front of
BMG - don't have three walking surfaces along West Bay Drive here.

Stormwater

Low impact devel opment techniques regarding stormwater.
Drainage during rainy season.

Other Public Input

Economics

Know what costs are involved when making these decisions.

Concern that deviation from full street standards is to benefit private, not public
interests.

West Bay Drive is too narrow and properties to the east of the street are narrow
enough. Taking more property away from these owners can hinder their future
development plans since some of their property will be used for parks and trails.
Not making standards changes to help private development pencil out!!

Have trail and sidewalk people talk about duplication of effort.
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Timing
e Construct trail and park as soon as possible.
e It would be nice to have a sidewalk now on West Bay Drive.
e You give no indication of when your grander plan for the areawill begin.

Community Involvement
o Keep peopleinformed (who live on West Bay Drive) about projects, lighting, bike
paths, road widening, so they keep informed.

FIGURE 6: LARGE GROUP DISCUSSION AT THE FIRST PUBLIC WORKSHOP.
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Design Workshop

After participating in the group discussion, attendees of the first workshop were invited to
a design workshop where they were encouraged to design an ideal street section for the
West Bay Drive Corridor, constrained by topographic profiles and existing development.

To assist workshop attendees in this effort, panels containing information for specific
sections of the street were available. These panels are shown in Figures 7 through 14. A
physical description of each street section follows:

In general, unique sections of West Bay Drive were defined based on:
e existing transportation infrastructure (sidewalks),
e relationship to the shoreline,
e relationship to the proposed park trail, and
e classfication in the Olympia Comprehensive Plan

A —  This section runs from the roundabout, at West Bay Drive and Harrison Avenue
to where the sidewalk ends on both sides. On the waterfront side of the street, the
sidewalk is 5-feet in width (the standard is 6-feet) and missing in places. The sidewalk
on the neighborhood side of the street is 6-feet in width and elevated for a short section.
There is on-street parking available in front of existing businesses. There are homes on
the neighborhood side of the street, with businesses and vacant land on the waterfront
side of the street.

B -  Sidewaks on the neighborhood (west) side of the street only to Brawne Avenue.
This section currently has a 6-foot sidewalk on the neighborhood side of the street. Itis
quite steep in places and runs in front of the Garfield ravine and trail access. Thereisa
curb on the other side of the street and no on-street parking. Things to consider in this
section are the topography, and the connection between the proposed park and Garfield
Trail.

C— Thisisasmall section of street north of Brawne Avenue where the street is very
close to the shoreline. There is a 6-foot sidewalk on the neighborhood side of the street
that ends part way along this section. There is a curb on the waterfront side of the street.
The railroad, which is not in use, is quite close to the street towards the end of this
section. This section is quite steep on the neighborhood side of the street and any houses
that sit back from the street have steep driveways.

D—  This section is where the short term park trail alignment is adjacent to the street.
The topography on the neighborhood side of the street varies from being quite flat in
some areas to quite steep. There is a curb on the waterfront side of the street and a
shoulder on the neighborhood side. There are signs of redevelopment on the
neighborhood side of the street. Brown-Minnesota Tank (Reliable Steel), an industrial
site, is on the waterfront side of the street.

E— From where the Park trail leaves the street to the base of Schneider Hill. This
areais already undergoing changes, and full street improvements have been made in front
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of the Woodard Building. The intersection has been redesigned, and work on Smyth
Landing should begin soon. There is a curb on the waterfront side of the street, and
sloping topography to the Hardel site. On the neighborhood side of the street, the
topography varies from quite flat to a moderate slope.

F—  This section completes West Bay Drive out to the Marina and has a different
street classification than the others. It is characterized by flat terrain on the water side of
the street, to steep terrain with several water seeps on the neighborhood side. The
raillroad runs adjacent to the street, even crossing into the roadway in places.

G-  This section represents Schneider Hill. The intersection at the base of the hill
may be reconfigured as part of the Smyth Landing Phase |. The topography around the
hill isvery steep and wet with seeps. The sidewalk on the neighborhood side is 5 feet in
width, but constrained by vegetation and aretaining wall.

Public Input on Street Features
Input gathered during this section of the Workshop is summarized below.
Sidewalks

There was unanimous support for pedestrian access and sidewalks on both sides of the
street along the West Bay Drive Corridor.

The only comments cautioning against pedestrian access came in relation to the existing
industrial uses in the area — two attendees were concerned that having the trail or
sidewalk in front of Brown Minneapolis Tank (BMT - formerly Reliable Steel) will place
pedestrians at risk of being hit by large trucks. The representative from BMT suggested
building a wide sidewalk on the neighborhood side (west), and providing crosswalks.
Another attendee suggested building a waterfront trail in front of BMT in the short term
(as opposed to the long term).

There didn’'t appear to be a clear preference for waterfront or neighborhood sidewalks, if
people were forced to choose between them. Several people stated a preference for a
smaller than standard (4- or 5-foot) sidewalk, but these comments came from people who
did not attend the workshop. Several people suggested 10-foot wide sidewalks in lieu of
aplanter strip and sidewalk as separate facilities.

Severa people felt that the trail could replace sidewalks in some sections of the street,
where the railway right-of-way was close to the street. In Section F (from the base of the
hill out to the Marina), one person suggested building a multiuse trail in lieu of sidewalks
and bike lanes. Up Schneider Hill there was a preference for sidewalks on the west side
of the street (where it now exists); one suggestion was to build a wide multiuse sidewalk
on east so that bikers can push their bikes up the hill.

Summary: Sidewalks and safe pedestrian access are atop priority

18
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Bicycle Lanes

There was strong (almost unanimous) support for bicycle lanes along West Bay Drive. A
few people felt that Class Il facilities and an 11-foot travel lane and 3-foot shoulder
could work where there was limited space. There was mixed support for bicycle lanes up
and down Schneider Hill and out toward the Marina. Only one person suggested using
the trail (along the railroad right-of-way when it was close to the street) in lieu of bicycle
lanes along the street.

Many attendees stated that bicycle lanes were their TOP priority.

In sections A through E (from the roundabout to the base of Schneider Hill) only one
person did not prioritize bicycle lanes as an essential element.

In section F — out toward the Marina - one person suggested building a trail in lieu of
sidewalks and bike lanes along both sides of the street.

Due to space limitations and the steepness of Schneider Hill, about half the people who
commented prioritized sidewalks over bicycle lanes on the hill, if they were to choose,
feeling that amajority of bikers would end up pushing their bikes up the hill anyway.

Summary: Bicycle Lanes are atop priority
Planter Strips

People were divided on whether or not they wanted planter strips along West Bay Drive.
Only about half the people who responded felt that planter strips, even reduced in width,
were essential. Some of these people felt that they were only essentia on the
neighborhood side. In section F (base of hill out to the Marina) and G (up Schneider Hill)
the majority of people felt that planter strips were not necessary.

About one quarter stated that they would like to see a planter strip if there was room, or a
wide sidewalk with street trees as a compromise, but that planter strips should be the
lowest priority.

The remaining quarter felt as though planter strips should not be included. Of the people
that did not want planter strips, they especially did not want them on the waterfront side
of the street where trees may block views. Trees and impedance to views seemed to be
the overwhelming reason for not including planter strips even where there might be
ample room.

One person suggested replacing the side planter strips with a landscaped median to save
room. Others suggested landscaping the adjacent hillsides with bushes or low shrubs in
lieu of a planter strip.
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Summary:

More than three quarters of the people want full street standards including planters, where
it is possible. Planter strips are the lowest priority should full street standards not prove
feasible. About a quarter of the people who responded do not want street trees, especially
on the waterfront side, even if there is room for planter strips. They feel that it would not
be a street enhancement but, rather, a view detriment and the area would be better served
with a narrower street.

Vehicle Travel Lanes

Most people felt that vehicle travel lanes were essential on West Bay Drive. One person
suggested lowering the width of the vehicle travel lanes to 10-feet. Two people
representing the industrial community suggested keeping a lane width of 12-feet rather
than reducing it to the 11-foot standard.

Parking

There was mixed support for on-street parking along West Bay Drive. Some people felt
that it was essential to support businesses and the existing park. Others felt that it was
not an essential feature.

Medians

Many people felt that medians or some sort of pedestrian crossing island were important
at crosswalks.

Left Turn Lane

Several people felt that aleft turn lane was essential at Brawne Avenue.

FIGURE 15: DISCUSSIONSAT DESIGN WORKSHOP.
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FIGURE 16 (A), (B), AND (C): SOME OF THE IDEASTHAT CAME OUT OF THE DESIGN WORK SHOP.
PARTICIPANTS PLACED SCALE CUT-OUTSOF INDIVIDUAL STREET ELEMENTSON THE WORKSHEET PANELSTO

DEVELOP CROSS SECTIONS.
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C. Three Alternatives

The ideas gathered at the first workshop were consolidated into three alternatives,
representing a variety of choices for the different sections of the street. The aternatives
were:

e Alternative A — Existing Street Standards (full street standards, facilities at street
level, retaining walls and right-of-way acquisition as required.)

e Alternative B — Minimum Change (facilities at street level, minimum right-of-
way acquisition, bicycle lanes and sidewalks throughout corridor, planter strips
only where topography isflat.)

e Alternative C — Facilities follow Natural Grade (sidewalks follow natural grade,
bicycle lanes at street grade, limited right-of-way acquisition in developed areas,
landscape/planter strip likely in redeveloping areas.)

What follows is a detailed overview of the three alternatives, and then a comparison of
the three alternatives feature by feature.

In all alternatives;

e Underground utilities

e Provide opportunities for views

e Provide for safe pedestrian crossings (crosswalks and/or pedestrian crossing
islands)

e Design street to encourage travel at posted speed limit

e Increasevisibility at street and driveways entering West Bay Drive

e Specia attention to suitable trees and shrubs for all plantings in the right-of-way
or planter strips

e Special attention to lighting and light pollution

Alternative A: Existing Street Standards

Major Collector ”
Roundabout
to Schneider Hill

IE=H =R i

PLANTING SIDEWALK

o Full street standards

o Facilitiesat street level

e Engineering and right-of-way
acquisition as required

SIDEWALK  PLANTING BIKE
ANE

|!ir‘r. | Bt st |t | i | st Bt | 6t

Public Input:

Major Commercial
Collector - Schneider Hill
to the Marina

e Full street standards
e No parking

Staff Input:

e No planter strip on Schneider Hill due to
physical constraints B
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e Bikelaneson both sides of the street Schneider Hil

e Will require right-of-way acquisition in areas
not likely to develop or redevel op; right-of-way
can be negotiated in areas being developed or
redevel oped

e Large retaining walls will be required in some
areas

e Combine sidewalk (street facilities) with park trail where the trail is close to the
street (short-term alignment)

e No parking required between Schneider Hill and Marina on neighborhood side (only
required on the water side)

Roundabout
to Schneider Hill

Alternative B: Minimum Change
o Facilities at street level
e Nolargeretaining walls % [
[ ] M I nl mum rlght-Of-Way &qulstlon SIDEWALK PLANTING i @ ?s PLANTING SIDEWALK
| f l 0-8# || 5t ‘ ‘ 1t |

Public Input: i? @ % @C}’i/

Sidewalks and bike lanes are top priority o B .
Full standards are desirable where there is
space e
K eep the street profile small wherever possible Schneider Hill - X2 &
. . L to the Marina || 1
Divided between no parking / parking is necessary N
Planter strips are the lowest priority but provide an
important buffer between pedestrians and cars

‘s.e |5n‘ ‘ | s :r|

Staff Input:
e Sidewaks and bike lanes on both sides except Schneider Schneider Hill
Hill and out to the Marina, where sidewalks will be on one
side only .

e Park trail comes up to the street (as awide sidewalk) north
of Brawne Avenue to end of Brown-Minnesota Tank
(BMT) property | e

e Safer to have pedestrian access in front of BMT than require two crossings (people

won't cross and will walk in front of the property anyway)

May still require retaining walls to get full standards in some places

Try to keep retaining walls small

Crosswalks - but no pedestrian crossing islands to save space

Remove parking on street to make room for bike lanes (near roundabout)

Right-of-way acquisition in developed areas only where necessary to achieve

continuous pedestrian or bicycle facilities

SIDEWALK

ft l f
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Alternative C: Facilities Follow Natural Grade

Public Input:

Staff Input:

Near the
Roundabout

Facilities follow natural grade
Limited right-of-way acquisition in developed
Full standards more likely in redeveloping areas SOEWALK. et e — | S0EWALK
Pedestrian facilities may be placed at a different o
level than the vehicle travel lanes and bike lanes

May require engineering — guard rails,
retaining walls

bt

Roundabout to
Schneider Hill

SIDEWALK

Sidewalks and bike lanes are top priority
Full standards are desirable where there is |

G5 BIKE BIKE
space; planter strips are the lowest priority \%Iol w | m T 2N
but provide an important buffer between G
pedestrians and cars 0

No parking / parking is necessary

Design transportation facilities to take advantage of natural grade

Keep the street profile small where houses already exist o

(no new right-of-way acquisition in developed areas) Schneider Hill OO\
. . to the Marina

Integrate trail and street features where possible to

save space (duplication)

Bike lanes on both sides at vehicle travel lane grade ‘

to accommodate commuter travel except out to the [ m it i o ‘ o
Marinawheretrail replaces sidewalk and bike lanes Schneider Hill
Pedestrian facilities on Class | park trail wherever possible 6 o

SIDEWALK

Safer to have pedestrian access in front of Brown-Minnesota
Tank (BMT) than require two crossings (people won't cross |
and will walk in front of the property anyway)
Remove parking on street to make room for bike lanes (near roundabout)

May still require retaining walls and guard rails to get full standards in some places
Try to keep retaining walls small

Crosswalks will include pedestrian crossing islands

Planter strips often replaced by landscaped slope (similar function as buffer between
pedestrians and cars)

Hand rails may be required on pedestrian facilities

The sidewalk and trail must be far enough away from the street to eliminate road
Spray

Sidewalk distance from street must keep safety (lighting) a priority, perhaps a
minimum and maximum distance should be set

BIKE BIKE
LANE LANE

i
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Comparison of Suggested Street Standard Alter natives

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C

Brief Description

Facilities Follow
Natural Grade

Facilities at Street
Level — Minimum
Change

Existing Street
Standards

General Elements

Underground utilities; provide opportunities for views; encourage travel
at posted speed limit; increase visibility at street and driveways entering
West Bay Drive; special attention to suitable trees and shrubs for all
plantings in right-of-way or planter strips; special attention to lighting and
light pollution.

Crosswalks

At Garfield Avenue; Schneider Trail; Brawne Avenue; proposed
Dickinson extension; Proposed Woodard Trail; Bottom of Schneider Hill

Vehicle Travel Lanes

Two 11-foot travel lanes

Parking

Major Collector

Removal of existing on-street parking
Parking provided on-site for new parks and any new development

Major Commercial
Collector

On-street — water side only

Bicycle Facilities

Roundabout to
Schneider Hill

Yes — Class Il (5-foot)

Schneider Hill to

Yes — Class Il (5-foot) | Yes — Class Il (5-foot) | Yes - Class |

Marina (separate trail)
Schneider Hill Yes — Class Il (5-foot)

Access to Yes — waterfront trail and park

Waterfront

Pedestrian Crossing | Yes No Yes

Islands at

Crosswalks

Brawne Avenue Left turn lane and No Change Left turn lane and

Intersection median median

West Bay Drive — Corridor Study
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Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Pedestrian Facilities

Roundabout to
Schneider Hill *see
below for where
trail is close to the
street

Yes — 6-foot sidewalk
with 8-foot planter strip
on both sides

Yes — minimum 5-foot
sidewalk where it
already exists in areas
unlikely to redevelop
and very steep (close
to roundabout).

During redevelopment -
minimum 6-foot
sidewalk; 6-foot
sidewalks with 8-foot
planter where
topography is less
steep. Planter strip will
not be added if
topography is too
steep. 10-foot sidewalk
with street trees in
places.

Yes — minimum 6-foot
sidewalk where it
already exists in areas
unlikely to redevelop
and very steep (close
to roundabout).

During redevelopment
— 6-foot sidewalk
follows grade and
parallels street.
Landscaped slope
provides function of
planter and varies in
width.

Schneider Hill to

Yes — 10-foot sidewalk

Yes — 10-foot sidewalk

Yes — off-street and

Marina with street trees both with street trees on combined with bicycle
sides water side only path in Class | trail
Schneider Hill Yes — 8-foot sidewalk Yes — 8-foot sidewalk Yes — 8-foot sidewalk

beside retaining wall, 6-
foot sidewalk water
side — no planter or
street trees

beside retaining wall

Path up hillside

beside retaining wall

Path up hillside

Short-term Trail
Configuration

(where it parallels
street past Brawne
Avenue to Hardel Site)

10-foot sidewalk (extra-
wide) plus 8-foot
planter strip. Trail
aligned to follow natural
grade and intersect
sidewalk past Brawne
Avenue.

Trail aligned to come to
street level at Brawne
Avenue where it turns
to 10-foot sidewalk plus
pocket vegetation on
either side to buffer
vehicle traffic and
industrial uses.

Sidewalk merges to 10-
foot Class | Trail with
landscaped slope to
buffer from vehicle
traffic. Trail aligned to
follow natural grade.
Sidewalk connection
from street to trail at
Brawne Avenue.

Engineering
Handrails Probably on water side | Probably on water side | Probably on both sides
Guardrails Not likely Not likely Probably
Retaining Walls Yes Try to minimize Yes but smaller
Right-of-way Yes Less likely but right-of- | Less likely but right-of-
Acquisition way deeded during way deeded during

redevelopment

redevelopment
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D. Planning Level Cost Estimates

Planning level cost estimates for the West Bay Drive corridor are meant to provide a
comparison of the relative financial cost between various alternatives, as well as
highlight where the mgjor differences lie. Planning level cost estimates do not include
estimates for the reconstruction of Schneider Hill.

The main elements of street construction costs are shown in Table 1. (All figures have
been rounded and are reported in 2004 dollars. For West Bay Drive, achieving full street
standards (Alternative A) would require quite a large proportion of the overall costs
allocated to right-of-way acquisition and building retaining walls. Alternative B, with a
smaller street cross-section, would require approximately half the amount of right-of-way
acquisition, and have less need for large retaining walls. Alternative C might require
more right-of-way acquisition than Alternative A (requiring less near the roundabout, but
more in the areas likely to redevelop to achieve appropriate slopes between the sidewalk
and roadway.) Alternative C would not require as many large retaining walls as the other
alternatives.

TABLE 1: PLANNING LEVEL COST ESTIMATESFOR WEST BAY DRIVE.

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C

Right-of-Way $1,325,000 $721,000 $1,407,000
Retaining Walls $1,512,000 $803,000 $578,000
Handrails $67,000 $67,000 $57,000
Curb and Sidewalk $1,037,000 $1,001,000 $1,067,000
Roadway $1,624,000 $1,600,000 $1,600,000
Stormwater $363,000 $363,000 $363,000
Landscaping $568,000 $568,000 $568,000
Street Lights $336,000 $336,000 $336,000
Underground Utilities $1,758,000 $1,758,000 $1,758,000
Engineering & Inspection $2,074,000 $1,641,000 $1,758,000
Right-of-Way 12% 8% 15%
Retaining Walls 14% 9% 6%
Handrails 1% 1% 1%
Curb and Sidewalk 10% 11% 11%
Roadway 15% 18% 17%
Stormwater 3% 4% 4%
Landscaping 5% 6% 6%
Street Lights 3% 4% 4%
Underground Utilities 16% 20% 19%
Engineering & Inspection 19% 19% 19%
Total 100% 100% 100%

Note: Alternative A- Existing street standards; Alternative B — Minimum change; Alternative C — Fecilities
follow natural grade.
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E. Visualization

The Washington State Department of Transportation, Computer Aided Engineering
Office provided Design Visualization products for the corridor study. Using computer
enhanced graphics the DesViz team was able to graphically project the street elements of
the three alternatives on a photo of current-day conditions. This provided a visual tool to
express the differences between the three alternatives.

FIGURE 17: WEST BAY DRIVE
CORRIDOR ASIT EXISTSIN
IR 2004,

FIGURE 18: ALTERNATIVE A —
FuLL STREET STANDARDS.

Note that retaining walls
are necessary on both sides
of the street whereit is
steep. Hand rails are also
necessary near the
pedestrian trail and
sidewak. Trail and
sidewalk are combined in
front of the industrial site.
L andscaping replaces street
trees on waterfront side.
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FIGURE 19: ALTERNATIVE B —
MINIMUM CHANGE.

Sidewalk is brought out to the
street where the topography is
steep, lessening the need for
retaining walls. Handrails are
required on the waterfront
(right in picture) side of the
road.

FIGURE 20: ALTERNATIVEC —
FACILITIESAT GRADE.

Sidewalk follows the
topographic grade. This
reduces the need for retaining
walls and may require a
landscaped slope. A handrail is
required on the neighborhood
side (Ieft in picture), and a
guard rail on the waterfront
side (right in picture).
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F. Shoreline Community Corridor Comparison

Attachment 23.F

Recent roadway improvements for Lake Washington Boulevard/Lake Street in Kirkland
and Ruston Way in Tacoma were tailored to fit their unique topographic, land use, and
transportation conditions. A comparison of these areas with the West Bay Drive Corridor
provides insight into different approaches of waterfront street revitalization, and ideas for
apreference survey for the second public workshop.

Constraints

Vehicle Access

Parking

Bicycle Facilities

Pedestrian
Facilities

Pedestrian
Access

Ruston Way, Tacoma

Steep topography;
mainline and spur
railroad parallels road;
limited area on
waterfront side.

Prior to Redevelopment

Two-lane roadway
heavily traveled with
commuter traffic,
poorly defined
waterfront edge.

No established
parking areas.
Vehicles often park in
the bicycle lane.

Off street bicycle lane
often used by smaller
vehicles.

No sidewalks.
Pedestrians travel in
right-of-way or on
bicycle path.

Access to beach
difficult due to large
rubble.

Lake Washington
Boulevard, Lake
Street, Kirkland

Moderate to steep
topography; existing
residential, commercial
and industrial
development; limited
area on waterfront side.

Four-lane roadway and
two lane roadway
heavily traveled.

Along two-lane roadway.

No separate bicycle
facilities.

Sidewalks in places
along roadway. No
separation of sidewalks
and roadway (planter
strips).

Access to lake difficult.

West Bay Drive,
Olympia

Steep topography,
existing residential
development and
limited right-of-way;
limited area on
waterfront side;
abandoned railroad
line close to roadway.

Two-lane roadway
moderately traveled.

In places along the
roadway.

No separate bicycle
facilities.

Sidewalks in places
along roadway. No
separation of
sidewalks and
roadway (planter
strips).

Access to waterfront
difficult and only
across private

property.
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Ruston Way, Tacoma

After Redevelopment

Vehicle Access Two-lane roadway with well
defined edges.

Parking Pocket parking all along corridor
providing access to parks and
waterfront.

Bicycle Facilities  Along a multi-use trail paralleling
the street - commuter traffic must
share roadway with vehicles.

Pedestrian Crosswalks; multi-use pedestrian
Facilities trail paralleling roadway.
Pedestrian Access to beach at many areas;
Access well developed park system.

Lake Washington Boulevard, Lake
Street, Kirkland Town Center

Four lane section reduced to three to
make room for bicycle facilities. Two
lane section remains the same.

On street parking near city center.

Street level bicycle facilities
approaching city center - replaced by
parking near city center.

Crosswalks; sidewalks along
roadway. Street trees in sidewalks in
some areas; limited areas of planter
strips separating sidewalks with
roadway as areas redevelop.

Access to lake at intervals through
pocket parks and public trails (dawn
to dusk access).

West Bay Drive — Corridor Study
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Ruston Way, Tacoma

Topography is
steep, with mainline
railroad limiting
development to the
east, and the
shoreline close to
the roadway on the
west (photo taken
looking south).
Roadway has well
defined edges
(curbs). Parkingis
off-street in small
pockets. Trail
paralelsthe
roadway.

Multi-use trail
parallelsthe
roadway for
pedestrian and
bicycleuse. Trail is
offset from
roadway with a
planter strip of
varying width and
does not follow
road grade.

Commuter
bicyclists must
share roadway with
vehicles. Beachis
accessible.
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Pedestrian
crossings and non-
landscaped median
to link pocket
parking to
commercial
activities.

Trail runsaong the
road and is
separated from
roadway with a
planter strip.

Trail parales
roadway and is
separated with a
planter strip of
varying width.

West Bay Drive — Corridor Study
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L ake Washington Boulevard/L ake Street, Kirkland

Topography is
moderately steep,
with existing
development
limiting expansion.
Roadway has well
defined edges
(curbs). Parkingis
on-street near the
city center. Street
trees provide a
buffer between
pedestrians and
roadway in some
sections.

Bicyclelane
replaces on-street
parking on Lake
Washington
Boulevard. Planter
strips are added as
areas redevel op.
Transit sheltersare
provided. Center
turn lane keeps
traffic moving with
the overall
reduction in travel
lanes (from four to
three) to provide for
bicycle lanes
without additional
right-of-way.
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Crosswalks and
pedestrian medians
are provided to
protect pedestrians
from vehicle traffic.

Accessto lakeis
provided by pocket
parks and public
pathways. Views
areretained at
several locations
along the roadway.

FIGURE 22 (A), (B), (C), AND (D): LAKE WASHINGTON BLVD./LAKE STREET, KIRKLAND.
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G. Public Workshop Two

The second public workshop was designed both to determine if there was a clear
preference for one alternative over the others, and to gather specific input on several of
the variables in the alternatives such as the retaining walls, planter strips, and relationship
of the sidewalk to the road.

Approximately 45 people attended the workshop.

30-35 attendees participated in the small group discussions. Four small groups were
formed: PURPLE, ORANGE, GOLDENROD, AND GREEN. Results differed among
the groups due to the various backgrounds of participants (planning commission
members, neighborhood association board members, bicycle and pedestrian advisory
committee members) and general public and users of the facility in each group.

Preference Survey

Participants were asked to choose between two or three options for select features along
the road. Questions were designed to solicit input for features such as the relationship of
the sidewalk to the street (location and level), compromises between planter strips and
retaining walls, and other features. Participants could choose none, one, or al of the
options.

Crosswalks

The main issues on crosswalks were:
e Width - (some people didn’'t want the

street widened at all), Crosswalks
e Safety (which one is the safest — g 20
wanted to see studies on safety), S 15 |
e In-pavement lighting may give a false §
sense of security, 510
e Visbility (would the landscaping & 5 E
decrease visibility), 2 o ]

e Could be used as traffic calming, and No Island ] 2'°”' ) Lar}dfczped
e Disruption to vehicle travel lanes andscape slan
(deflection to go around landscaped areas or islands).

All participants were in favor of safe pedestrian crossings but how to accomplish thiswas
asource of debate.
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West Bay Drive Corridor Stugtnment23.
Facility Options

1 Crosswalks —which do you like the best?

Option X Option Y

3  Sidewalk —next to street or offset on trail (with biking)?

vz

Option X ption Y

This panel is for general planning purposes only. Thurston Regional Planning Council makes no
representations as to the accuracy or fitness of the information for a particular purpose.
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West Bay Drive Corridor Studd)nment23.
Slope Treatments

Size of retaining wall —what size fits best for West Bay Drive?

Option X

Build a higher retaining wall and have a planter strip — or
or drop the planter strip where it gets too steep?

A )
Option X Option Y

Sidewalk by the street or on a separate level?
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West Bay Drive Corridor Stug@ythment 23.
Wherewould YOU put in planter strips (8 feet) ?

Where properties are redevel oping and topography varies

This panel is for general planning purposes only. Thurston Regional Planning Council makes no
representations as to the accuracy or fitness of the information for a particular purpose.
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Parking

Parking is an issue between the roundabout Parking

at the base of Harrison Hill to the area just

south of Garfield trail, where on-street

parking currently exists. Parking is on the

waterfront side of the street in this section

and serves the homes on the neighborhood

side as well as the homes and businesses on

the waterfront side of the street for On-street On the site
overflow and guest parking. Parking is not

a component of the street standards for West Bay Drive and can be removed if the room
is needed for other transportation facilities, as stated in the Olympia Comprehensive Plan.

N
o

=
(&3]

=
o
.

(6]

Number of Responses

o

The residents and commercial property owners are strongly in favor of keeping the on-
street parking where it currently exists. Other users of the corridor are in favor of
keeping parking on-site rather than on the street for two reasons:

e Space,

e the opinion that the public should not subsidize parking for private individuals.

Position of Sidewalk
Next to the street or combined with the trail ?

Sidewalk
One of the major issues on this corridor is
whether or not the proposed trail can
accommodate some of the facilities that are
generally found at street level. Photos
offered an option of combining bicycle and
pedestrian facilities on a trail offset from the
street by a vegetated area, versus the
convention configuration of the sidewalk Next to Street Offset on Trail
and bicycle lanes at street level. Opinions
were split about which was a more favorable option, athough no one seemed strongly
against either option. The safety of mixing bikes and pedestrians was one of the major
reasons mentioned for not combining the sidewalk with the trail. Another reason was the
access number and location of access points from the street to the trails. Bus stops and
ADA accessibility also came up as issues with having the sidewalk at a different level
than the roadway.

N
o

=
4]
L

=
o

Number of Responses
(63}

o

There was a genera sense that this type of configuration might be more appropriate on
the section of street between the base of Schneider Hill and the Marina.
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Retaining Walls

Given the option of high- or medium-sized Retaining Wall
retaining walls, very few participants were in
favor of large retaining walls. While many
participants favored a smaller retaining wall,
quite a few wrote in that they didn’'t want to
see any retaining walls or planter strips
along West Bay Drive. Some people did
acknowledge that there might be a need for
retaining walls even without a planter strip
due to the steep topography in the area.

N
o

=
[}

=
o
.

[6)]

Number of Responses

Lom B

Large Medium None

o

Retaining Wall or Planter Strip

Given the option of a higher retaining wall Retaining Wall or Planter
to fit in a planter strip, or removal of the
planter strip and a lower retaining wall,
more participants chose to make the width
of the planter variable so that the need for
high retaining walls would be lessened. 1

Many others also responded that they don’'t :. .:
want to see any retaining walls or planter Higher Dropthe  No wall - no
g:rips along West Bay Drive’ because of Retaining ~ Planter where  planter
space, blockage of views, and maintenance. Wl steep

Many property owners felt that they

couldn’t support any “taking” of land to make room for planter strips, but where space
allows, planter strips without trees could be included.

N
o

=
)]

)]

Number of Responses
=
o

o

Sidewalk follows Topography

Sidewalk

One of the innovative ideas coming out of  ,, 20
Workshop One was to use the natural grade %
to place the street facilities. At Workshop & *°]
Two participants were split amost evenly é’ 10
about whether they preferred the sidewalk 2 : |
at street level or following grade. s

Z 0
Reasons for keep| ng it at street leve Level with the Street  On a separate level

included:
e less space (by dropping the landscaped slope) and
e sdfety, especially lighting during the evening.
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Planter Strips

One of the main differences between the three suggested alternatives for West Bay Drive
was the location and extent of planter strips. A panel of the preference survey was
designed to determine how participants felt about planter strips. Participants were shown
a variety of photos that ranged from undeveloped and redeveloping areas with both flat
and steep topography, to fully developed areas with steep topography, and asked the
guestion:

Where would you put in planter strips (8 feet?)

Agai n, the response varied by group. Where would you put in planter strips?
In some groups every single
participant wrote down that they did
not want to see planter strips in any
section of the road.

100%
90% A —
80% 1
70% 1
60% 1 —
50% A —
40% A
30% 1

Overall there was weak support for
planter strips even in the areas where 0% |
properties were redeveloping and the 1006 - I . I I:
topography was flat. Reasons cited 0% A
for not wanting planter strips flatter steeper flatter steeper steep  steep
included: redeveloping developed

° Space, | Add Planter Strip o No Planter

e concern that trees would

block views,
e maintenance,
e andthe“taking” of private property.

Percent of Responses

Some participants wrote that they specifically didn't want to see any private property
given or taken by the city to create planter strips, and that perhaps the function of making
the street more beautiful could be accomplished by private individuals landscaping their
front lawns. Some individuals could not consider planter strips without thinking about
trees blocking views.

At the first workshop people were divided on whether or not they wanted planter strips,
but there was more support for planter strips at the first workshop than the second. In
general, people who owned property along West Bay Drive were strongly against planter
strips being placed in the corridor, while those from the adjacent neighborhoods who
anticipated walking or biking the corridor were in favor of planter strips where there was
space. A few individuals felt that planter strips should be placed in all sections of the
corridor regardless of topography or existing development.
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Opinions on the Three Alternatives

Near the Roundabout

Alternative A
This is the tightest section of the
roadway, with homes on the
neighborhood side of the street and
businesses and condominiums on the
waterfront side. There are aready " rowme
sidewaks and large retainingwallson | ;; | 5 |
both sides. Many residents who lived
along this section of the street attended the meeting.

PLANTING SIDEWALK

IE=H =R i

=]
L.\l.‘.’L'l
i | i |5rr| Bt | 6t

L

Alternative A was full street standards. This
would require right-of-way acquisition and
perhaps make existing driveways so steep that
some properties would become unusable.
Alternatives B and C were identical and
suggested removing the existing parking to make |
room for bicycle lanes and not expanding the
street profile (no new right-of-way acquisition.)

Alternative B (same as C)

Preference

There was a preference by most of the
attendees for Alternative B in this section. Near the Roundabout
But in many cases there was only a dlight

preference, and neither alternative ranked 25
20 W Prefer |_|
> » O Don't like
. . 257
The main support for Alternative A was € 2 1o |
that it provided a buffer (planter strip) 2 |
between pedestrians and cars. There was a -
general opinion that the buffer should not 0 A 5 n
neitner

contain large, view-blocking trees and take
away from the natural amenity of the area.

Alternative

Negative Reaction
Alternative A evoked a strong negative reaction from many participants.
The main objection to Alternative B was the removal of on-street parking. Residents

expressed the opinion that they liked the roadway the way it was and some chose neither
alternative.
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Roundabout to Schneider Hill

This is the main section of West Bay
Drive. Moving away from the
roundabout where the properties are
developed on both sides, the area
changes to a pattern of vacant
residential lots, natural areas along the |

SIDEWALK

bt |

PLANTING
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Alternative A

it || i

PLANTING SIDEWALK

L

Bt | 6t

stream corridors, and abandoned
industrial areas along the waterfront.
This area has great potential for
development and redevelopment and
is expected to change in the near
future.

SIDEWALK

Alternative A is full street standards.

e_l

v ] m |

' ?@%?

PLANTING £ PLANTING SIDEWALK

o]

Alternative B varies the standards by
making the planter strip optional in
areas where it is quite steep. This
should lessen the need for retaining
walls.

Alternative C suggests building the
street facilities at the natural grade.
This might require more right-of-way
than A and B if there was an effort to
place the sidewak aong the railroad
track grade. It would require fewer
large retaining walls and they could be
staggered, but would require handrails
and guard railsin places.

Preference

There was a split in preference between
Alternatives B and C. One reason for
choosing Alternative B was that it
allowed for the elimination of the planter.
Some participants would have rather seen
the planter removed compl etely.

Alternative C was seen as a more
innovative idea and some participants felt
that it was an appropriate alternative

Number of Responses

‘s.e |5n‘ ‘ | s

i? @ %M&

SIDEWALK BF SIDEWALK

ot |

25

20 —
15
10 A

Alternative C

ey o
73 SIDEWALK
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Roundabout to Schneider Hill

W Prefer

0O Don't like

A B C none
Alternative

along the waterfront. Some participants suggested combining elements of B and C to

make them more desirable.
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Negative Reaction

Overall, Alternative A gathered the most negative reaction from participants. The one-
size-fits-all approach was considered inappropriate for this corridor.

Some participants were opposed to Alternative B was because they felt that the street
profile was dtill too wide and they have liked to see the bicycle lanes removed with
sidewalks only on one side of the roadway. Others reacted negatively to the idea of
planter strips anywhere along the corridor.

Negative reactions to Alternative C were aso focused on the room required to
accommodate all the features in this aternative. Other comments included concerns
regarding lighting, transitions, and distance of the pedestrians from the roadway.

Schneider Hill to the Marina J,
'.I\

Alternative A

This section of the roadway is classified asamajor g}/
commercial collector in Olympia's Comprehensive &
Plan. '

This section of street is in poor condition. The —
railroad runs through the street in sections, making
right-of-way issues very confusing. On the
neighborhood side of the street it will reman
undeveloped due to steep slopes and natural springs
coming through the hillsde.  Development and
redevelopment will occur along the waterfront side of
the road.

Alternative A, the full street standards, calls for parking,
bicycle lanes, and 10-foot wide sidewalks with street
trees.

Alternative B would only call for a sidewalk along the
waterfront side of the road.

oo ||

Alternative C would combine the bicycle and Schneider Hill to the Marina

8t

pedestrian facilities along a 10-foot trail,

separated from the vehicle travel lanesby a 8 2 'm Profer |
Iandscaped area. S 20 @ Don't like| |
8 15
Preference 5 101
2 |
Participants preferred Alternative C over the £ > r ]
other alternatives, feeling that atrail wouldbe < ©0°
the safest aternative for pedestrian travel. A B ternative. D
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Alternative B received some support as well. One group came up with their own
Alternative — D — which was similar to Alternative C but removed the on-street parking.
This group reached consensus on this new aternative in their discussions, but their input
sheets didn’t reflect thisfor al participants.

Dislike

Alternative A evoked the strongest negative reaction from participants. Many felt that it
was too wide for the roadway and that sidewalks were not necessary on both sides of the
road.

Schneider Hill

Schneider Hill is a small section of roadway leading from

West Bay Drive into the Crestline Neighborhood. It is Alternative A
currently cut into a steep slope with a retaining wall on - _ . :
the neighborhood side, and a steep SIOPE ON the T i— M o
waterfront side. Right now the roadway has a sidewalk o | |
on one side of the street and two 12-foot vehicle travel

lanes.

Alternative B (same as C)

Alternative A departs from full street standards by
removing the planter strips on both sides of the road. On g &

the neighborhood side beside the large retaining wall, the S—DE% 'jz - g5 % ﬁ?_.
sidewalk would be widened to 8 feet. we

=T
LAM,

st | m l fit

Alternatives B and C are identical to each other and suggest having a sidewalk only on
the neighborhood side of the road. A cantilever bridge would not be required for these
aternatives.

BIKE
LANE
Sit

8i

Preference Schneider Hill

25

Participants showed a strong preference for

()
Alternative B. One group suggested their £ 2 lPref'er_ n
own Alternative — D — which involved & 15 O Don't like
having only an uphill bicyclelane. Thisis &
inconsistent  with city policy to keep 5 °
bicycle lanes on both sides of the road. £ 5 .

2 ol
Dislike A B D

Alternative

Many participants did not like Alternative A feeling that the cost did not justify the
benefit of having a sidewalk on both sides of the road, and that widening the street profile
was not desirable.
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Trail and Street Interaction
Only three of the small groups provided input on this aspect of the study.

The proposed parks'waterfront trail is anticipated to start at the 5" Avenue
Bridge/Deschutes Parkway, and run to the base of Schneider Hill. Wherever possible this
trail will follow the waterfront, but in one section of land the trail will be very close to the
roadway. This section runs from approximately Brawne Avenue to the northern end of
the last remaining industrial site on this section of the roadway — the Brown-Minneapolis
Tank (BMT) property. Thetrail could follow the railroad right-of-way and grade through
much of this section.

Alternative A suggests keeping the trail and sidewalk facilities separate for as much of
the length of the trail as possible. The only place where they would be combined would
be in front of BMT until the property redeveloped and a waterfront trail in front of this
site was possible. The sidewalk would be widened to 10 feet at this section to
accommodate trail users. Leading up to this section, a 6-foot sidewalk would be along
the road, and the trail would come up to the street following natural grade along the
raillway right-of-way.

Alternative B suggests having the trail depart from natural grade and come up to the
street at Brawne Avenue where there would be a crosswalk. From this point north there
would be a 10-foot wide sidewalk until the edge of the BMT property, where the trail
would then swing back to the waterfront and the sidewalk would continue along the road.

Alternative C suggests having the sidewalk depart from the street grade and meander
down to the trail as soon as it was possible, probably somewhere around Brawne Avenue.
The pedestrian facilities would be combined along a trail facility until north of BMT
where the trail would swing back to the waterfront and the sidewalk would continue to
parallel the street at a natural grade.

Preference
Trail and Road Interaction
The participants showed a preference for

Alternative C where the trail would g *° "
replace on-street pedestrian facilities 5 20 DDfn:rIikei
wherever possible. 2 15 |

o
Dislike _—

£ s

>
There didn't appear to be a strong Z o Ll 1 . [ ]
negative reaction to any of the A B c none

Alternatives. Alternative
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Summary from the Small Groups
Group One

The group felt that the section by the roundabout is a constriction point in the corridor,
and it makes widening complicated.

In the next section of the road, out to Schneider Hill, they felt that perhaps a combination
of Alternatives B and C would be appropriate.

In the section between the base of Schneider Hill and the Marina the group expressed
concern about safety and the conflict between pedestrians and bicyclists if the facilities
were combined, but liked the concept.

On Schneider Hill space was the main concern. The group also expressed the opinion
that they were leaning towards seeing shrubs in the landscaping rather than street trees to
preserve views.

Group Two

This group felt that the area adjacent to the roundabout was also an area of concern and
that Alternative B (identical to C) might be appropriate because it would take up less
space and not require widening the road. If planter strips were not possible in this area,
perhaps the adjacent landscaping could be used.

For the main section of the street out to the base of Schneider Hill this group preferred
Alternative A, but felt that B would take up less space, and that C would gain views,
separate pedestrians from traffic, and give the area an unique feel.

From the base of Schneider Hill to the Marina this group also expressed concern with the
conflict between bicycles and pedestrians if they used a multipurpose trail. They also felt
that shrubs would be a better landscaping choice than trees and they questioned whether
parking was necessary in this section of the road.

On Schneider Hill, this group felt that they didn’t necessarily need to see a planter strip
on the water side. Sidewalks would be helpful on both sides of the road, but it would be
okay, if necessary, to have them only on one side of the road. This group raised
guestions about dropping a bike lane on the downhill side of the road.

Group Three

This group felt that near the roundabout, where people live, variations to the street
standards may be warranted. They strongly questioned the loss of parking in this section,
and countered this with the idea that the public should not provide on-street parking for a
private developer. They felt that 8-foot planters would not fit in this area as there was
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limited space, although full standards were desirable. They also felt that the section is
too tight, as it exists now, to accommodate ADA accessible bus stops.

From the roundabout to Schneider Hill, this group felt that the railroad grade might work
for Alternative C, but this alternative would be expensive and require a lot of space in
other areas. They discussed parking, on-street or on site, and the concern over guest
parking for residents. They discussed varying the width of the planter and how that
would make the street feel.

This group reached consensus on the section of the street between the base of Schneider
Hill to the Marina. They came up with Alternative D — two 12-foot vehicle travel lanes,
an 8-foot landscaped strip on the water side, and a multi-purpose trail. This was a
variation on Alternative C which removed the parking strip and added one foot to each of
the vehicle travel lanes.

This group also reached consensus on Schneider Hill, coming up with their own
Alterative again. This was a variation on Alternative B that suggested dropping the
downhill bicycle lane.

Group Four

This group reached consensus that they didn't want to see planter strips aong the
corridor. Near the roundabout they preferred Alternative B, but were concerned about
the loss of parking.

From the roundabout to Schneider Hill this group preferred alternative B, without the
planter strips, and aminority preferred Alternative C.

This group preferred alternative C for the section of street out to the Marina. They felt
that it was wouldn’t require much street widening, and provided some buffer between the
trail and road.

On Schneider Hill they also preferred Alternative B as it required less street widening
than the other option.

Summary

There was a general recognition among participants that West Bay Drive did have unique
topographic and development considerations that made it appropriate to re-examine the
street standards. Staff were encouraged to be creative when coming up with a preferred
alternative, but to retain the function of the full street standards.

While some participants like the street the way it is and didn’t want to see any change,
others seemed to welcome the idea that the street would become safer and more
pedestrian and bicycle friendly over time. Property ownersin particular were concerned
with the taking of their land — that their driveways would become too steep or that their
front lawns would be removed for street widening.
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The main issues that concerned participants, with some participants being in favor and
others against, were the removal of existing on-street parking to make room for bicycle

lanes near the roundabouts, and the addition of planting strips and landscaping (trees
versus shrubs).

FIGURE 26 (A) AND (B): SMALL GROUP DISCUSSIONSAT WORKSHOP TWO.
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V. PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The input gathered from the first and second public workshops, as well as other comments
received from the public through phone calls, letters, and email, led to the development of a
preferred alternative. This aternative is best described as having features of al three
alternatives presented at the second workshop. What follows is a detailed description of the
preferred alternative as it applies to the various sections of West Bay Drive. Map 1 (in
back) provides aplan view of the preferred alternative.

A. Detailed Description

Throughout the Corridor:

Note

Sidewalks and bicycle lanes along both sides of the length of the street
Combining the trail and sidewalk north of Brawne Avenue on the Port Property
(future park)
Planter strips on the west side of the street, only where topography isn't a
constraint
Sidewalk on the east side of the street, north of Brawne Avenue, separated by a
landscaped strip, and built to follow the natural terrain
Landscaping in the planter strips on the east side of the street that does not
obstruct views
Pedestrian crossing improvements at Brawne Avenue, the Garfield Trail, and the
proposed Woodard Neighborhood Connection
Providing opportunities for views — with an emphasis on views from the street
and sidewalk
Providing public benches on the waterfront side of the street
Design street to encourage travel at posted speed limit

o0 Standard vehicle lane widths (11-feet)

0 Raised pedestrian crossing islands

0 Landscaping
Increase visibility at street and driveways entering West Bay Drive

o0 Reconfiguration of Brawne Avenue and Schneider Hill intersections

o0 Alignment of future park entrance with Brawne Avenue
Underground utilities
Special attention to lighting and light pollution
Signage to give West Bay Drive a sense of place
Designing the street so that it doesn’t preclude fixed route transit in the future
Pervious sidewalks
Evaluating potential for pervious bicycle lanes
Evaluating potential for rain gardens for stormwater treatment

. Featuresin italics were added based on input gathered at Workshop Three.
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Near the Roundabout

West Side of the Street:
Harrison Avenue to Brawne Avenue intersection

& Waterfront Side of the Street:
Harrison Avenue to beginning of proposed park property (former site of Solid Wood)

half street - 22 feet
Note: measurements

do not include right-of-

: way behind sidewalk
ditest i
BIKE BIKE

SIDEWALK - SIDEWALK
LANE - LANE

f ‘ e | sn Bt ‘

‘ 1 5t

e This area is both developed and steep, therefore no widening is recommended.
(Widening in this area would make the steep driveways much steeper and
possibly unusable.)

e To make room for the bicycle lanes, the existing on-street parking would be
removed. This change will require restriping of the street rather than
construction. (The only way to have both bicycle lanes and on-street parking isto
widen the street.)

e To give residents other options for parking for guests and during inclement
weather, pocket parking is recommended for the area just north of where the
existing sidewalk ends today. In this area it is possible to get bicycle lanes and
parking without building high retaining walls or impacting any existing
businesses or residences. Parking on Sherman Street is also available.

e The missing sections of sidewak would be added, as would any necessary repairs
to existing sidewaks. If possible, an additional 1-foot of sidewalk would be
added on the waterfront side to bring it up to the standard of 6-feet. These
changes would likely occur as the utilities were placed underground or the road-
bed repaired.

e |f this area does redevelop, the potential for planter strips should be evaluated
with similar criteria as those in the “West Side of the Street — North of Brawne
Avenue” section.
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West Side of the Street —North of Brawne Avenue

SIDEWALK

o |

This section of the street is characterized by steep hillsides alternating with areas
of flatter topography. There are sections of existing sidewalks toward the south
and other areas with full street improvements, or that will soon have full street
improvements, to the north. The flatter parcels are likely to see development or
redevelopment in the near future. The steeper areas are less likely to develop or
redevelop. Some properties are on the historic register.

To keep the bicycle network continuous, bicycle lanes will be placed adjacent to
the vehicle travel lanes.

For pedestrian safety, sidewalks (minimum 6-feet) will be added.

In some areas, retaining walls will likely be needed. In order to minimize the
height of the retaining walls, there are three recommended variations on the street
improvements which all relate to the width of the landscape strip. The optimum
is to keep the retaining walls 3-feet or less in height because this is the threshold
where retaining walls begin to require more structured engineering. Smaller
retaining walls will also make for a more pleasant pedestrian experience.

a) Flat sope - retaining wall less than 3-feet — 6-foot sidewak with 8-foot
landscape strip between the sidewalk and bicycle lane.

b) Moderate slope - retaining wall approximately 3-feet — no separate landscape
strip but 10-foot sidewalk with street trees.

c) Steep slope - retaining wall greater than 3-feet — no landscape strip but an 8-
foot sidewalk to provide additional space for pedestrians walking adjacent to
the retaining wall.

These requirements are felt to be the minimum acceptable standards that provide
safe vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle facilities while taking into account the unique
requirements of the steep topography in places along the street.

As areas redevelop, full right-of-way (for full street standards) will be dedicated
to the city. Thiswill ensure that the “best engineering solution” be applied to the
area, and allow for landscaping behind the sidewalk in areas of steep topography.

b) 26 feet c) 24 feet

W == e

Bt
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Water front

Waterfront: North of 414 West Bay Drive to Garfield Trall

a) 30 feet

Thisareais part of the frontage for the proposed West Bay Park.

Parts of this area have great potential for panoramic views of downtown Olympiag;
benches are recommended.

To keep the bicycle network continuous, bicycle lanes will be placed adjacent to
the vehicle travel lanes.

To accommodate the loss of parking in the section of the street to the south,
pocket parking will be added if it can be achieved without requiring a retaining
wall greater than 3-feet in height. Parking will be broken up or non-continuous
using bulb-out type landscaping to keep the street profile small and encourage
slower vehicle speeds. It will replace the landscape strip.

In parts of this section retaining walls will likely be needed. In order to minimize
the height of the retaining walls, there are three recommended variations on street
improvements recommended, which all relate to the width of the landscape strip.
The optimum is to keep the retaining walls 3-feet or less in height because this is
the threshold where retaining walls begin to require more structured engineering.

a) Flat dope - retaining wall less than 3-feet — 8-foot pocket parking with
landscape bulb-outs between the sidewalk and bicycle lane.

b) Moderate slope - retaining wall approximately 3-feet — no separate landscape
strip but 10-foot sidewalk with street trees.

c) Steep dope - retaining wall greater than 3-feet — no landscape or pocket
parking strip.

To provide safety for pedestrians a handrail will be required wherever there is a
retaining wall (drop off) next to the sidewalk or if the slope is greater than a 2:1
(horizontal to vertical) grade.

b) 26 feet c) 22 feet

POCKET
PARKING

BIKE SIDEWALK BIKE  SDEWALK
LANE LANE

1
[ ‘ 0t ‘ ‘ it 11

i 6ft ‘ l i3 6.

West Bay Drive — Corridor Study 73



Attachment 23.F

V. PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

a) 30 feet b) 26 feet

%M—L
e PLANTING  SIDEWALK

‘ i

Waterfront: Garfield Trail to Brawne Avenue Intersection

Thisareais part of the frontage for the proposed West Bay Park.

This area has a great potential for panoramic views of downtown Olympig;
benches are recommended.

To keep the bicycle network continuous, the bicycle lanes will remain next to the
vehicletravel lanes.

To preserve flexibility for future park design, sidewalks can be either at street
level or down slope slightly.

Sidewalks will be a minimum of 6-feet wide. Below Grade Option —
The landscape strip will be a minimum of 8 horizontal 30 or more feet

feet if the sidewalk is below grade. '
To provide safety for pedestrians a handrail will be
required if there isaretaining wall (drop off) next to the
sidewalk, or if the slope is greater than a 2:1 (horizontal
to vertical) grade.

For safety, a guardrail will be required on the backside
or curb side of the bicycle lane if the slope is steeper
than a4:1 (horizontal to vertical) grade to the sidewalk.
If the sidewalk is built at street level retaining walls will likely be needed. In
order to minimize the height of the retaining walls, there are three recommended
variations on street improvements, which al relate to the width of the landscape
strip. The optimum is to keep the retaining walls 3-feet or less in height because
this is the threshold where retaining walls begin to require more structured
engineering.

a) Flat sope - retaining wall less than 3-feet — 8-foot landscape strip between the
6-foot sidewalk and bicycle lane. Pocket parking is not recommended in this
section.

b) Moderate slope - retaining wall approximately 3-feet — no separate landscape
strip but 10-foot sidewalk with landscaping.

c) Steep dope - retaining wall greater than 3-feet — no landscape or pocket
parking strip.

c) 22 feet

BIKE
LANE

LANE | T

| St |

St | e l ot ‘ ‘ i
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Waterfront: Brawne Avenue to Brown-Minneapolis Tank (part of the frontage for the
proposed West Bay Park)

To keep the bicycle network continuous, bicycle lanes
will remain next to the vehicle travel lanes

The proposed park trail and sidewalk will be combined
in a 10-foot multi-use facility.

The landscape strip will be a minimum of 8 horizontal
feet. Maximum separation will be no more than 40-
feet.

The railroad right-of-way will be used for combined
trail-sidewalk facility wherever practical and safe.

For safety, pedestrians will be visible from the street.
For safety, a guardrail will be required on the backside or curb side of the bicycle
lane if the slope is steeper than a 4:1 (horizontal to vertical) grade.

34 or
more feet

10t

Waterfront: Brown-Minneapolis Tank to base of Schneider Hill

This area includes current or former industrial properties. The properties that are
vacant now are expected to redevelop in the near term. The remaining industrial
site (Brown-Minneapolis Tank) will likely remain industrial in the near term.

To keep the bicycle network continuous, the bicycle lanes will remain next to the
vehicle travel lanes.

Option A: The long-term plan is for the West Bay Multi-Use Trail to follow the
shoreline. If the trail is built at the same time or prior to street improvements,
then:

0 A 6-foot sidewalk below street grade will complete
the pedestrian facilities. The sidewak will come to
grade at driveways and any intersections.

0 The landscape strip is a minimum of 8 horizontal
feet. Placing the sidewak below grade will
minimize the need for retaining walls but may
require additional right-of-way. The sidewalk may
be placed at grade if preferred.

o For safety, pedestrians will be visible from the
Street.

0 For safety, a guardrail will be required if the slope
is steeper than a 4.1 (horizontal to vertical) grade.

Option B: Across from the Brown-Minneapolis Tank
property the long-term plan is to have the trail along the
shoreline. If street improvements are made while the
siteremainsin industrial use, it is recommended that the
trail be combined with the sidewalk into a 10-foot
multi-use facility. All other conditions from Option A

will apply.

Option A:
. 30or
more feet

Option B:
G 34 or
more feet

SIDEWALK
& TRAIL
COMBINED
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FIGURE 27: WEST BAY DRIVE ASIT
EXISTED IN 2004.

FIGURE 28: WEST BAY DRIVE WITH FULL
STREET STANDARDSASREQUIRED AT
TIME STUDY WASINITIATED.

FIGURE 29: WEST BAY DRIVE WITH
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE STREET
STANDARDS.
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Schneider Hill

e Thisis the steepest section of street in the study area. Any street widening will
require engineered retaining walls. The existing sidewalk is 5-feet wide, and is
adjacent to a high retaining wall.

e Dueto thedifficultiesin street widening, no planter strips will be required.

e To provide for pedestrian safety, a wider (8-foot) sidewalk on the west side of the
street is recommended.

e Bicycle lanes are in the Olympia Comprehensive Full street - 40 feet
Plan for Schneider Hill to link to the Westside
neighborhoods. The City street standards define
bicycle lanes in both directions therefore bicycle
lanes on both sides of the street are recommended | &
for this section.

SIDEWALK

The Base of Schneider Hill tothe Marina

e This section of West Bay Drive is classified as a “Major Commercia Collector”
and has dlightly different standards than the other sections. There is a steep, wet
hill on the west side of this street. On the waterfront side the topography is flatter,
but the railroad and railroad right-of-way run through the street.

e To provide a continuous bicycle network out to the Marina, bicycle lanes will be
placed next to the vehicle travel lanes.

e Asdevelopment is only expected to occur on the waterfront side of this street, on-
street pocket parking with landscaping bulb-outs,
and a 10-foot sidewalk are recommended for

. Full street
thisside only. 50 feet

e The 10-foot sidewalk would link into the
proposed West Bay Trail system to provide
a continuous, wide, pedestrian facility al the -
way from the Marinato Downtown. % @ E 3 @ . .

e Any additional widening or frontage e il
improvements on the west side of the street | | [F55] e
are not recommended due to the steep, wet
slopes.

-

Brawne Avenue I nter section

Full street - 63 feet

e A left tun lane is
recommended for the Brawne
Avenue intersection.

e South of the intersection e
would be a left turn lane to | 4 || &
facilitate vehicle flow.

¢ North of theintersection would be a landscaped pedestrian crossing island.

SIDEWALK PLANTING SIDEWALK

MEDIAN or BIKE
TURN LANE

1t ‘ 1t

1 8 | ot ‘
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B. Design Elements

Crosswalks

There is a legal pedestrian crossing at the intersection of any two streets, whether a
crosswalk is marked or not. The City marks crosswalks at locations based on vehicle
volumes, width of street, speed of vehicles, and number of pedestrians. Crosswalks are
marked to draw driver’s attention to the crossing as well as to direct pedestrians to a
particular crossing point. Crosswalks require regular repainting or remarking, and are
therefore not marked at every intersection.

In some locations crosswalks aone are not sufficient for safe pedestrian crossings. In
these locations, other devices are needed to make a street crossing safer. Some of the
devices used in conjunction with crosswalks are: crossing islands, which alow the
pedestrian to cross half the street at a time; bulbouts extend the sidewalk into the street
and shorten the crossing distance, and; in-pavement flashing crosswalk lighting to warn a
motorist that a pedestrian is present. Crossing islands are planned at key intersections
along West Bay Drive where high concentrations of pedestrians are anticipated.

Sidewalks

Sidewalks provide a dedicated safe space for walking. Sidewalks physically separate the
pedestrian from motor vehicle traffic. A curb and/or planted area between the sidewalk
and the street edge distinguish the sidewalk from the vehicle travel lanes. Sidewalks
provide aflat, dry, predictable surface making walking safe and inviting. For those with
wheelchairs and walking aids, sidewalks significantly enhance mobility and access.

Six-foot sidewalks on both sides of the street are the design standard for Mgjor
Collectors. Thisis enough to alow two people to walk side by side, or for people to pass
one another. The City's street standards also include an 8-foot planter strip between the
sidewalk and the motor vehicle travel lanes. The planter strip is wide enough for planting
street trees and separate the pedestrian from vehicle noise and exhaust.

Along the West Bay Drive corridor, the narrow physical area and steep slopes make
conventional design of the street features more costly and difficult. Sidewalks and planter
strips have been modified to fit into this topography. In some narrow sections of the
corridor, planter strips have been removed. In other sections, in lieu of the planter strip,
10-foot sidewalks with street trees planted in sidewalk grates are recommended. In some
locations, the sidewalk is recommended to be placed at a different grade than the street -
above or below - alowing for more feasible construction and a separation of pedestrians
from motor vehicles.

Width of Sidewalk adjacent to Retaining Wall

The preferred aternative recommends a minimum of 8-foot sidewalks for pedestrians
walking adjacent to a retaining wall over 3-feet in height when there is no planter strip
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between the sidewalk and street. Although a 6-foot sidewalk is the minimum standard
for magjor collectors, the lack of planter strip separating pedestrians from vehicles, and the
physical barrier of a retaining wall further limiting pedestrian space, necessitates an
additional 2-feet of space. Thisis referred to as a “shy” distance, and the Washington
State Pedestrian Facilities Guidebook suggests that people prefer a minimum *“shy”
distance of 2 feet while walking adjacent to buildings, as illustrated in the following
figure (OTAK, 1997).

Shy Distance Between Building
and Walkway

FIGURE 30: SHY DISTANCE BETWEEN BUILDING AND WALKWAY.

Providing a Safe Pedestrian Environment when Facilitiesvary in Grade

One of the unique features of the preferred alternative is the proposal for a below-grade
pedestrian facility on the waterfront side of the street, mainly in the area in front of the
proposed park and areas to the north, up to Schneider Hill. This type of pathway was
suggested in order to:
e Provide less duplication of pedestrian facilities between the waterfront trail and
sidewalk where space was limited;
e Minimize the need for large retaining walls.

This pathway is not proposed as a replacement of the proposed waterfront trail but rather
as a supplemental facility. The trail and sidewalk are combined only where the trail must
run adjacent to the street at a distance of no more than 40 feet due to space limitations, or
where the short-term alignment of the trail necessitates it being located adjacent to the
Street.
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For pedestrian safety in a below-grade facility the following must be achieved:

e Pedestrians should be visible from the street (drivers), therefore it is
recommended that slope should not exceed the guidelines in the table below,

e A guardrail should be placed at the street when slopes are greater than 2:1
(horizontal to vertical),

e Lighting must be provided that illuminates the street and pedestrian facility,

e Safe crosswalks should be provided at appropriate intervals so that pedestrians
can choose to use an at-grade facility on the opposite side of the street,

e Thefacility should cometo grade at driveways.

Maximum Slope Horizontal
horizontal:vertical Distance
2:1 10 feet
2.5:1 20 feet
31 30 feet
351 40 feet
.

TABLE 2. MAXIMUM SLOPE AND HORIZONTAL DISTANCE OF PEDESTRIAN FACILITY FROM ROADWAY .

guardrail should profect

pedestrians and not lighting
abstruct visibility 30 feet required away
\ " from the road
\.\ - =R =, i

\, 8feet

7 ‘II
- S
Lo x?%; &
| 11foot 5 fool \ iz y
| travel  bike /| i L4
35feet lEne  lame S| / =

driver eye o | ! 1
height | N
/ | "'-.__ area visible
maximum slope 2:1 | f I"-. to drivers

(horizontal to verlical) \ / Y
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\
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FIGURE 31: SUGGESTED DESIGN ELEMENTSFOR A BELOW-GRADE PEDESTRIAN FACILITY.

80 West Bay Drive — Corridor Study



Attachment 23.F
V. PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Bicycle Lanes

Bike lanes are 5-foot lanes adjacent to motor vehicle travel lanes, specifically dedicated
to bicycle travel. Five feet is needed to provide enough room for bicycles to alow some
swerving, to avoid debris, and shy away from the curb and large vehicles in the adjacent
lane. Bike lanes are a cost-effective way to provide safe space for bicycling. Bike lanes
(Class 11 Bicycle Facilities) are included in the street design standard for Arterials, Mgor
Collectors and selected Neighborhood Collectors. Bike lanes are important on high-
vehicle volume streets because they alow motor vehicle drivers and bicyclists to more
predictably share the roadway with one another.

Bike lanes are effective in making the street safer for motorists and bicyclists. Studies
have shown that a motorist is less likely to move into an opposing or adjacent travel lane
to pass a bicyclist if there was a white line separating the bicyclist from the motor
vehicle, even given the same amount travel space.

A bikelaneisalegal lane, for a special use. Cars can not park or drive in abike lane and
bike lanes can not be blocked. Bike lanes, like motor vehicle travel lanes, must be
maintained regularly.

Guard Rails

Guard rails are a critical design element for the West Bay Drive Corridor due to the steep
slopes in severa sections of the street. All guardrails must conform to the WSDOT
Design Manual. In addition, the preferred alternative recommends that guardrails be
placed along the street between the pedestrian facility and vehicle lane whenever the
pedestrian facility is below grade and the adjacent slope is at a grade greater than 2:1 —
horizontal to vertical. To keep pedestrians visible from the street, it is further
recommended that special attention to the design and aesthetics of guardrails be made at
time of street improvements. There are severa types of guardrail systems used elsewhere
in the country that may offer the same safety function with greater visual appeal than
standard guardrails (Franklin Regional Council of Governments, 2002). Figure 32 and
33 are some examples of possible options.

FIGURE 32: BOX BEAM SEMI-RIGID GUARDRAIL SYSTEM.
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FIGURE 33: IRONWOOD GUARDRAIL SYSTEM.

Pervious Sidewalks

West Bay Drive is a good candidate for consideration of pervious sidewalks as a means
to reduce stormwater runoff. A pervious concrete sidewak allows rain water to pass
through the concrete and would be absorbed in the soil below. Pervious concrete can
reduce stormwater runoff and the need for stormwater drainage and ponds.

Pervious Bicycle Lanes

Pervious bicycle lanes can also be considered for West Bay Drive as a means to reduce
stormwater runoff. The condition and infiltration capacity of underlying soils is a
consideration when evaluating the potential for pervious bicycle lanes. As the street
runoff will be directed into the bicycle lanes, the soils must be capable of rapid
infiltration so that the stormwater does not pool on the roadway. Additional concerns are
raised in steep areas where stormwater must be redirected so that it does not saturate the
soil behind retaining walls. Finaly, the strength of the pervious material is a
consideration as the bicycle lane must be able to support vehicle travel.

Rain Gardens

Stormwater runoff from West Bay Drive must be treated before it enters any water
bodies. While pervious sidewalks and bicycle lanes will help to reduce runoff, rain
gardens may offer alternatives to treat the stormwater runoff.

The purpose of arain garden is to capture and filter stormwater runoff. An additional
advantage of rain gardens is that they often provide attractive landscaping options. Rain
gardens could be built into the landscape strip provided there is enough width and the
slopes are suitable.
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VI. WORKSHOP THREE

Workshop Three was designed as an open house to allow members of the public to give
input on the Preferred Alternative. Attendees were encouraged to record their comments on
the following sheet.

West Bay Drive — Corridor Study
November 18, 2004

Please provide comments on the Preferred Alternative - please be specific.
Use the space below to tell us what you think, include your name and address. Turn it in on your way
out, or take it home to fill out, fold and mail to the address on the other side.

Things you like:

Things you would like to see added:

Things you would like to see changed:

name

address

city state zip

phone email
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FIGURE 34:
DIsSCUSSION AT MAP
OVERVIEW TABLE.

FIGURE 35:
PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE
SHOWN ON DESIGN
PANELS.
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The following are the comments received at the workshop.

THINGSYOU LIKE:

Parks!!! Yes.

Sidewalks, bike lanes, landscape strips.

No widening of West Bay Drive.

Left turn lane @ Brawne Avenue intersection.
Garfield Natural Trail.

Woodard Neighborhood Connection.

Shoreline trail al the way from marinato downtown.

NouokrwdrE

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE ADDED:

=

Sidewalks up southside of Brawne Avenue with shoulder for bikes.

2. Widen West Bay Drive to the east between Giles and Brawne Avenue for left turn
lane — leaving existing sidewalks untouched on west side.

3. Moretrailsup the hill east from West Bay Drive.

4. Down speed on West Bay Drive to 25 m.p.h.

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE CHANGED:

1. 1 think you have done a great job so far — have listened and responded to public
input, have kept us well informed.
2. Keep up the good work!

THINGSYOU LIKE:

1. | likethat you are looking ahead and seeking our thoughts and observations.

2. | likethe concept of the sidewalk on the Bay side being down and away from the
Street.

3. Underground utilities.

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE ADDED:

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE CHANGED:

1. Thecorner of Brawne Avenue & West Bay Drive presently is rather square and |
would like to see the corner smoothed sort of.

2. Itrequiresasharp turn to keep from riding upon the curb.

3. Thank you for your energy to make Olympiaamore liveable city!
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THINGSYOU LIKE:

1. Lovethetrail, bike lanes, sidewalks. The preferred alternative works for me.

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE ADDED:

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE CHANGED:

1. Ensurebicycle use of the trail along the lagoon — encourage children to ride bicycles.
2. Wildlifeis probably desensitized to human activity in view of the urban environment|
—especialy bridge construction.

THINGSYOU LIKE:

1. | generdly likeit —no complaints.
2. 1 wak West Bay Drive quite a bit and safer walking conditions will be appreciated.

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE ADDED:

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE CHANGED:

THINGSYOU LIKE:

1. Iliketheidea of sidewaksto makeit safer for pedestrians. Also, adding bike lanes
and plant border along West Bay Drive.
2. Allinadl,it'sagood plan.

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE ADDED:

1. It should have bus routes along West Bay Drive and of course, bus tops with covered
waiting area.

2. More marked crosswalks for pedestrians.

3. Use up-to-date earthquake standards in designing the roadway.

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE CHANGED:

1. Being ableto have entrance to park and ample parking (as users of future buildings
along West Bay Drive.
2. Street lights that do not point so much of there light into the sky.
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THINGSYOU LIKE:

1. Remova of on-street parking near roundabouts. Private parking isn’t the public’'s
responsibility.

2. Including planter strips wherever possible. DO have street trees — the open views by
Hardel are going away anyhow, street trees don’t obscure views substantially, so
please include them.

3. Pedestrian crossing at Brawne Avenue, Garfield Trail & Woodard Trail are crucial!

4. Like Brawne Avenue left turn lane and pedestrian island opposite!

5. Thought retaining wall/planter strip/street tree solution was creative.

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE ADDED:

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE CHANGED:

1. Thephrase‘combining thetrail and sidewalk wherever possible’ concerns me.
Please have some criteria that conveys your diagram better.

2. | don't see need for pocket parking at al — minimize impervious surface.

Do anything practicable to get awider uphill lane on Schneider Hill for bikes—no bike
lanes are mentioned as specifically included. Look at wording on that section.

THINGSYOU LIKE:

Sidewalks throughouit.

Bike lanes throughout.

Pedestrian islands.

Sidewalks along with nature — at grade.
Benches.

Underground utilities.

Future transit option.

Eliminating parking near roundabout.
Thetrail by the water.

WoOoNoU~wWN PR

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE ADDED:

1. More planter strips between street and sidewalk in pavement lighting at Garfield
Nature Trail widen sidewalks where possible — 6 feet to too narrow for 2 couples to
pass by each other.

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE CHANGED:

1. Put bike lanesin NOW between bridge and new area—don’t make it |ast.
2. Decrease speed limit to 25 m.p.h.

West Bay Drive — Corridor Study 87



Attachment 23.F

VI. WORKSHOP THREE

THINGSYOU LIKE:

1. Thenatural design following the lay of the land rather than tearing down and
building up the land to meet the full design everywhere.

2. Theintersection at Brawne Avenue — the current design is dangerous.

3. The proposed Woodard connection.

4. The public process — you have done a great job!

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE ADDED:

1. Do everything you can to keep the Woodard connection ADA compatible. We own
part of the property adjoining the proposed trail, and will contribute land to make it
work.

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE CHANGED:

THINGSYOU LIKE:

1. Whileitisclear that nowhere along the drive can the major collector standard be met
| am glad to see two bike lanes everywhere...as well as a pedestrian walkway(s).

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE ADDED:

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE CHANGED:

THINGSYOU LIKE:

1. Bikelanesand sidewalks.
2. | likethe variation in the spread.
3. Treeson hillside of road.

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE ADDED:

1. Crosswalks raised to sidewalk level to create speed bumps, slow down traffic, easier
pedestrian access.

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE CHANGED:

1. Closeoff Schneider Hill to cars.
2. No street lights or walkway lights— light pollution.
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THINGSYOU LIKE:

1. Attempt to approximate city standards in these difficult areas.

2. Treating public property (Port — soon to be park, we hope) the same as private
property.

3. Sensitivity to awide range of factors.

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE ADDED:

1. Reconfiguration of top of Schneider hill to address accident history.

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE CHANGED:

1. Strive harder to achieve the full city standard or equivalent along West Bay Drive.
Move cutting higher retaining walls.

2. Section A and B — preserve opportunity to get sidewalks and planter strips when
these areas redevel op in the future — even if it’s decades in the future.

3. Consider reclassifying Section F to Major Collector.

Additional comment by email

Hereis an additional comment for the record on the West Bay project, which will be in
addition to the comments | left last nite. And by the way, | am impressed with the
work of the whole staff on this project.

At this point, we have received arecommendation. Period. This becomes a kind of
"take it or leaveit" situation for the public and the Council.

The Councilmembers, in particular, need more. They need what in financeis called a
"sengitivity analysis," so they can reasonably consider options.

I'd suggest that you present the council and public with some idea of the costs and
benefits of incrementally moving from the staff recommendation toward the standard
street configuration.

As an example, in segment X, if the retaining walls were alowed to be 4 feet tall
instead of three, what would happen? The council might feel that in some cases the
extra costs would be worth the extra benefit, and in others that they would not.

For instance, if it were avery steep segment and the extra vertical foot of cut or fill
would produce only one additional foot of width, and the cost were very high, they
would probably stick with the staff recommendation. On the other hand, if the slope
were more gentle and the extra vertical foot would alow for a public facility that
staff is recommending for omission, and the cost is low, the Council might decide to
make the change.

Thanks again for the opportunity to participate in this exercise
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THINGSYOU LIKE:

1. I likethe sidewalks and bike lanes along the length of theroad. | agree we do not
need trees planted on the bay side of the road. We do not need to block the view of
the bay.

2. Pedestrian crossing improvements at Brawne Avenue & Garfield trail are also
needed.

3. | amvery excited about the proposed park and trail at the Port property.

4. Thank you!

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE ADDED:

1. | would like to see future development kept to the west side of the street, keep the
waterfront available to all members of the community. Future development on the
west can enjoy the view as well asthe public. Any development on the bay side
destroys the view for all.

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE CHANGED:

THINGSYOU LIKE:

1. Underground utilities on West Bay Drive.

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE ADDED:

1. Continue underground utilities up Schneider Hill.
2. Link improvements on Schneider with improvements on Crestline and Elliot missing
acritical link.

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE CHANGED:

1. Curvature of Schneider Hill istoo sharp at top and the proposed base curve will
encourage dangerous driving.

THINGSYOU LIKE:

1. Inclusion of bike lanes and sidewalks throughout.
2. Improved intersection at Rabb/West Bay Drive.
3. Median pedestrian crossing relay.

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE ADDED:

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE CHANGED:

1. Breaking up expanse of paved areas more to minimize stormwater.
2. Keeptrail closeto WATER whenever possible, not along street.
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THINGSYOU LIKE:

1. Bikelanes.
2. Pedestrian islands near Garfield trail .
3. | likethe preferred aternative.

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE ADDED:

1. Ensure bicycle accessto walkway along lagoon.
2. If wildlifeisaconcern, then have times bikes allowed such as when tideis IN and
prohibit bikes when birds are there —when tide is OUT.

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE CHANGED:

THINGSYOU LIKE:

1. Youdidn'ttry to force aguideline (or standard) where it doesn’t fit. Thank you.

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE ADDED:

1. Please be conscious of planting shrubs and/or trees that don’t impact homeowner
views.

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE CHANGED:

1. The 3 (& 2 empty lots) on Section A westside have no parking when Garfield is
closed for ice and snow.

2. Perhaps you could add some parking at the lower end of the alley on Harrison
Avenue for the folks to park, when Garfield Avenue is closed. That way you could
clear the scrub trees, ivy and blackberries (& scotch broom now) instead of me.

THINGSYOU LIKE:

| like pedestrian crossing feature such as islands and medians for pedestrian safety.

| like as many pedestrian crossings as deemed appropriate.

| like sidewalks provided and am pleased lanes are narrower to allow for sidewalks.
Sidewalks on both sides the whole way would be great, but | understand why it won't
be and so sidewalks on one side and wider is acceptable and good compromise.

5. Bikelanes of course are wonderful!

pODNPRE

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE ADDED:

1. Greenery in with the pocket parking.

THINGSYOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE CHANGED:
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Comment received by malil.

I”’m unable to attend the meeting on November 18, 2004. The section of West Bay Drivel
live at is 225 West Bay Drive, 3 house down from the roundabout. The parking availablein
front of our house and our neighbors is where we park every winter when Garfield Avenueis
CLOSED OFF from Sherman Street to West Bay Drive when the roads are icy. We will have
no access to our homes from Harrison Avenue or Garfield Avenue when it snowsor isicy.
Thelast 27 years when the City closed Garfield Avenue, we al park on West Bay Drive
across from our homes. People that live in the Kwanchuck Condo aso park on West Bay
Drive when the weather isfoul.

Would appreciate if the City can save that critical parking arealocated above the Kwanchuck
Condos. That's also an area cars and truck pullover all thetime if they’re lost or having
mechanical problems. Police frequently pull people over in that same area so asto keep
traffic on the bridge and roundabouts’ flowing.

Comments from the West Bay Neighborhood Association.

1. Removing on-street parking at the south end is not fair to the residences on either side, for
some it istheir only guest parking, their nearest parking will be blocks away. Perhaps the
bike lanes can be included in traffic for the first block, leaving the parking in place to
Garfield Avenue.

2. The landscaping between the street and sidewalks should be reconfigured to include "Bio
Swales' for the treatment of storm water.

3. Very few of the retaining walls will be as low as 3-feet, requiring the additional width of
walk at these points acerbates the retaining wall designs significantly, i.e. a 4-foot wall
will cost ailmost twice what 3-foot and it gets worse as the walls get taller. Additionally
the soils are poor and very steep also making every foot critical.

4. The down hill bike lane on Schneider Hill is not required. Bikes are better off in traffic on
such steep hills.

5. The traffic count is quite low from Schneider hill to the marina and does not indicate a
need for bike lanes.

6. Widening, turn lane, and landscaped median at Garfield park and Brawne Avenue are
great but they will do little to slow traffic as they come down the hill, this design could be
made more of a calming design, with out becoming a problem for the trucks.

7. A great deal of care for the existing conditions of driveways and grades needs to be
exhibited, minor modifications could have huge ramifications on adjacent devel opments.

8. The ahility of the new plan to provide flexibility in the future must not be over looked. A
process by which it can be amended, with specific criteriarelevant to the West Bay Drive
Neighborhood set forth. Time will change many issues. Other people may see new
opportunities that we can not see today. Providing for inclusion of these unforeseen needs
and designs will give the plan a dimension as unique as West Bay Drive Neighborhood
itself.
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VII. COMPLETING THE PICTURE: FUNDING SOURCES AND
IMPLEMENTATION

It is expected that financial costs for any future street and frontage improvements along
West Bay Drive will be borne by both the public and private sector. In many ways the
timing of any potential street projects will relate to how the costs are distributed. Some
possible sources of funding include:

A. Frontage Improvements

Frontage improvements are a requirement of any new development or redevelopment.
Frontage improvements are expected to occur predominately on the northern end of the
corridor, where both small and large parcels may undergo development or redevel opment
in the foreseeabl e future. Frontage improvements may include sidewalk, bike lanes, street
widening for a turn lane if needed, planter strip, pedestrian crossing islands, and street
lighting.

B. Sidewalk Construction

Sidewak needs along West Bay Drive are identified in the City’s Sidewak Program.
Sidewalk construction is funded using Capital Improvement Funds and revenues from a
public-approved increase to the private utility tax. A project planned between 2006 and
2008 will address missing sections of sidewalk on one side of West Bay Drive from
Garfield Avenue to Schneider Hill. City sidewalk construction focuses on completing a
walking route on one side of the street for as many streets as possible. Over time, missing
sections on the other side of the street will be completed by private development and
eventually, a follow up project by the City will fill in missing links creating continuous
sidewalks on both sides.

C. Street Paving

Street paving is planned for West Bay Drive within the next 10 years. This work will
include an asphalt overlay, public utility improvements within the roadway if needed, and
in some sections, the street bed will be rebuilt. As part of this work, the roadway may be
widened 10 feet for 5-foot bike lanes on each side. Grant funds will likely be sought to
fund thiswork.

D. Bike Lane Construction

Bike lanes are planned on West Bay Drive. Bike lane construction will be coordinated
with planned paving. Bike Program funds are used for the costs associated with widening
the road, however, grant funds are also likely to be needed. In some locations, widening
for bike lanes will occur when private development constructs frontage improvements.
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E. Park Frontage

When the planned park on West Bay Drive is constructed, the City will be responsible for
the frontage improvements along the park frontage. Depending on the timing of the street
paving and sidewalk projects, these frontage improvements may be constructed prior to
the road work, or coordinated as part of the road work. Grant funds may be sought to
help complete the park’s frontage improvements, whether coordinated with the Public
Works projects or done independently.
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The following are the proposed additions to pg. 46 of the Transportation Chapter of the
Olympia Comprehensive Plan, to be placed after the paragraphs on the Decatur Street
Connection. This text will be considered by the Olympia City Council as part of the
2005 Comprehensive Plan Amendment Process.

West Bay Drive

West Bay Driveis a primary link to the west Olympia neighborhoods, and fronts an area
that is undergoing redevelopment from primarily industrial waterfront to a mix of urban
uses.

West Bay Drive is not projected to exceed the regional level of service standards for the
next 20 years therefore a two to three lane street section will be adequate. No additional
vehicle travel lanes are needed at the current time, but as development occurs street
intersection and driveways may require an exclusive left-turn lane. Plans call for
bikelanes and pedestrian facilities to be added as the area redevelops or as other road
improvements are made.

The existing street standards for much of West Bay Drive are those of a "Major
Collector" and may require up to 62 feet of space to accommodate sidewalks, planting
strips, bike lanes, and the roadway. The spur road at the northernmost end of the
corridor is classified as a“Major Commercial Collector,” and could require up to 70 feet
of space. Some parts of West Bay Drive are so narrow and steep that to accommodate all
of these features would require substantial public and private investment.

This corridor was studied in the 2004 West Bay Drive Corridor Study. During this
process a preferred alternative was developed that placed emphasis on meeting regional
transportation goals and considering access for bicycling, walking, and transit. The study
also took into account the safety, environmental, scenic, aesthetic, and community
impacts of any future street enhancements.

The preferred alternative recommended:

e Sidewalks and bicycle lanes aong the length of the road.

e Combining the recreational multiuse trail and sidewalk north of Brawne Avenue
on the Port Property (site of proposed park).

e Planter strips on the west side of the road, only where topography isn't a
constraint.

e Sidewak on the east side of the road, north of Brawne Avenue, separated by a
landscaped strip, and built to follow the natural terrain.

e Landscaping in the planter strips on the east side of the road that does not obstruct
views.

e Pedestrian crossing improvements at Brawne Avenue, the Garfield Trail, and the
proposed Woodard Neighborhood Connection.
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e Providing opportunities for views — with an emphasis on views from the street
and sidewalk.

e Providing public benches on the waterfront side of the street.

e Increasevisihility at street and driveways entering West Bay Drive.

e Signageto give West Bay Drive a sense of place.
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In 2004, Olympia Advance Planning, Parks, Arts and Recreation, and Public Works
began a planning process to look at the existing street standards for West Bay Drive. The
existing street standards for much of West Bay Drive are those of a "Major Collector”
and require up to 62 feet of space to accommodate sidewalks, planting strips, bike lanes,
and vehicle travel lanes. Some parts of West Bay Drive are so narrow and steep that to
accommodate all of these features would require substantial public and private costs. For
this reason the Olympia City Council requested that the existing street standards be
evaluated to allow for reasonable future street enhancements.

Since West Bay Drive is an important community asset, emphasis was placed on meeting
regional transportation goals and considering access for alternative modes of travel such
as bicycling, walking, and transit. This study aso took into account the safety,
environmental, scenic, aesthetic, and community impacts of any future street
enhancements.

Three public meetings were held over a nine-month period, where community input was
sought to first develop three aternatives, and then second, to select a preferred alternative
for recommendation to the City Council.

The result is a community-developed preferred alternative to the existing street standards
for the West Bay Drive corridor that fits into the overall vision in the Olympia
Comprehensive Plan, but allows for a modified street design to take into account the
unique conditions along the West Bay Drive corridor.

In 2005, the Olympia City Council will consider the findings in this report and gather
additional public comment through the Olympia Comprehensive Plan Amendment
process.
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