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ORDINANCE NO. _1;;;;;.;;O-.;;-1;;...;;..O.;;;..;16~_ 

AN ORDINANCE of the City Council of the City of SeaTac, 
Washington, authorizing the City Manager to contract with the Seattle 
Southside Visitor Services (SSVS) to implement a SeaTac-specific 
tourism campaign, and amending the 2010 Annual City Budget for the 
related expenditures. 

WHEREAS, the SeaTac City Council has reviewed agenda bill #3237, which proposes 

that the City contract with the Seattle Southside Visitor Services (SSVS) to implement a SeaTac-

specific on-line tourism and lodging marketing campaign; and 

WHEREAS, the rationale for funding this project is to assist the tourism sector to 

recover more rapidly from the recent economic downturn; and 

WHEREAS, the cost of the proposed project is estimated at approximately $90,060; and 

WHEREAS, funding for this effort was not provided for in the Hotel/Motel Tax Fund in 

the 2010 Annual City Budget; and 

WHEREAS, an amendment to the City's Annual City Budget is necessary to provide 

additional budgetary authority to fund this expenditure; 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATAC, 
WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN as follows: 

Section 1. The City Manager is authorized to enter into a contract with SSVS iInplement a 
SeaTac-specific on-line tourism and lodging marketing campaign. 

Section 2. The 2010 Annual City Budget shall be amended to increase the total Hotel/Motel 
Tax Fund #107 expenditures by $90,060. 

Section 3. This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect five (5) days after passage and 
publication as required by law. 
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ADOPTED this II::!::A day of ~"(3~ ,2010, and signed in authentication 

thereof on this I/Yh day of \....::1220 . ,2010. 

ATTEST: 

Approved as to Form: 

Mary E. Mifa te Bartolo, City Attorney 

[Effective Date: 5- t1d -It) 

ATAC 

t~ 
Gene Fisher, Deputy Mayor 

[Contract with SSVS for SeaTac-specific tourism campaign and 2010 Budget Amendment] 
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ORDINANCE NO. 10-1017 

AN ORDINANCE of the City Council of the City of 
SeaTac, Washington, adding new Sections 15.10.157 and 
15.10.158 to the SeaTac Municipal Code and amending 
Sections 15.10.249 and 15.12.020 of the SeaTac Municipal 
Code related to Crisis Diversion Facilities. 

WHEREAS, it is appropriate to amend the City's developn1ent regulations 

regarding essential public facilities and residential uses; and 

WHEREAS, the Growth Management Act requires regular review and update of 

development regulations which implement the City's Comprehensive Plan; and 

WHEREAS, regular review and update of the Zoning Code ensures that 

development regulations are responsive to the needs of the City; and 

WI-IEREAS, in reviewing the Zoning Code, certain development regulations 

have been identified as requiring definition, clarity, amendment or addition; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed the aforesaid changes to 

development regulations, has held a public hearing for the purpose of soliciting public 

comment in regard to Zoning Code changes, and has recommended the amendments and 

additions for adoption by the Council; 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATAC, 

WASHINGTON DO ORDAIN as follows: 

Section 1. A new Section 15.10.157 is hereby added to the SeaTac Municipal Code 
to read as follows: 

15.10.157 Crisis Diversion Facility (CDF) 
A residential treatment facility for individuals 18 years or older that 
diverts individuals from jails or hospitals suffering from mental illness 
and/or chemical dependency. A CDF is licensed by the Washington State 
Department of Health and certified by the Washington State Departlnent 
of Social and Health Services, provides temporary shelter, operate 24/7, 
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and hold individuals for up to 72 hours. One (1) Crisis Diversion Facility 
may be collocated with one (1) Crisis Diversion Interim Facility. 

Section 2. A new Section 15.10.158 is hereby added to the SeaTac Municipal Code 
to read as follows: 

15.10.158 Crisis Diversion Interim Facility (CDIF) 
A residential treatment facility that provides temporary shelter, additional 
on site mental illness and/or chemical dependency treatments administered 
by mental health care professionals, operates 24/7, and individuals may 
stay at the facility for up to two weeks. A CDIF is licensed by the 
Washington State Department of Health and certified by the Washington 
State Department of Social and Health Services. One (1) Crisis Diversion 
Interim Facility may be collocated with one (1) Crisis Diversion Facility. 

Section 3. Section 15.10.249 is hereby amended to the SeaTac Municipal Code to 
read as follows: 

15.10.249 Essential Public Facility 
A facility providing public services, or publicly funded services that is 
difficult to site or expand and which meets any of the following criteria: 
meets the Growth Management Act definition of an essential public 
facility (EPF), at RCW 36.70A.200, as now existing or hereafter amended, 
is on the State, King County or City list of essential public facilities, 
serves a significant portion of the County or region, or is part of a County­
wide or multi-County service system, and is difficult to site or expand. 
Essential public facilities include, but are not limited to, the following: 
airports, State and local correction facilities, State educational facilities, 
State and regional transportation facilities, landfills, solid waste handling 
facilities, sewage treatment facilities, major communication facilities and 
antennas (excluding wireless telecommunications facilities); and in-patient 
facilities such as group homes (excluding those facilities covered by the 
Washington Housing Policy Act), mental health facilities, secure 
community transition facilities (SCTF), crisis diversion facility, crisis 
diversion interim facility, and substance abuse facilities, including opiate 
substitution treatment facilities. 

Section 4. Section 15.12.020 is hereby amended to the SeaTac Municipal Code to 
read as follows: 

15.12.020 Residential Uses 

ZONES: 

P - Parks 

MHP - Mobile Home Park 

NB - Neighborhood 
Business 

CB - Community Business 

BP - Business Park 

O/C/MU -
Office/CommerciallM ixed Use 
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USE 
# 

001 

001.1 

002 

003 

004 

005 

006 

006.1 

007 

008 

008a 

008b 

008c 

008d 

008e 

009 

010 

011 

013 

USE 
# 

018 

UL - Urban Low density 

UM - Urban Medium 
Density 

UH - Urban High Density 

ABC - Aviation Business 
Center 

I - Industrial 

O/CM - Office/Commercial 
Medium 

T - Townhouse 

P - Permitted Use; C - Conditional Use Permit 

ZONES 

LAND USE P MHP UL UM UH NB CB ABC I 

RESIDENTIAL USES 

Single Detached P(1,7,9) P(1,7,9,13) P*(13) 
Dwelling Unit 

Single Attached P* P* 
Dwelling Unit 

Duplex P P* 

Townhouses P P* 

Multi-Family P P*(10) C P*(8) C*(8) 

Senior Citizen Multi C P P* C P* P* 

Manufactured/Modular P(9) P(9) P(9) 
Home 

Mobile Home P(9) 
(nonHUD) 

Bed and Breakfast! P(2) P(2) P*(2) P(2) 
Guesthouse 

Community P(3) P(3) P*(3) P(3) P*(3) P*(3) 
Residential Facility I 

Community I P* C P* P* 
Residential Faciiity ii 

Transitional Housing C*(14) P*(14) P*(14) 

Halfway House C*( 11) C*( 11 ) 

Crisis Diversion Ql1§} Q. 
Facility ill.} 

Crisis Diversion Ql1§} Q. 
Interim Facility ill.} 

Overnight Shelter C*(11 ) C*( 11) 

Convalescent Center/ P* P P* P* 
Nursing Home 

Mobile Home Park P C(4) C(4) C*(4) 

College Dormitory C P* P* 

ZONES 

LAND USE P MHP UL UM UH NB CB ABC I 

ACCESSORY USES 

Home Occupation P P P(6) P*(6) 

O/CM BP O/C/MU T 

P 

P* P* 

P*(8) P*(12) 

P* P* 

C* P*(2) 

P*(3) 

P* P (12) 

C*(14) 

C*( 11 ) 

C*(11 ) 

P* 

P* P* P*(6) 

O/CM BP O/C/MU T 

P*(6) P*(6) 
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USE 

019 

LAND USE ZONES 

Shed/Garage I I P(5) I P(5) I P*(5) I I I I 
*See Chapters 15.13 and 15.35 SMC for additional development standards. 
(1) Accessory dwelling units permitted. See Chapter 15.37 SMC for standards. 
(2) Standards for Bed and Breakfast: 

I 

a. Number of guests limited to six (6), with no more than three (3) bedrooms; 
b. Parking area for three (3) nonresident vehicles, and screened; 
c. Proof of King County Health Department approval; 
d. Breakfast is only meal served for paying guest. 

(3) Standards for Community Residential Facilities I: 

I I 

a. No more than five (5) nonsupport people, unless as modified pursuant to requirement 
(3)( e )**; 

b. No more than two (2) support people**; 
c. Any parking spaces in excess of two shall be screened and not visible from public 

streets; 
d. In UL zone, house shall be a single-family structure compatible with the surrounding 

area; in UM zone, house shall maintain residential character; 
e. Reasonable accommodation shall be made for persons with disabilities as required by 

State and Federal law. See SMC 15.12.018 for accommodation procedure. 
** (a) and (b) do not apply to State-licensed adult family homes and foster family homes. 

(4) A park outside established or proposed mobile home park zone is permitted after approval 
through the CUP process. 

(5) Limited to one thousand (1,000) gsf and a twenty (20) foot height limit (highest point), except 
as allowed under SMC 15.13.1 05(B). 

(6) See Chapter 15.17 SMC for standards and limitations. 
(7) Efficiency unit permitted within primary dwelling, not exceeding twenty-five percent (25%) of 

gross square feet of dwelling. 
(8) Ground floor uses must be retail, service, or commercial uses as described in SMC 

15.13.107. 
(9) See Chapter 15.26 SMC for additional development standards. 
(10) For new development and redevelopment residential projects that are located in the UH­

UCR zone, at least fifty percent (50%) of the building;s ground floor shall be a retail, 
service, or commercial use as described in SMC 15.13.107. 

(11) As part of the CUP process a threshold determination will be made as to whether an 
essential public facility (EPF) siting process is needed. See SMC 15.22.035. These 
requirements shall not be construed to limit the appropriate use of schools and other 
facilities for emergency shelters in disaster situations. 

(12) Permitted only as part of a mixed use development, as described in SMC 15.35.620, and 
arranged on-site as described in SMC 15.35.610. 

(13) Small lot single-family development allowed subject to design standards in SMC 
15.19.760. 

(14) Must have adequate on-site and program management, and satisfactory written policies 
and procedures, including those describing tenant selection, assistance, denial or 
termination, and housing safety standards. Screening must not allow as residents persons 
who have been classified as Class III sexual offenders. 

(15) Subject to a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) and Essential Public Facility (EPF) siting 
process. 
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Section 5. The City Clerk is directed to forward a copy of this Ordinance to the 
Washington State Department of Commerce within ten (10) days after adoption, and to 
the King County Assessor. 

Section 6. If any provision of this Ordinance or its application to any person or 
circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of the Ordinance or the application of the 
provision to other persons or circumstances shall not be affected. 

Section 7. 
publication. 

The Ordinance shall be effective five (5) days after passage and 

ADOPTED thi~ day of :1Y7~ ,2010, and signed in authentication 

thereof on thisdBlft day of '-Y-Y1~ ~ , 2010. 

CITY OF SEATAC 

ATTEST: 

Kristina Gregg, City Clerk 

Approved as to Form: 

[Effective Date ;;, - 0..:::) -c;JD ID J 

[Crisis Diversion Facilities Code Amendments] 
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ORDINANCE NO. 10-1019 ------

AN ORDINANCE of the City Council of the City of SeaTac, 
Washington, amending the 2010 Annual City Budget for 
n1iscellaneous itelns. 

WHEREAS, the SeaTac City Council has reviewed Agenda Bill # 3230 submitted by the 

Finance and Systems Department which details recOlnmended increases and decreases in various 

revenue and expenditure line items in the 2010 Annual City Budget; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council has deemed it appropriate to remove the budgeted 

amounts for various capital expenditures related to the SeaTac/Airport Station Area fron1 the 

2010 Budget; and 

WHEREAS, mnendlnent to the City's 2010 Budget is necessary to provide additional 

appropriation authority to fund certain expenditures identified in Agenda Bill #3230; 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATAC, 

WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN as follows: 

Section 1. The 2010 Annual City Budget shall be mnended to increase the total General Fund 
#001 revenues by $42,786 and increase expenditures by $28,061. 

Section 2. The 2010 Annual City Budget shall be amended to decrease the total Port of 
Seattle ILA Fund #105 expenditures by $8,600,000. 

Section 3. The 2010 Annual City Budget shall be amended to decrease the total HoteJ/Motel 
Tax Fund #107 expenditures by $593,376. 

Section 4. The 2010 Annual City Budget shall be amended to increase the total Facility 
Repair & Replacement Fund #110 expenditures by $16,410. 

Section 5. The 2010 Annual City Budget shall be amended to increase the total Des Moines 
Creek Basin ILA Fund #111 expenditures by $164,760. 

Section 6. The 2010 Annual City Budget shall be amended to increase the total L TGO City 
Hall Bond Fund #201 expenditures by $305. 

Page - 1 



Section 7. The 2010 Annual City Budget shall be amended to increase the total Hotel/Motel 
Tax Bond Fund #203 expenditures by $305. 

Section 8. The 2010 Annual City Budget shall be amended to increase the total 2009 LTGO 
Refunding Bond Fund #206 revenues by $610. 

Section 9. The 2010 Annual City Budget shall be amended to increase the total Municipal 
CIP Fund #301 revenues by $8,800 and increase expenditures by $28,700. 

Section 10. The 2010 Annual City Budget shall be amended' to Increase the total 
Transportation CIP Fund #307 revenues by $98,472. 

Section 11. The 2010 Annual City Budget shall be amended to decrease the total Light Rail 
Station Areas CIP Fund #308 revenues by $9,193,376 and decrease expenditures by $9,193,376. 

Section 12. The 2010 Annual City Budget shall be amended to increase the total Surface 
Water Management Fund #403 revenues by $48,502. 

Section 13. This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect five (5) days after passage and 
publication as required by law. 

ADOPTED t~is~daY:f fJ 1Y'tl' _ , 2010, and signed in authentication 

thereofonthis~ dayof ()~ ,2010. 
{I 

ATTEST: 

Approved as to Form: 
i 

Mary Mir te Bartolo, City Attorney 
[Effective Date: "?-O,2,-LO ] 

[2010 Budget Amendment for Miscellaneous Items] 

CITY OF SEATAC 
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ORDINANCE NO. 10-1020 

AN ORDINANCE of the City Council of the City of SeaTac, 
Washington, approving the low bidder for re-roofing of City Hall, 
authorizing the City Manager to enter into a contract with Access 
Services, and amending the 2010 Annual City Budget. 

WIfEREAS, the SeaTac City Hall roof replacelnent was originally scheduled to be 

replaced in the year 2014 in the 2010 - 2015 Capital I1nprovelnent Progrmn (ClP), but staff 

recolnlnends replacing the roof in 2010 in conjunction with the cooling tower replacelnent 

scheduled for 2010 in the 2010 2015 ClP because the flat roofis leaking at various spots; and 

WHEREAS, as this expenditure was not included in the 2010 Annual City Budget, 

an1endlnent to the 2010 Budget is necessary to provide additional appropriation authority to fund 

this expenditure as identified in Agenda bill #3250; 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF TIlE CITY OF SEATAC, 
WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN as follows: 

Section 1. The 2010 Annual City Budget shall be mnended to increase the total Municipal 

Capital I1nprovements Fund #301 expenditures by $314,375. 

Section 2. The City Council accepts the low bid of Access Services for the City Hall roof 

replacement project. The City Manager is authorized to enter into a contract with Access 

Services for the work. 

Section 3. This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect five (5) days after passage and 

publication as required by law. 
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ADOPTED this cK'7l4i day of ~ , 2010, and signed in authentication 

thereof on thisO?70t day of 8uJJo ,2010. 

ATTEST: 

Approved as to Form: 

[Effective Date:. 08/01-/10 
I 

CITY OF SEATAC 

~~ 

[City Hall Roof Project and Budget Amendment] 
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ORDINANCE NO. _..;;;;,.10;;,..-..;;;;,.10=2;;..;;:;1 __ 

AN ORDINANCE of the City Council of the City of SeaTac, 
Washington transferring surplus real property to the South 
Correctional Entity. 

WHEREAS, the City Council approved a Memorandum of Understanding with the 

South Correctional Entity (SCORE) on June 9, 2009, that provided that the City Council would 

consider transferring 18th Avenue South ("the property") to the Port of Seattle, so that the Port 

could allow SCORE to access the site of a new jail facility currently being constructed; and 

WHEREAS, the transfer of 18th Avenue South was addressed in the 2005 ILA between 

the City and the Port, and the City has been compensated by the Port for the property; and 

WHEREAS, the City vacated 18th Avenue South by Ordinance 09-1022, and therefore 

the property is no longer City right-of-way, although the property is still owned by the City; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council previously adopted Ordinance 09-1027, which declared 

that the property is surplus to the needs of the City; and 

WHEREAS, a Settlement Agreement dated August 19, 2010 between the Port of Seattle 

and SCORE states that the Port will assign all rights in 18th Avenue South to SCORE, and 

therefore it is appropriate for SeaTac to deed the property directly to SCORE; 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATAC, 

WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN as follows: 

Section 1. The real property formerly known as 18th Avenue South, located between South 
208th Street and South 200th Street, and that is more particularly identified in Exhibit A and 
Exhibit B to this Ordinance shall be transferred, upon acceptance, to the South Correctional 
Entity. 
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Section 2. The City Manager is hereby authorized to execute any documents on behalf of the 
City to effectuate the transfer of property to the South Correctional Entity as set forth in Section 1 
of this Ordinance. 

Section 3. Sections 2 and 3 of Ordinance 09-1027 are hereby repealed. 

Section 4. If any provision of this Ordinance or its application to any person or circumstance is 
held invalid, the remainder of the act or the application of the provision to other persons or 
circumstances shall not be affected. 

Section 5. This Ordinance shall not be codified and shall be in full force and effect five (5) 
days after passage and publication as required by law. 

ADOPTED this /a#! day of _-=-_--=-______ 72010, and signed in 

authentication thereof on this I d-. YA day of 0 el-oiJ e., ,2010. 

CITY OF SEATAC 

ATTEST: 

7n1Vl~ <~M':Z¥~ e·~ ~ 
Kristina Gregg, Cit erk 

Approved as to Form: 

Mary E. Mir nte Bartolo, Cn'y Attorney 

[Effective Date: /0 - 83 -/0 

[Property transfer to SCORE-former 18th Avenue] 
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Exhibit B 

Description 

All that portion of the 60-foot former right-of-way known as lsth Avenue South lying southerly of South 
200th Street and northerly of South 20sth Street. Situated in the Southwest Quarter of Section 4, 
Township 22 North, Range 4 East, W.M., City of SeaTac, King County, Washington. 

This portion of the lsth Avenue South right-of-way was vacated by SeaTac Ordinance 09-1022. 



ORDINANCE NO. _.....;1;;;....;;0.....;-1;;;....;;0~2.;;;..2_ 

AN ORDINANCE of the City Council of the City of SeaTac, 
Washington adding a new Chapter 1.35 of the SeaTac Municipal Code 
related to the City Logo. 

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to regulate the use of the City logo; 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATAC, 

W ASHINGTON,DO ORDAIN as follows: 

Section 1. A new Chapter 1.35 of the SeaTac Municipal Code is hereby created to read as 
follows: 

Sections: 

1.35.010 

1.35.020 

1.35.030 

1.35.040 

1.35.050 

Legislative findings. 

Definition. 

Official use. 

Violation. 

Permission for use. 

1.35.010 Legislative findings. 

Chapter 1.35 

City Logo 

The City Council finds that the logo of the City of SeaTac is a symbol of the authority of the City 
and is a valuable asset of its population. It is the intent of the City Council to ensure that only 
appropriate uses are made of said City logo. 

1.35.020 Definition. 

Unless the context clearly requires otherwise, the definition in this section applies throughout 
this chapter. "City logo" or "logo" means the logo depicted below with "City of SeaTac" and 
depicting an airplane with a city skyline and mountain in the background. The City logo may 
appear with or without "Est. 1990" to represent the year the City incorporated. 
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1.35.030 Official use. 

Use of the city logo shall be for official purposes as specifically set forth below: 

A. The following uses have been explicitly and expressly approved without the need for further 
City consent: 

1. Use of logo on any official City of SeaTac document, including but not limited to stationery, 
letterhead, report and report covers, envelopes, memorandums, faxes, employee and elected 
officials' business cards, name tags, and name plates; 

2. Use of logo by Seattle Southside Visitor Services, Enterprise Seattle, the Southwest King 
County Economic Initiative, and the State of Washington for their marketing materials, on their 
website, and in their printed materials that are used in recruitment, expansion and retention 
efforts for marketing for business attraction and development; 

3. Use of logo by the Southwest King County Chamber of Commerce for City of SeaTac 
promotion including for the City's general promotion through the Chamber's map; 

4. Use of logo by an entity approved by the City Manager for apparel or other merchandise 
purchased by City employees and elected officials, provided those purchases are transacted while 
those employees and elected officials are still serving in their City capacities; and 

5. Use of logo by those officially involved with and for the planning of City sponsored festivals 
and events, such as the International Festival and accompanying parade, including but not limited 
to event decorations, promotional materials, advertisements, posters, and temporary signs. 

B. If requested, the City logo may be used for other specific events that benefit the City of 
SeaTac community, upon approval as set forth in SMC 1.35.050. 

C. The City logo shall not be used on or in connection with any advertising or promotion for any 
product, business, organization, service, or article, whether offered for sale for profit or offered 
without charge, without approval of the City Manager as set forth in SMC 1.35.050. The logo 
shall not be used in connection with any election issue, or campaign related thereto. 

D. It is a violation of this chapter to use any symbol that imitates the logo or that is deceptively 
similar in appearance of the logo, or in any manner that would be an improper use of the logo 
itself. 
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1.35.040 Violation. 

Any person who willfully violates this chapter is guilty of a misdemeanor. The city's right to 
prosecute under this section shall not affect its rights to pursue civil or injunctive relief under 
federal or state laws, or any other relief available under the law. 

1.35.050 Permission for use. 

Any request for use of the City logo not approved as set forth in SMC 1.35.030 (A) shall be 
submitted in writing to the City Clerk in advance of the date needed. The City Manager, shall 
decide whether the requested use shall be approved by the City. The City Clerk shall send written 
response to the requestor within three business days of the decision by the City Manager. 

Section 2. If any provision of this Ordinance or its application to any person or circumstance 
is held invalid, the remainder of the Ordinance or the application of the provision to other 
persons or circumstances shall not be affected. 

Section 3. This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect five (5) days after passage and 
publication as required by law. 

ADOPTED this /~M day of __ O",--C!_h_h--:;...:er __ 2010, and signed In 

authentication thereof on this IO?:/-'f) , 2010. 

CITY OF SEATAC 

ATTEST: 

Approved as to Form: 

;1!laAj, rl/iu(tu<l~ . AJvio 
Mary E. MiQ:nte Bartolo, City Attorney 

[Effective Date: Ie:; -e2.3 -/0 

[Use of City Logo] 
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ORDINANCE NO. _....,.;1;;.,;;0....,.;-1;;.,;;0..;;;;,2,;;..3_ 

AN ORDINANCE of the City Council of the City of SeaTac, 
Washington amending sections 9.05.050 and 9.05.060 of the SeaTac 
Municipal Code related to parking infractions. 

WHEREAS, the City Council finds it appropriate to increase the monetary penalties for 

parking infractions related to commercial and wide vehicle parking; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATAC, 

WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN as follows: 

Section 1. 
follows: 

Section 9.05.050 of the SeaTac Municipal Code is hereby anlended to read as 

9.05.050 Commercial parking prohibited. 

It is a parking infraction, with a monetary penalty of Hft:ytwo hundred dollars ($~200.00), for any 
person to park a commercial vehicle which is more than eighty (80) inches wide overall on any 
street or alley in residentially zoned areas (zones UH, UM, UL, and MHP, as designated by 
Chapter 15.11 SMC) between the hours of midnight and six a.m. 

Section 2. 
follows: 

Section 9.05.060 of the SeaTac Municipal Code is hereby amended to read as 

9.05.060 Parking wide vehicles on certain streets. 

It is a parking infraction, with a monetary penalty of ti-f:ty1wo hundred dollars ($0-200.00), for any 
person to park any vehicle, as defined in RCW 46.04.670, which is ninety (90) inches wide or 
wider on or along any City street, road, alley or right-of-way other than 12th Place South between 
16th Avenue South and 12th Avenue South, 12th Avenue South between 12th Place South and 
South 192nd Street, South 192nd Street between 12th Avenue South and 16th Avenue South, and 
16th Avenue South between South 192nd Street and 12th Place South; provided, that this section 
shall not apply to momentary stops and parking for loading, unloading and making deliveries to 
residences and businesses in the vicinity, or instances when an emergency exists and the vehicle 
is parked no longer than necessary. It is further provided that this section shall not be construed 
to grant any person a right to park any vehicle in any location in the City, and this section does 
not relieve the driver or operator of any vehicle of the responsibility to park a vehicle in a safe 
manner and in accordance with applicable traffic codes. 
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Section 3. This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect five (5) days after passage and 
publication as required by law. 

ADOPTED this IcRWL day of_---'O~(1....:.....M __ er-- 2010, and signed In 

authentication thereof on this /~ day of 0 e' f,)f;.e r , 2010. 

CITY OF SEATAC 

~aw~ TelTYirson, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

Ln7M~~ ~/O~{!,~ ~k.. 
Kristina Gregg, Ci Cierk ~ ~ 

Approved as to Form: 

[Effective Date: /0"" ~.3 -; () 

[W ide Vehicle Parking Ordinance] 
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ORDINANCE NO. 10-1025 

An ORDINANCE of the City Council of the City of SeaTac, 
Washington, amending portions of the City of SeaTac 
Comprehensive Plan. 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the requirelnents of the Washington State Growth Management 

Act, the City of SeaTac is required to develop and adopt a Comprehensive Plan, which plan is 

required to include various elements for land use, housing, transportation, capital facilities and 

utilities, and which may include other elements such as, cOlnnlunity ilnage, econornic vitality, 

environlnental management, parks, recreation and open space, and human services; and 

WHEREAS, the City adopted its COlnprehensive Plan in December, 1994, after study, 

review, cOlnmunity input and public hearings; and 

WHEREAS, the State Growth Managelnent Act CRCW 36.70A.130) requires that each 

cOlnprehensive land use plan and development regulations be subject to continuing review and 

evaluation by the county or city that adopted them; and 

WHEREAS, the State Growth Management Act provides for mnend111ents to the 

Comprehensive Plan no more than once per year; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council authorized, by Resolution No. 97-001, a process for 

mnending the COlnprehensive Plan; and 

WHEREAS, it is necessary to update the COlnprehensive Plan Capital Facilities 

Elelnent, 6-year Capital Facilities Plan, and other sections as identified through public process; 

and 

WHEREAS, procedures for amending the Plan have been ilnplemented in 2010, 

including efforts to solicit public input, acceptance of proposals for Comprehensive Plan 



amendments, evaluation according to preliminary and final criteria; and 

WHEREAS, the environmental impacts of the proposed amendments have been 

assessed, and a Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance, File No. SEP10-00006, was issued 

August 20,2010; and 

WHEREAS, after a public hearing on October 19, 2010 to consider proposed 

amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, the Planning Commission recommended adoption of 

proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, and made its recommendation to the to the 

City Council; and 

WHEREAS, after consideration of testimony received at the Public Hearing sessions, the 

Department of Planning and Community Development has recommended to the City Council 

adoption of the proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan as shown in the Final Docket 

Staff Report; and 

WHEREAS, copies of these proposed amendments were filed with the Washington 

Department of Commerce not less than sixty days prior to final action, pursuant to RCW 

36.70A.l06 and WAC 365-195-620; and 

WHEREAS, all of the foregoing recitals are deemed by the City Council to be findings 

of fact; 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATAC, 

WASHINGTON DO ORDAIN as follows: 

Section l. The City of SeaTac Comprehensive Plan, adopted on December 20, 1994, 
and amended annually in subsequent years, is hereby amended as set forth in Exhibit A. 
A copy of the amendments shall be maintained on file with the Office of the City Clerk 
for public inspection. 
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Section 2. The City Clerk is directed to transmit a complete and accurate copy of this 
Ordinance to the Washington Department of Commerce, Growth Management Services 
Division within ten days after final adoption, pursuant to RCW 36. 70A.1 06 and WAC 
365-195-620. The City Clerk is also directed to transmit a complete and accurate copy of 
this Ordinance to the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC), pursuant to RCW 
36.70A.100 and RCW 36.70A.210. The Clerk is further directed to transmit a copy of 
this Ordinance, together with copies of other Ordinances amending development 
regulations adopted within the preceding twelve months, to the King County Assessor by 
the ensuing 31 st day of July, pursuant to RCW 35A.63.260. 

Section 3. If any provision of this act or its application to any person or circumstance 
is held invalid, the remainder of the act or the application of the provision to other 
persons or circumstances shall not be affected. 

Section 4. This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect five (5) days after passage 
and publication. 

ADOPTED this a'l rh day of November, 2010 and signed in authentication 

thereof this J.. '1 th day of November, 2010. 

ATTEST: 

stina Greg~, CitY~ 
Approved as to Form: 

" 

[Effective Date: / ,1,./// /; () 1 
I I 
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2010 Comprehensive Plan Amendments 



Map Amendments 



Map Amendment #A-l 



2010 Proposed Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan 
Land Use Plan Map 
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Map Amendment #A-2 



2010 Proposed Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan 
Land Use Plan Map 

Map Amendment #A-2 
Shaded Area Proposed for Map Change 
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2010 Proposed Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan 
Land Use Plan Map 

Map Amendment #A-3 
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Map Amendment #A-4 
Not Adopted 



Map Amendment #B-l 
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Map Amendment #B-2 
Withdrawn 

(There are no changes to this map this year. 

This was a "placeholder" amendment to allow 

f'Or updating this map if new information about 

wetlands or streams came to the City through 

studies required by permit processes.) 

Map Amendment #B-3 
Withdrawn 

(There are no changes to this map this year. 

This was a "placeholder" amendment to allow 
for updating this map, anticipating new 

information about Wellhead Protection Areas 

from the Highline Water District.) 



Subarea Plan 
Amendments 



Subarea Plan 
Amendment #S-l 



Rescind SeaTac/Airport 

Station Area Plan 





Amend sections of the City Center Plan to 

incorporate policies in revised Station Area Plan 

as follows: 

1. Prohibit New Surface Park-and-Fly 

Operations 

2. Remove the Collector Streets from Figure 

5.1 (Map) 

And, in the absence of a map showing future 

street locations 

3. Update policies for new development to 

provide adequate vehicular and pedestrian 

access and circulation 

AND 

4. Include updated description/background 

information regarding rail station location 



Council Amended the Ordinance at the 
November 29, 2010 Special Council 

Meeting to also incorporate the following 
two policies into the City Center Plan: 

5. Create parking management practices to 

discourage 
"hide-&-ride" parking 

AND 

6. Reduce traffic mitigation fees (traffic 

in1pact reduction allowance) to encourage 

desired developments 



1. Prohibit New Surface Park-and­
Fly Operations 



City Center Plan Components of the Plan 

Amendments to Implement the Recommendation "City Center 
Plan and regulations be amended to specify no new surface 
park-and-flyallowed:" 

Proposed Implementation Primary Time 
PoUcies Strategies Responsibility Line 

Land Use 
Policy LU-IA: Promote a • Provide for phased City Council Immediate 
pedestrian-friendly and implementation of the City 
transit supportive land use Center Plan consistent with 
pattern for future the adopted Capital Facilities 
development projects. Plan, phasing of regional 

projects, and timing of 
private-sector developments. 

• Evaluate the zoning map and City Council Immediate/ As 
phasing plan to rezone needed 
properties in conjunction 
with the King County TDR 
program. 

• Adopt development City Council Immediate 
standards that require 
pedestrian-oriented site 
design and pedestrian-
friendly building design. 

• D,,,--n,,;/ D'T~ibit ~lll-f;:lce 
" ',n.H .. H.' City Council Immediate 
commercial surface parking 
(park-al1d -fly) n.v,j" Ar< 

~'HAJ H'.' 

""" ',., CO," 
MAL "'''''''' 

• Preclude parking uses City Council Immediate 
immediately adjacent to 
International Boulevard. 

• Work with the Port of Seattle City Council Short-term 
and businesses to serve the 
long-term parking market. 

• Adopt development City Council Immediate 
standards that require a 
maximum building setback 
along International 
Boulevard of twenty feet, 
and of ten feet along other 
public or private streets. 
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City Center Plan Components of the Plan 

Proposed Implementation Primary Time 
Policies Strategies Responsibility Line 

Policy L U-IA: Continued • Require public agencies that City Council Long-term 
provide new high capacity 
transit service to locate 
transit stops and! or stations 
within ~ mile of all areas 
within the City Center area 
when possible. 
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Center Plan L-o:mplone:nts of the Plan 

Proposed Implementation Primary Time 
Policies Strategies Responsibility Line 

Economic Vitality 

Policy EV-IA: Create a • Adopt development City Council Immediate 
favorable business climate standards that segregate City Staff 
through segregating hotel/motel and residential 
incompatible land uses, uses to minimize potential 
providing business incentives, conflicts and reduce 
and forming public/private potential permitting 
partnerships. conflicts. City Council Short Term 

• Partner with the Southwest City Staff 

King County Chamber of 
Commerce to improve 
marketing efforts. 

Policy EV-IB: Facilitate a • Provide zoning sufficient to City Council Short Term 
community-oriented business encourage small-scale City Staff 
district by providingfor commercial uses to develop 
appropriate residential and near "Main Street" in close 
commercial development. proximity to high-density 

residential areas. City Council Immediate 

• Require interconnected City Staff 

arterials and collector streets 
to enhance access to and 
through blocks. City Council Immediate 

City Staff 
• Provide on-street parking on 

32nd (Main Street) to City Council Short Term 
enhance retail business. City Staff 

• Partner with Sound Transit 
and the Port of Seattle to 
enhance pedestrian mobility 
through provision of 
pedestrian overpasses, 
moving sidewalks, and! or 
automated people mover 
systems. 

DECEMBER 1999 DRAFT 2010 AMENDMENTS 1 



City Center Plan 

Proposed 
Policies 

Policy EV-IC: Encourage 
multiple use facilities for 
visitors and residents through 
parking restrictions and 
incentive-based programs. 

DECEMBER 1999 

Implementation 
Strategies 

• Adopt development 
standards that limit parking 
uses. 

• Restrict parking uses 
immediately adj acent to 
International Boulevard. 

• Adopt development 
standards for parking 
facilities that require pre-
design to accommodate non-
parking uses, are safe and 
attractive at all hours, and 
that incorporate safe and 
convenient pedestrian 
access. 

• 

• Adopt development 
standards that include 
incentives for commercial 
parking uses through 
provision of public 
amenities. 

• Permit flexibility in mixed 
use development through 
vertical or horizontal 
configurations. 

Components of the Plan 

Primary 
Responsibility 

City Council 
City Staff 

City Council 
City Staff 

City Council 
City Staff 

City Council 
City Staff 

City Council 
City Staff 

City Council 
City Staff 

Time 
Line 

Immediate 

Immediate 

Immediate 

Immediate 

Immediate 

Immediate 
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2. Remove the Collector Streets from 
Figure 5 .1 (Map) 

Note: The following language will be included 

in the notes section of this map in the revised 
. 

verSIon. 

"New local access streets will be developed as 

new development occurs, resulting over time 

in a network of connected streets that provide 

for vehicular and pedestrian access and 

circulation. " 



N Sea T ae City Center Plan 
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Figure 5.1 



3. Update policies for new 
development to provide adequate 

vehicular and pedestrian access and 
circulation 



City Center Plan Components of the Plan 

Amendments to Implement the Recommendation "In the 
absence of a map showing a future street network, City 
Center Plan be amended to include policy for new 
development to provide adequate vehicular and pedestrian 
access and circulation:" 

Land Use/Zoning 

GOAL 1 

To create a vibrant City Center that encourages high-quality development 
and is linked to mass transit facilities. 

Policy LU-1A: Promote a pedestrian-friendly and transit-supportive land use 
pattern for future development projects. 

Discussion 

Developments that include a mix of uses in close walking distance of each other will encourage people to 
park once and walk to various uses. Developments with safe and clear pedestrian connections, urban-scale 
blocks with pedestrian amenities, active street edges rather than blank facades, and proximity to transit 
service will reduce the need to use automobiles. 

Policy LU-1 B: Encourage high-intensity commercial uses to locate along/near 
International Boulevard with more community-oriented uses to be located in the eastern 
portions of the City Center. 

Discussion 

The area along International Boulevard should continue to serve as a regional commercial area catering to 
high intensity Airport needs. These areas can take advantage of regional traffic flow on International 
Boulevard and the short distance to Airport facilities. Main Street (32nd Avenue) will provide accessibility 
for neighborhood-scale (medium intensity) commercial and residential uses as well as some Airport­
related commercial uses. This pedestrian-friendly street is intended to be lined with a mixture of 
community-oriented retail and commercial uses, a mixture of housing types for various income levels, 
and provide civic gathering spaces and parks. 

Figure 5.1 shows the zoning along Main Street as Office/Commercial Medium (O/CM), 
Office/Commercial Mixed-Use (O/C/MU), or Townhouse. As noted in the preceding paragraph, Main 
Street is intended to provide access to neighborhood scale services in the eastern portions of the City 
Center. The circulation concept for the City Center relies on the notion 
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City Center Plan Components of the Plan 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~,~~~~. Figures 5.1a and 5.1 b 
illustrate alternatives for providing access through the Bow Lake Center area. In keeping with the intent 
of Policy LU-1B, the zoning shown adjacent to Main Street in Figure 5.1 would shift with the street 
location alternative chosen as this area develops. 

High intensity commercial areas along International Boulevard are anticipated to include hotels, offices, 
Park-&-Fly garages, services, retail, transit, and entertainment uses. There is no change in the extent of 
the "high intensity" commercial area. Unappealing parking garages are to be discouraged as a dominant 
land use in the City Center. Development standards 
could require parking structures to be set back from 
International Boulevard or require that an active 
building be placed in front of the structure. This 
may limit the parking capacity of parcels fronting 
International Boulevard. In addition, parking could 
be increased in exchange for public benefits such as 
open space, public access routes, and improved 
aesthetics. 

The types of buildings allowed in the high intensity 
commercial areas include a mix of large and medium 
sized hotels, office buildings, and parking garages. 

Large hotels may develop from ten to fourteen 
stories with stand-alone parking structures. These 
may be limited by FAA height restrictions. 

Medium sized hotel/motel projects with surface 
parking lots as well as parking underneath the 
rooms may be up to four stories. 

Large office buildings may be eight to twelve stories 
high with a structured parking garage. These may 
be limited by FAA height restrictions. 
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City Center Plan Components of the Plan 

TRANSPORTATION/ROADS 

GOAL 1 

To provide safe and efficient vehicular access to, from and through the City 
Center. 

Policy T-1A: Create a new "Main Street" along 32nd Avenue South and provide adequate 
connections to existing and future City Center streets. 

Discussion 

An alternative north-south arterial is necessary to allow City Center residents and employees to move 
through the City Center area without being entirely dependant upon access to International Boulevard. As 
a state route, International Boulevard will continue to carry large volumes of regional traffic. A system of 
smaller collector streets will allow local traffic to reach the major arterials that provide regional access (S. 
188th St. and International Boulevard). Main Street, with several existing and potential east-west 
connections to International Boulevard, will become the primary local traffic artery for the City Center. 
This route will be designed to accommodate local traffic needs only, and will have a relatively low design 
speed and insufficient capacity to serve as a bypass to International Boulevard for pass-through regional 
traffic. 

Typical minor arterial street section. 
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City Center Plan Components of the Plan 

Policy T-1B: Ensure adequate vehicular access from the City Center to International 
Boulevard and other local and regional facilities. 

Discussion 

Good access to maj or transportation modes and significant commercial developments is key to realizing 
the development potential of much of the City Center. Multiple access ways will improve the ability to 
move people, goods, and services throughout the City Center as well as access facilities outside of the 
City Center. 

Discussion 

exact location of future collector streets is not specified-&9: 

areao Increasing the numbers of collector streets provides more prime street front development sites, and 
automobiles and pedestrians are better able to circulate around area. These streets will 
also reduce traffic impacts at existing intersections by dispersing traffic through a wider local street 
network. New streets with sidewalks and appropriate landscaping, built by either the public sector or the 
private sector, will serve to improve the development capacity of these areas. 

Policy T-1 D: Employ traffic calming techniques and other measures to minimize traffic 
congestion in existing single family neighborhoods caused by development in the City 
Center. 

Discussion 

The addition of new arterial and collector roads will reduce the need for traffic to use streets that 
primarily serve single family neighborhoods. A variety of devices may be employed to help discourage 
the use of streets that primarily serve single family neighborhoods by making such streets less convenient 
to pass-through traffic. Street intersections can be narrowed so that cars must slow down to make turns. 
Visually narrowing streets by adding street trees and extending the sidewalks at the intersection 
crosswalks will cause cars to slow down by changing the perception that the road is wide open and safe 
for high speeds. Traffic circles can be added to residential intersections. These require cars to travel at 
very slow speeds to maneuver around them. Also signs can be added identifying residential streets with 
reduced speed limits. 
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City Center Plan Components of the Plan 

Proposed Implementation Primary Time 
Policies Strategies Responsibility Line 

Transportation 

Policy T-1A: Create a new • Acquire and! or improve City Council See Phasing 
"Main Street" along 32nd 

public right of way Plan (Fig. 6.1) 
Avenue South and provide incrementally as needed to 
adequate connections to construct Main Street and 
existing and future City new public access ways 
Center streets. pursuant to the Modified 

Main Street Plan. 

Policy T-1B: Ensure • Require new developments City Council Short Term 
adequate vehicular access along International 
from the City Center to Boulevard 
International Boulevard and 
other local and regional 
facilities. City Council Long-Term 

City Staff 

• 

Policy T-1C: Create new • Require developments to City Council Immediate 
public and private collector provide a system of collector 

roads to create a series of 
City blocks consistent with 
the plan. City Council Short-Term 

• Provide rights-of-way for City Staff 

collector roads, whether 
public or private, of 48 to 60 
feet in width including drive 
lanes, sidewalks and 
landscaping. 

Policy T-1D: Employ • Design new streets and City Staff Short Term 
traffic calming techniques intersections to include 
and other measures to traffic calming measures to 
minimize traffic congestion in restrict access to single 
existing single family family neighborhoods. City Council Ongoing 
neighborhoods caused by 

Revise or close existing streets City Staff 
development in the City 

and intersections as needed to Center. 
discourage or restrict access 
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City Center Plan Components of the Plan 

Proposed Implementation Primary Time 
P·oUcies Strategies Responsibility Line 

from east-west bound City-
Center-generated traffic. 

Policy T-2A: Develop • Adopt Development City Council and Immediate 
sidewalks and pedestrian/bike standards that require new City Staff 
trails and paths to link public, development to provide links 
private and civic facilities to in accordance with the plan. 
other areas within the City 

Consider requiring new City Council and Short Term 
Center. • 

developments to provide City Staff 
pedestrian connections as 
shown on the plan, as a 
condition of permit approval. As properties 

• Build and improve sidewalks City Council and redevelop 

in the City Center. City StafflPrivate 
Sector 

Policy T-2B: Encourage • City to work with Sound City Council and Ongoing 
the provision of pedestrian Transit and the Port to City Staff 
access to the Airport and ensure adequate access. 
future LRT stations. 

Provide incentives to private Immediate • City Council and 
developers to provide public 

City Staff 
access by allowing increased 
density and parking. 

Policy T-3A: Establish • City to work with Sound City Staff Ongoing 
safe and convenient access Transit. 
from light rail stations to all 
areas of the City Center. 

G:\group\PLANNING\Comp Plan\Compplan Amendments\20 lO\Subarea Plan Amendments\S-l - 176 vision change\Amendments to CC 
Plan\CC Plan Amds Draft 2 (1l-17-1O).docx 
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4. Include updated 
descriptionlbackground information 

regarding rail station location 



CITY CENTER PLAN COMPONENTS OF THE PLAN 

stationfY with commercial development. This identifies seven urban 
design elements and associated principles that would be part of a future development project. ~~:--t-f~\{;:; 
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CITY CENTER PLAN COMPONENTS OF THE PLAN 

1. Direct bus to LRT transfer connection point. The goal is to minimize walking/transfer distances 
between travel modes as well as improving access to the City Center. Transfer points should be 
located directly below the elevated pedestrian walkway on both sides of International Boulevard. 
Bus pull-out locations could be included along with a signal preempt to allow buses back into the 
flow of traffic. 

2. 
a safe and much needed drop-off area for local residents, since convenient '~ .. ' ... C.'.'C'.-" ... ;,;.;,;"" 

residential area would not exist and pedestrian walking distances are too great for the majority of 
area residents to walk to the station. 

3. Grade-separated LRT pedestrian access. The goal is to provide direct and safe access to City Center 
core commercial uses and to the existing Airport terminal. 

4. LR T integration with commercial development. The goal is to provide retail uses that would serve 
both the LRT rider and the employees within the core area and to reduce the visual impact of stand­
alone transit structures. 

5. LRT pedestrian link to the Airport and City Center. The goal is to improve pedestrian connections 
between the existing Airport terminal, City Center commercial areas, and LR T station. This would 
improve ridership and flexibility of the system and is especially important for LRT passengers 
arriving from the south and travelers going to the existing terminal. 

6. Comfortable and inviting pedestrian walkways. The goal is to provide clear way-finding for riders. 
Walkways should be designed for safety and include retail activities to ensure pedestrian comfort. 

7. Aerial LRT Tracks located on west of the Boulevard. The goal is to minimize the physical and 
visual impacts to the commercial properties and traffic along the Boulevard. 

Different levels of development could occur around a high capacity transit station. Figure 5.5 illustrates one 
potential development By developing these future projects as dense, mixed-use 
projects, parking could be shared and overall parking demand could be reduced as compared to separate, stand­
alone projects. These types of dense mixed-use projects would provide both the desired pedestrian activities now 
lacking in SeaTac and maximize the potential LRT ridership. 
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CITY CENTER PLAN COMPONENTS OF THE PLAN 

Figure 5.5 Illustration of a potential North City Center Gateway Redevelopment Scenario - High Intensity 
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5. Create parking management practices 
to discourage 

"hide-&-ride" parking 



City Center Plan Components of the Plan 

Amendments to Include the policy to create parking 
management practices to discourage "hide-&-ride" parking: 

GOAL 3 

To integrate and encourage 
adequate mass transit systems and 
facilities to serve the City Center. 

Policy T -3A: Establish safe and 
convenient access from light rail stations 
to all areas of the City Center. 

Discussion 

A light rail transit station can become a focus for 
housing and commercial development due to the 
improved access to the entire region. Transit 
stations typically will not be used by pedestrians 
originating further than a half mile from the 
station. A station should be located as close as 
possible to the center of the City Center area to 
serve the users of offices, services, and housing. 
Areas of the City Center outside of the Y2 mile 

radius from the station should be served by 
moving sidewalks, shuttles, or other automated 
systems to promote easy access to the stations. 

Conceptual illustration showing pedestrian bridge connections 
from City Center commercial areas to the Airport. 

Policy T-38: Ensure that the City Center 
is adequately served by mass transit facilities and systems, such as an APM. 

Discussion 

The City Center area is too large for quick and easy pedestrian access throughout the entire area. A 
system to move pedestrians around the City Center and connect to the Airport terminals will reduce the 
need for automobiles and encourage Airport employees and travelers to use services in the City Center. 
This system must be safe and easy to use, and could include moving sidewalks and/or a variety of 
automated people mover (APM) technologies. All LRT stations should be pre-designed to accommodate 
APM service. 

Policy T-3C: Ensure that transit facilities are supported by adequate vehicular and 
pedestrian links to the City Center. 

Discussion 

City Center businesses and residents need good connections to the Airport, light rail, and bus terminals by 
foot and by vehicle. Clear and efficient routes between transit facilities and the City Center are essential 
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Center Plan of the Plan 

to the success of businesses and an attractive public environment. A moving sidewalk or people mover 
system is desirable to create an easy connection between the Airport and the City Center. 

Policy T -3D: Create parking management practices to discourage "hide-&-ride" parking. 

Discussion 

Hide-&-ride parking, is the practice of commuters or airport users leaving vehicles parked for long 
periods of time on neighborhood and city streets. The City should implement parking management 
techniques that prevent airport and light rail users from using neighborhood and city streets for these 
purposes. 

Proposed Policies Implementation Strategies Primary Time Line 
Responsibility 

Policy T-3A: Establish • City to work with Sound City Staff Ongoing 
safe and convenient access Transit. 
from light rail stations to all 
areas of the City Center. 

Policy T-3B: Ensure that • City to work with Sound City Staff Immediate 
the City Center is adequately Transit, METRO, and private 
served by 111ass transit transit companies to ensure 
facilities and systems, such as adequate service. 
an automated people mover. 

Policy T-3C: Ensure that • Adopt development City Council Immediate 
transit facilities are standards for station areas to 
supported by adequate require adequate connections 
vehicular and pedestrian to the City Center. 
links to the City Center. 

Policy T-3D: Create • Develop and implement City Council Short Term 
parking management parking management City Staff 

(1-3 years) 
practices to discourage techniques that prevent 
"hide-&-ride" parking airport and light rail users 

from leaving their vehicles 
for long periods of time on 
neighborhood streets. 

DECEMBER 1999 DRAFT2010 
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6. Reduce traffic mitigation fees 
(traffic impact reduction allowance) 
to encourage desired developments 



City Center Plan Components of the Plan 

Amendments to Include the policy to reduce traffic 
mitigation fees to encourage desired developments: 

Land Use/Zoning 

GOAL 1 

To create a vibrant City Center that encourages high-quality development 
and is linked to mass transit facilities. 

Proposed Implementation Strategies 

• 

DRAFT 2010 AMENDMENTS 1 

Primary 
Responsibility 

Time Line 
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Text Amendments 

#T-l and #T-2 



EXISTING LAND USE 
PATTERNS 

Text Amendment #T-l 

Land uses in SeaTac reflect the general range of land uses that are found in an 
urban environment, such as residential, commercial and industrial development. 
Several prominent features of the study area include Sea-Tac International 
Airport, Angle and Bow Lakes and the several highways and major arterials that 
intersect SeaTac. 

The City of SeaTac currently contains 8,072 acres, or 12.6 square miles, of land 
within its borders (this includes all streets, roads, highways, and other rights-of­
way not shown in figures A1.l and Al.2). As shown in Figures Al.l and Al.2 
below, this land acreage consists primarily of airport-related, single-family 
residential, and commercial/retail land uses. The percentages cited below are 
based on a SeaTac acreage subtotal acres) that excludes right-of­
ways from the total amount. If included into the percentage breakdowns, rights­
of-way would be among the single largest land use category with 2,685 acres 
(33% of the total land area). Map #1.4 illustrates the existing land use 
distribution in the City. 

0.5% 

Revised 12/09 

Figure A1.1 
Land Use Summary Chart 

[Draft New 2009 Chart] 
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Land Use Background Report 

Figure A1.2 
Land Use Summary Tab 
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Land Use Background Report 

RESIDENTIAL LAND USES 
A majority (54 percent) of SeaTac's residential units are single-family homes 
(2000 US Census). In fact, of the 
City's acreage is single-family residential. This situation represents the area's 
historic development trend, which initially was focused primarily on residential 
and agricultural land uses. It wasn't until the construction of S.R. 99 and, later, 
Seattle-Tacoma International Airport that significant commercial development 
started to appear within the community. 

Much of the newer residential development in SeaTac has been multi-family in 
nature, including an 80-unit senior housing facility at 4040 S. 188th St, completed 
in 2004. While there are pockets of multiple family housing in numerous 
sections of the City, two areas of major concentration are located in the vicinity 
of: 

A. S. 176th and S. 180th Streets between 32nd and 38th Avenues South; and 
B. S. 204th and 211th Streets between International Boulevard and 1-5. 

Multi-family development consumes less land per housing unit than single-family 
housing. For example, multi-family residential units make up 37 percent of the total 
residential units in SeaTac, but only consume 3,:' 4 percent of the City's area and 

percent of the residentially used land. 

SeaTac has a relatively large number of mobile homes 
which make up 

percent of the City's housing units. Most of the mobile homes are located in mobile 
home parks, which include the following 

from the City's 
Estimate Report): 

• Bow Lake Mobile Home Park 
18030 32nd Avenue S. 

• Firs 
20440 International Boulevard 

• Angle Lake Mobile Home Park 
2916 S. 200th Street 

73 Units 

63 Units 

~~~~.I. . .L.I.'V<J.I..I.,", home parks west of International Boulevard -'---='=-=-~:=.:::=~ 

Revised 12/09 DRAFT 2010 Amendments 9/1/10 

Text Amendment T-2 

A1 -13 



City of SeaTac Comprehensive Plan 

A1 - 14 

G:\group\PLANNING\Comp Plan\Compplan Amendments\20l0\Text Amendments\Land Use\T-l & T-2\Text Amendment 
#T-I & T-2 9-1-1O-aadocx 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments 9/1/10 Revised 12109 



Text Amendment #T -3 
(Withdrawn. No amendment related to 

the Major Zoning Code Update is 
necessary at this time) 



Text Amendment #T-4 



SeaTac Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element 

GOALS AND POLICIES Text Amendment #T -4, Part I 

Goals and policies were developed to help guide the preparation of the City's transportation plan. The 
goals and policies establish the general philosophy for use of City rights-of-way and transportation funds. 
The policies also indicate City priorities for regional transportation system programs, including bus and 
rail transit, people mover systems, and transportation demand management (TDM). 

GENERAL 
GOAL 3.1 
To promote the safe and efficient mobility of people and goods of SeaTac 
residents, businesses, and visitors through a multi-modal transportation 
system that encourages alternative travel modes. 

Discussion: This goal acknowledges the need for alternative travel modes to meet the 
transportation needs of the City. In the short- to mid-range (zero- to IO-year) horizon, this plan 
includes improvements to the arterial and freeway system, including improvements and additions 
to existing transit service and nonmotorized facilities. The plan also promotes reducing 
transportation demand, especially during peak travel periods, by encouraging alternative travel 
modes to single-occupant vehicles. Sound Transit's Light Rail Transit System (H CT)-is 

not currently available to meet the transportation needs of the City. The PRT options!C .~~== 
~--=-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~""J.~VI""'~U. be considered when the 
technology demonstrates that such a system is feasible for the City. Implementation actions 
should be pursued according to the design and financial feasibility of any HCT system, and 
supportive land use actions pursued that will be consistent with its future success. 
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TRANSIT/M UL TI-MoDAL/TRANSPORTATION 

DEMAND MANAGEMENT 

GOAL 3.4 
To encourage the use of transit and other High Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV)/multi-modal travel modes to accommodate a larger proportion of 
existing and future travel in and adjacent to the City of SeaTac. 

Discussion: Area residents and elected officials identified the need for improved transit service 
and programs to increase the use of high occupancy vehicles in the City of SeaTac. Furthermore, 
increased transit and Transportation Demand Management programs will be needed to reduce the 
need for continued widening or new construction of arterials. The success of these programs is 
an important consideration in establishing the acceptable level of service standard for principal 
and minor arterials at LOS E or better. The following policies are identified to implement this 
goal. 

Policy 3.4A 
Work with Metro Transit to focus local transit service on major employment 
centers and feeder service to the residential areas, including existing concentration 
areas and the future growth areas, such as the Urban Center. 

Discussion: Local transit service, which is primarily north-south in orientation, 
should be rerouted to serve the ABC area and the entire Urban Center as it develops. 
The rerouting should also look to maximize transit access to existing employment 
centers within the City. Providing direct transit service concurrent with the 
development will allow new employees the maximum flexibility in choosing an 
alternative to driving alone. 

Policy 3.4B 
Work with Metro Transit and adjacent jurisdictions to enhance east-west 
transit service and future multi-modal transit options. 

Discussion: Existing transit service to the City of SeaTac primarily targets north-south 
commuters. Analysis of existing and future travel patterns shows a significant 
east-west travel pattern, especially to employment centers in the Kent Valley. 
Without new east-west transit service, many commuters will have minimal 
opportunities to use transit with the result being an increased demand for east-west 
roadway capacity. 

Policy 3.4C 
Coordinate with Sound Transit, King County/Metro, WSDOT, Port of 
Seattle, and other regional and local agencies to plan and implement for 
a High Capacity Transit (HCT) system to serve the City of SeaTac and 
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the Airport. Integrate the systems into planned transportation system 
improvements such as the South Access Roadway project. 

Discussion: The Urban Center, Sea-Tac Airport, and its associated facilities 
generate high volumes of traffic and users daily. The current and future impact of 
such activity warrants the consideration of a regional HCT system. Such a system 
can reduce future traffic volumes and congestion on the local arterial system and 
regional freeways serving the City. Sound Transit will build light rail stations at S. 
176th Street and International Boulevard and S. 154th Street and International 
Boulevard which are anticipated to be operational by 2009. The City adopted station 
area plans for the two station areas. In addition, Sound Transit plans to extend the 
system to the south, and a station at S. 200th Street is planned as part of that future 
expansion. The City should work with the involved agencies and private developers 
to ensure that feasibility and environmental studies of all major roadway system 
projects consider hovi the HeT system might be integrated in the future. 

Policy 3.4D 
Coordinate with Sound Transit, Port of Seattle, and the local development 
community to study, plan, and implement (if deemed feasible) a 
Personal Rapid Transit 
system serving SeaTac's Urban Center; 
provided, that appropriate technology is available and any proposed system 
is primarily funded by the private sector, or other non-City sources. 

Discussion: A Personal Rapid Transit System could enhance mobility in and around 
the higher density development areas and the Airport. The system could help reduce 
the need for using automobiles for shorter trips within the core of the City, thereby 
reducing congestion and safety problems in the area. Sound Transit has completed a 
feasibility study to connect the Tukwila Commuter Rail station with the Airport. 
PRT was one of the technologies considered. The study concluded that the necessary 
technology is not feasible at this time. In addition, the study recommends PR T ~~~~~~~!: 

a 
viable option only if a project elsewhere has successfully utilized the technology. 

Policy 3.4E 
Work with Sound Transit, Metro and private developers to provide transit 
rider amenities to create a more hospitable environment for transit 
users. 

Discussion: Transit rider amenities serve to enhance the surrounding environment 
for transit users. Additional amenities can encourage transit use and provide a more 
hospitable atmosphere for transit users. Such amenities can include bus shelters, 
benches, additional lighting, and trash receptacles. 
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Policy 3.4F 
Formal Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs should 
be encouraged for new developments and in existing developments. 
The programs should, at a minimum, conform to the Commute Trip 
Reduction (CTR) Act. Transportation management associations should 
be encouraged in order to coordinate TDM programs between adjacent 
developments to increase their potential impact on reducing future traffic 
volumes. 

Discussion: TDM programs are intended to reduce the amount of traffic from new 
and existing developments. Some of the most effective programs include a 
combination of transit subsidies, parking management (including possible parking 
charges), ridematching services, a guaranteed ride home program, and flexible work 
schedules. Without these types of programs, traffic growth in major travel corridors 
would likely be congested at an earlier date, requiring accelerated funding, 
additional improvements, or possibly denial of development permits. 

General Discussion: 
The above policies guide the City of SeaTac in working with Sound Transit, Metro/ 
King County and other agencies in promoting alternatives to single-occupant 
vehicles for the short term as well as longer-range transportation system needs. It is 
important that these alternatives be available concurrept with new major 
developments, otherwise it will be more difficult to change travel behavior in the 
future. These policies, coupled with some of the policies related to streets and highways, 
direct the City to plan for HCT and PRT ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~!!:..L 
systems, as well as provisions for transit and HOVs on arterials and highways. HCT will be 
available by the year 2009; however, PRT ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
technology is currently not feasible. Unless it is demonstrated that PRT ~_~~~~:::;:"L:::~~, 
~~~~~~~~~~~ has been successfully utilized elsewhere, it is unlikely to be a viable 
option. 

Policy 3.4G 
Consider flexibility in general parking requirements of the City in new 
developments in order to encourage innovative parking plan solutions 
and multi-modal options. 

Discussion: The City, with its designated Urban Center, is encouraging development 
in the commercial districts. In order to develop such density, flexibility in parking 
requirements allows creative and potentially better, long-term solutions to reduce the 
number of vehicle trips a development may generate. The City should also 
encourage the use of additional parking strategies, such as joint-use parking, reduced 
parking requirements in conjunction with given levels of transit service, and 
relocation of long-term parking out of the Urban Center area, when appropriate, to 
more suitable locations. 
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COMMERCIAL LAND USE DESIGNATIONS I Text Amendment #T-4, Part 2 

Commercial Mixed Use - Low Intensity 
Some areas along International Boulevard will be outside the one-quarter to one-half mile radius 
from the planned light rail station location and will not be within easy walking distance to the 
station. Consequently, these areas would not benefit from high intensity, transit-supportive land 
uses. These areas could, however, potentially be served by the personal rapid transit (PR T 
~:.:~~~~~~~~~~~,~~:~~~) system if feasible. The areas designated as 
Commercial Mixed Use - Low Intensity will provide opportunities to retain many of the 
necessarily auto-oriented, small scale uses that make up the present character of International 
Boulevard. Examples of this type of development include nurseries, hardware and home supply 
stores, car sales, automotive repair garages, and department stores. Guidelines for businesses in 
these areas will be directed at improving their function and visual appearance. It is expected that 
there will be minimal housing in these designated areas. Transit service would consist of bus 
service and possible PRT ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Commercial Mixed Use - Medium Intensity 
The Commercial Mixed Use Medium Intensity designation anticipates a lower intensity of 
development than the High Intensity designation. Building heights will be around five to seven 
stories with additional stories (up to 12) allowed through a bonus system. Typical activities will 
include dense corporate parks, individual office buildings, smaller hotels and restaurants, and 
relatively dense retail developments. Developers will be encouraged to mix uses, either within 
an individual building, or within different buildings on a multiple building development site. 
Mid-rise apartments or mixed, residential/commercial developments could be built within this 
area. Structured parking will also be encouraged in this area, but may not be as feasible due to 
the lower intensity of development. As with the high intensity designation, developers will be 
encouraged to locate surface parking in a way that allows for redevelopment as structured 
parking becomes feasible. 

Commercial Mixed Use - High Intensity 
The Commercial Mixed Use - High Intensity designation allows the highest concentration of 
development. The building heights in this area will be limited only by FAA height limits. 
Activities within this designation will include hotels, office towers and high density housing. 
Retail and service-oriented businesses will be encouraged to locate within the first floors of large 
scale, multi-story developments. Some of these commercial activities would be oriented toward 
employees, providing them with convenience shopping, eating establishments and places to 
complete daily errands without having to drive. Other commercial activities such as specialty 
shops, restaurants, and movie theaters could be oriented to serve City residents and travellers 
staying at hotels. Some opportunities may also exist for convention center activities. The SeaTac 
Office Center and the Red Lion Hotel are some examples of the types of development that are 
envisioned for the Commercial Mixed Use - High Intensity designation. Structured parking will 
be encouraged as land values make this feasible. In the interim, while surface parking is still 
necessary, developers will be encouraged to orient their site plans to allow for redeveloping 
the surface parking at a later date. Developers will be encouraged to provide open spaces, eating 
and sitting areas within their projects. The City will also work to encourage the provision of 
small pocket parks. The SeaTac/Airport Station area will include bus and paratransit service at 
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the plaza/"kiss and ride" to provide a high level of convenient multi-modal transit service. The 
Personal Rapid Transit (PRT system could 
eventually link development within these areas to the Airport and other large developments. 
Sound Transit's two station areas will provide an efficient transit link to the rest of the region. 

Aviation Business Center 
The Aviation Business Center (ABC) land use designation reflects the existing/potential ABC 
zoning and related development standards. One purpose of the designation is to promote a major 
center supporting high concentrations of customers, visitors, employees, and pedestrian activity 
to create a quality development area in which people can work, shop and access child care. A 
second related purpose is to create a development area with a business orientation to the Airport 
and compatible with Airport operations. This designation will encourage flexible development 
programs to improve the design, character, and quality of new development, facilitate the 
provision of streets and utilities, and preserve natural and scenic features. The ABC area also 
establishes minimum lot sizes to encourage projects of sufficient scale to increase the viability of 
high capacity transit and PRT in this area. 

G:\group\PLANNING\Comp Plan\Compplan Amendments\201O\Text Amendments\Land Use\T-4\PRT-related Amendments 
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Potential 2010 Amendments for Consideration 
3/25/10 

Transportation Element, Volume 1 (Policies) 
Text Amendment #T-5 

Potential Amendment #1: Policy Change Proposal 
Policy 3.3D 

Potential Amendment #2: Policy Change Proposal 
Recommended Implementation Strategies 
Page 3-26 
PROPOSED 
POLICIES 

3.3D 

IMPLEMENTATION PRIMARY 
STRATEGIES RESPONSIBILITY 

TIMELINE 

• Amend the Capital 
Facilities Plan and 
TIP as needed to 
implement policies. 

City Council, Ongoing 
Planning Commission 

Transportation Element, Volume 2 (Background Information) 
I"':':" -T-e-x-t -am~e-nd-m-e-nt-#-T--6----' 

Potential Amendment #4: Revision to background information 
"School Routes (page A3-9) 

Page 1 of2 
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CHAPTER 3 

TRANSPORTATION 
BACKGROUND 
REPORT 

Background information pertaining to the Transportation Element's 
Goals, Policies and Implementation Strategies may be found in the "City 
of SeaTac Comprehensive Transportation Plan, 1993 - 2003 " (dated 
January, 1994), updated in 2001 as the "2001 City of SeaTac 
Comprehensive Transportation Plan Update and Port of Seattle Ground 
Access Facility Plan Update Joint Transportation Study" (JTS), which 
was prepared for the City of SeaTac and the Port of Seattle in 2001 by 
Kato and Warren, Inc. 

The Transportation Plan includes a summary report and three working 
papers. Working Paper #1 inventories existing conditions and identifies 
issues and evaluation criteria. Working Paper #2 documents the 
development of future travel demand forecasts. Working Paper #3 
analyzes both existing and forecasted transportation conditions, and 
includes programs, policies and implementation and financing strategies. 

The Transportation Element has been developed in accordance with the 
following: The Growth Management Act (GMA), Section 36.70A.070; 
relevant procedural criteria and recommendations in the Washington 
Administrative Code (WAC), (365-195-325); and King County 
Countywide Policies,. The Transportation Element and Background 
Report describes how the City w~ll meet the Growth Management Act's 
goal to, "encourage efficient multi-modal transportation systems that are 
based on regional priorities and coordinated with county and city 
comprehensive plans" (RCW 36.70A.020 (3)). 

The GMA requires all comprehensive plans to include a transportation 
element that implements, and is consistent with, the land use element. 
The GMA and related legislation establishes the foundation for a 
consistent transportation methodology and aims to integrate 
transportation and land use decisions. The GMA also provides structure 
for statewide and regional transportation planning coordination. Under 
the GMA, local jurisdictions are also required to include a number of 
sub elements that examine such issues as facilities and service needs 
(including air, water, and land transportation facilities and services, 
transit alignments and travel levels), level of service standards, traffic 
forecasts, capacity needs of future growth, system expansion needs, 
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demand management strategies and financing and funding (RCW 
36.70A.070(6». 

Under the GMA and Regional Transportation Planning Program (RCW 
47.80), Regional Transportation Planning Organizations (RTPOs) were 
authorized and Regional Transportation Plans (R TPs) were mandated. 
The transportation element of the comprehensive plan must be approved 
by the RTPO. Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) is the RTPO for 
the City of SeaTac. All projects within the jurisdiction of the PSRC must 
be consistent with the regional transportation plan, Destination 2030, and 
the comprehensive plans for associated cities and counties. The City's 
Comprehensive Plan must be consistent with Destination 2030 and 
countywide planning policies. 

Copies of the "City of SeaTac Comprehensive Transportation Plan, 
1993 - 2003" or the JTS may be reviewed at or purchased from the 
SeaTac Public Works Department, SeaTac City Hall. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) STANDARDS 
The GMA requires each local jurisdiction to identify facility and 
service needs based on level of service (LOS) standards for all arterials 
and transit routes. A level of service standard is used to judge the 
performance of transportation facilities. The GMA was amended in 
1998 by the Level of Service Bill (HB 1487), which required cities to 
address LOS standards for State-owned transportation facilities. The 
Level of Service Bill also required R TPOs to monitor regional 
transportation performance and use such information in the 
identification of system deficiencies, recommendations, and priority 
funding. 

The LOS standards for transportation facilities varies depending on 
ownership and level of significance (e.g., regional or statewide). For 
local transportation systems, LOS standards are established by local 
jurisdictions and coordinated by the R TPOs. For regional state-owned 
highways and transportation facilities that are not of statewide 
significance, regional LOS standards are established by R TPOs. Local 
jurisdictions are required to adopt the regional standards. LOS 
standards for State-owned highways and transportation facilities of 
statewide significance are set by the state (WSDOT) in consultation 
with R TPOs. Local jurisdictions are required to include transportation 
facilities of statewide significance in their inventories and adopt LOS 
standards, needs and impacts. Local jurisdictions are exempt from 
applying concurrency standards to such facilities. 
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LOS DEFINITION (DELAY METHOD) 
The City of SeaTac's 1994 Comprehensive Plan had adopted a 
volume-to-capacity ratio (VIC) methodology for calculating levels of 
service. Now, however, instead of the VIC method, the City uses the 
delay method as defined in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM). The HCM delay method effectively calculates level of service 
for each leg of signalized and unsignalized intersections. 

As shown in Table A3.1, the level of service ranges from A at the 
highest level to F at the lowest level. LOS A and B represent 
minimum delays, LOS C signifies moderate delays, while LOS D 
represents an increased amount of delay caused by an increased 
number of vehicles at an intersection. LOS E represents an 
intersection that is processing traffic at maximum capacity. LOS F 
signifies excessive delays and a high level of congestion. Vehicles 
may have to wait one or more signal cycles before getting through the 
intersection. 

Table A3.1. Level of Service Definition (Delay Method) 
~verageSigRa1izedAver:ageUnsignalized 

mtersection'DelayPerlntersectioniDelsy>Per 
LO.S . Vehicle (seconds} Vehicle (seconds) Descriptions ·oflevelof Service Operations 

A less than 10 

B 

c 10 to 35 

E 55 to 80 

less than 10 

15 to 25 

25 to 35 

35 to 50 

Highest driver comfort. Little delay. Free flow. 

Some delays. Acceptable level of driver 
comfort. Efficient traffic operation 

loogcyoleletlgtltSomedriverffmstration. 
Efficienttra~c opet;atio{t 

Approaching capacity. Notable delays. High 
level of driver frustration. 

F greater than 80 greaterlf::l:an50 Flowbreaks;doWfl.·Excessivedelays. 

Source: 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board. 

LOS FOR STATE-OWNED TRANSPORTATION 
FACILITIES 
The LOS for state-owned transportation facilities is determined by the 
significance of the highways (regional or statewide). The LOS for 
regionally significant highways is designated by the R TPO (PSRC) for 
the City of SeaTac. The LOS standards for highways of statewide 
significance (HSS) are set by WSDOT and based on a Congestion 
Index. 

The LOS standards for regionally and statewide significant highways 
within the boundaries of the City of SeaTac are shown in Table A3.2. 
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Table A3.2. LOS for State-Owned Transportation Facilities 

Route Designation Length (mi.) LOS 

Regional Significance 

S.R.99 4.15 E/Mitigated 

Statewide Significance 

/-5 3.69 D/Mitigated 

S.R.509 1.15 D/Mitigated 

S.R.518 1.52 D/Mitigated 
Source: Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) 

As discussed, the LOS standards for highways of statewide 
significance (HSS) are determined by WSDOT. State law clearly 
states that HSS routes are exempt from local concurrency regulation. 
IfHSS routes fall below the established LOS within jurisdiction 
boundaries, the local jurisdiction does not have to deny development 
based upon such performance. 

The proposed regional standard of "E/Mitigated" is consistent with the 
latest edition of the Highway Capacity Manual (2000) and based on a 
one-hour p.m. peak period. Local jurisdictions must be consistent with 
the regional LOS, although alternative methods may be used in the 
calculation. The term "mitigated" means that congestion should be 
mitigated (such as transit) when p.m. peak hour LOS falls below LOS 
E. Some appropriate mitigation measures for Tier 1 routes (S.R. 99) 
that do not meet the LOS standard of "E" can include, but are not 
limited to: 

• Access management 
• Transit service improvements 
• High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes 
• Transit signal priority 
• Bus queue jump lanes 
• Tum lanes 
• Parking ratios, parking pricing 
• Pedestrian and bicycle improvements 

The City of SeaTac's Comprehensive Transportation Plan Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) proposes the following 
mitigation measures, some of which have been completed or are under 
construction. 

• Completion of the South Access Roadway/S.R. 509 freeway 
connection to 1-5; 

Draft 2010 Amendments (10-13-10) Updated 12/05 



• Improvements to the 16th/18tb Ave. S. arterial between S. 200th St. 
and S.R. 516; 

• Development of the 28th/24th arterial roadway between S. 188tb and 
S. 216th St.; 

• Widening of International Boulevard (S.R. 99) through Tukwila, 
SeaTac and Des Moines; 

• Construction of a new 32nd Ave. S. arterial between S. 170th st. and 
S. 188tb St; 

• Adoption of access control guidelines by the City to assist 
developers in preparing site plans; 

• The City should continue to require traffic impact assessments for 
new developments 

The City of SeaTac has adopted a LOS for Principal and Minor 
Arterials (which include International Boulevard (S.R. 99) and S. 188tb 

St.) of LOS The City's LOS policy accommodates for lower LOS 
standards at the following two intersections: S. 188th St.lInternational 
Boulevard and S. 20ath St.lInternational Boulevard. (See Policy 3.2A) 

ESTIMATE OF TRAFFIC IMPACTS 
The Joint Transportation Study (JTS) was prepared for the City of 
SeaTac and the Port of Seattle in 200 1. The JTS is an in-depth study 
of existing and forecasted local and regional transportation issues 
facing the Airport and the City of SeaTac. The JTS evaluated the 
current and forecasted traffic impacts of the existing and anticipated 
transportation system(s). Based on Annual Average Weekday Traffic 
(AA WDT), the existing traffic impacts on state-owned transportation 
facilities are shown in table A3.3. The traffic volumes of road 
segments are listed as well as the average AADWT (within City limits) 
for the route designation. 
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Table A3.3. Traffic Impacts on State-Owned Facilities 
Existing Annual 2020 Annual 

Route Designation 
Average Weekday Average Weeday 
Traffic Estimates* Traffic Forecast** 

Interstate 5 (1-5) 
SR. 518 to S. 188th Sf. 
S. 188th Sf. to S. 200th St. 
S. 200th St. to S. 216th St. 

Average AADWT (1-5) 

State Route 99 (S.R. 99) 

North of S.R. 518 

SR. 518 to S. 160th Sf. 
S. 160th Sf. to S. 166th Sf. 
S. 166th Sf. to S. 170th St. 

S. 170th Sf. to S. 176th St. 
S. 176th Sf. to S. 182nd Sf. 
S. 182nd Sf. to S. 188th Sf. 
S. 188th Sf. to S. 192nd St. 

S. 192nd Sf. to S. 200th Sf. 
S. 200th Sf. to S. 208th Sf. 
S. 208th Sf. to S. 216th Sf. 

Average AADWT (S.R. 99) 

State Route 509 (S.R. 509) 
North of S. 188th Sf. (in City) 
S. 188th St. to Des Moines Memorial Drive 
Des Moines Memorial Drive to 28th Ave. S. 
28th Ave. S. to /-5 

Average AADWT (S.R. 509) 
State Route 518 (S.R. 518) 

S.R. 99 to City limits 
Average AADWT (S.R. 518) 

Source: Joint Transportation Study (JTS), 2001 
* JTS Baseline figures, 1998/9 AADWT Estimates 
** JTS AADWT Forecasts based on Final Alternative 2A 

202,000 
198,000 
198,000 
199,333 

27,800 

35,000 

27,000 

30,000 

35,000 

37,000 

41,000 

41,000 

33,000 

32,500 

32,000 
33,755 

31,700 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

31,700 

68,600 
68,600 

258,000 
246,000 
241,200 
248,400 

66,300 

61,400 

51,400 

38,200 

45,100 

40,200 

41,200 

38,800 

35,800 

41,300 

35,500 
45,018 

83,600 
62,800 
52,100 
83,200 
70,425 

83,600 
83,600 

The forecasted AADWT for 2020 is based on the transportation system 
scenario, "Final Alternative 2A." These traffic volumes are based on 
the assumption that a number of improvements will be made to the 
existing transportation system by 2020. The basic improvements 
include: 

• A full interchange between S .R. 518 and S .R. 99 (International 
Boulevard) 

• S.R. 509 extension south to 1-5, which would improve south 
access to the Airport; this would reduce traffic volumes on S.R. 
99 and S. 188th st. 

• 28 th/24th Avenue arterial project; this would also reduce traffic 
volumes on S.R. 99. 
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Capital Facilities Background Report 

CHAPTER 4 Text Amendment #8 

CAPITAL FACILITIES 
BACKGROUND REPORT 

SUMMARY 

The Capital Facilities Element, also referred to as the Capital Facilities Plan (CFP), is one of the 
elements of the City of SeaTac's Comprehensive Plan that is required by Washington's Growth 
Management Act (GMA). Capital facilities are public facilities with a minimum cost of $25,000 
and an expected usefhllife of at least 10 years. Capital facilities require special advanced planning 
because of their significant costs and long lives. 

CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN SUPPORT DOCUMENTS 

The City of SeaTac's CFP consists of this Capital Facilities Element of the Comprehensive Plan, 
and 2 support documents: 

1. Capital Facilities Requirements: An analysis of the need for additional facility capacity to serve 
current and future development. Multiple scenarios use different levels of service (for example, 
current LOS vs. recommended LOS) to quantify the capacity needs and to estimate the cost of 
meeting those needs. 

2. Revenue Sources for Capital Facilities: Analysis of each source of revenue that the City can 
legally use for capital facilities, including sources now in use as well as other sources the City 
does not now use. 
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GROWTH ASSUMPTION 

This CFP is based on the following established and projected population data: 

Year City-Wide 

2001 25,380 
2002 25,320 
2003 25,100 
2004 25,130 
2005 25,140 
2006 25,230 
2007 25,530 
2008 25,720 
2009 25,730 

CAPITAL COSTS 

Figure A4.1 
Capital Improvement Costs, ...;;;;;;;...;;=;;;..........;;;;;;..~ 

(All Amounts are times $1,000) 

Ci * Cost N on-City** Cost Total Cost 

Cit Hall $1,105.7 $0.0 $1,105.7 

Parks and Park Facilities $5,225.0 $1,283.6 $6,508.6 

Fire Services $0.0 $5,179.4 

Surface Water Mana ement $0.0 $600.0 

Trans ortation $31,488.3 $40,821.2 

Station Areas $42,451.0 

Total $86,049.4 
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FINANCING 
The financing plan for these capital improvements includes: 

Figure A4.2 

(All amounts are x $1,000) 

Revenue oun~ __ ~. Non-Ci * Total 
Existing Revenues ~---~t2.075.6 $4,621.8 $36,697.4 

New Revenues $53,973.w....-~ $60,659.5 

Total ~rrs+-~~. $97,356.9 

* City Sources include bonds, the General Fund, the City Arterial and City Street Funds, the SWM Fund, the Capital Reserve Fund, and parking taxes. 
** Non-city sources include grants, donations, impact fees and contributions from outside agencies Ijurisdictions toward joint projects. 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-3 8-20-10 



Capital Facilities Background Report 

LEVEL OF SERVICE CONSEQUENCES OF THE CFP 

The CFP will enable the City of SeaTac to accommodate over growth during the next 6 years 
(from 28,&9(~Q~1~Lpeople) while maintaining the :::::::..;;;;..~:::.-;~'"~", level of service (LOS) for 
the following public facilities: 

Figure A4.3 
Facilities With Non-Population Growth-Based LOS 

Facility LOS Units 
Existing Adopted 

±!WL. LOS Standard 

Surface Water Storm 
100 Yr.-24 Hr. 100 Yr.-24 Hr. 

Management Cycle/Duration 

Transportation 
Volume/Capacity LOS D/E; Some LOS D/E; Some 

Ratio intersections F intersections F 
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I 
Figure A4.4 

Facilities With Population Growth-Based LOS 

Page(s) 
Facility LOS Units Existing Adopted 

ao0-9 2010 LOS LOS Standard ,added HI 

fimd drafO 

I 
Gross Sq. Ft.lCity Hall f",:l . rJ":~ 

City Hall 402.26 256.00 ~"" 

Employee M-2g 

I 
1 17(1 ~1 0 All t:::0 

Community Center Sq. Ft.l1 ,000 population ",' "'CTCU 1020.00 
~~ 

~1 ,162JlE} A4-64 

I 
"Ii C:U;:, 

Fire Services Svc. Units 0.12 0.100 
A-4-70 

I 
2JiO? it~ 

,\A '::l:n 

Community Parks Acres 1.70 
, ~v 

~ ~ '=;;.~;;;;;. ~~. 

I 
f. A 00 

Neighborhood Parks Acres 0.39 0.27 '-'~ 

A4-~ 

I 2;27~2221 
A A 'JC: 

Pocket/Mini Parks C"_ .4- 500.00 I 04· r L. 
P~4,,37 

I 
!lA ",:eQ 

Trails/Linear Parks Lineal Ft. £:('70 t:;Q 251.60 
z 'dV 

~ '-.'.~ A4-3fl 

I Badminton Courts Courts 0.12 0.10 

I Baseball/Softball Fields, 
Fields ,'1 Ej 0.08 

adult 

I Baseball/Softball Fields, 
Fields 0.23 0.15 

youth 

I Basketball Courts, indoor Courts O~}4QJlli 0.04 

I Basketball Courts, outdoor Courts 
'~. 

0.23 

I BMX Track Tracks 0.04 0.03 

I Boat Launch Launches 0.04 0.03 

I Botanical Garden Gardens 0.04 0.01 

I Fishing Pier Piers 0.04 0.03 

I Football/Soccer Fields Fields 0.27 0.18 

I Pickleball Courts, indoor Courts 0.12 0.10 

I Picnic Shelters Shelters 0.08 0.06 

I Picnic Table Areas Table Areas 0.08 0.03 

I Playgrounds Playgrounds 0.27 0.24 

I 
Roller Hockey Rinks 0.04 0.03 

Skateboard Parks Parks 0.04 0.03 
T ext Amendment 10 ISwimminCl Pools .E.llilh? QJl4 ~ 

I Tennis Courts Courts 0.39 0.30 1~;4-56 

I Theater, outdoor Theaters 0.04 0.03 

I Volleyball Courts Courts 0.12 

~ I Weight/Fitness Rooms Courts 0.08 0.04 

I 
NOTE: The City does not intend to reduce the facilities available to the community. An adopted LOS that is lower than the existing LOS means 
that the City is currently providing a level of service higher than its commitment, and that as population increases over time, the existing LOS will 
decline to approach the adopted LOS. 

I 
In addition, improvements made to existing facilities may increase their capacity to serve the cOlmnunity, and prevent the existing LOS from 
declining. 
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INTRODUCTION 

DEFINITION AND PURPOSE OF CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN 

The CFP is a 6-year plan for capital improvements that support the City of SeaTac's current and 
future population and economy. The capital improvements are fully funded, not a "wish list." One 
of the principal criteria for identifying needed capital improvements is standards for levels of 
service (LOS). The CFP contains LOS standards for each public facility, and requires that new 
development be served by adequate facilities (for example, the "concurrency" requirement). The 
CPP also contains broad goals and specific policies that guide and implement the provision of 
adequate public facilities~ 

The purpose of the CFP is to use sound fiscal policies to provide adequate public facilities 
consistent with the land use element and concurrent with, or prior to the impacts of development in 
order to achieve and maintain adopted standards for levels of service, and to exceed the adopted 
standards, when possible. 

WHY PLAN FOR CAPITAL FACILITIES? 

There are at least three reasons to plan for capital facilities: growth management, good 
management, and eligibility for grants and loans. 

Growth Management 

A CFP is required by the GMA. The CFP is one of five required elements of the City of SeaTac's 
Comprehensive Plan: 

• Land Use 

• Housing 

• Transportation 

• Utilities 

• Capital Facilities Plan 
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Capital facilities plans are required in the Comprehensive Plan in order to: 

• Provide capital facilities for land development that is envisioned or authorized by the land 
use element of the Comprehensive Plan. 

• Maintain the quality of life for existing and future development by establishing and 
maintaining standards for the level of service of capital facilities. 

• Coordinate and provide consistency among the many plans for capital improvements, 
including: 

Other elements of the Comprehensive Plan (for example, transportation and utilities 
elements), 
Master plans and other studies of the local government, 
Plans for capital facilities of state and/or regional significance, 
Plans of other adjacent local governments, and 
Plans of special districts. 

• Insure the timely provision of adequate facilities as required in the GMA. 

• Document all capital projects and their financing (including projects to be financed by 
impact fees and/or real estate excise taxes that are authorized by GMA). 

The CFP is the element that makes the rest of the Comprehensive Plan real. By establishing levels 
of service as the basis for providing capital facilities and for achieving concurrency, the CFP 
determines the quality of life in the community. The requirement to fully finance the CPP (or revise 
the land use plan) provides a reality check on the vision set forth in the Comprehensive Plan. The 
capacity of capital facilities that are provided in the CPP affects the size and configuration of the 
urban growth area. 

Good Management 

Planning for major capital facilities and their costs enables the City of SeaTac to: 

• Demonstrate the need for facilities and the need for revenues to pay for them; 

• Estimate future operation/maintenance costs of new facilities that will impact the annual 
budget; 

• Take advantage of sources of revenue (for example, grants, impact fees, real estate excise 
taxes) that require a CFP in order to qualify for the revenue; and 

• Get better ratings on bond issues when the City borrows money for capital facilities (thus 
reducing interest rates and the cost of borrowing money). 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-7 8-20-10 



Capital Facilities Background Report 

Eligibility for Grants and Loans 

The Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development's (DCTED) Public Works Trust 
Fund requires that local governments have some type of CFP in order to be eligible for loans. 
Some other grants and loans have similar requirements, or give preference to governments that have 
aCFP. 

STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS FOR CAPITAL FACILITIES PLANS 

The GMA requires the CFP to identify public facilities that will be required during the six years 
following adoption of the new plan Each year the CFP is amended 
to reflect the subsequent six-year time frame. Thus, this CFP addresses the Capital needs of the 
City for the frame. The CFP must include the location and cost of the 
facilities, and the sources of revenue that will be used to fund the facilities. The CFP must be 
financially feasible; in other words, dependable revenue sources must equal or exceed anticipated 
costs. If the costs exceed the revenue, the City must reduce its level of service, reduce costs, or 
modify the land use element to bring development into balance with available or affordable 
facilities. 

Other requirements of the GMA mandate forecasts of future needs for capital facilities, and the use 
of standards for levels of service of facility capacity as the basis for public facilities contained in the 
CFP (see RCW 36.70A.020 (12». As a result, public facilities in the CFP must be based on 
quantifiable, objective measures of capacity, such as traffic volume capacity per mile of road, and 
acres of park per capita. 

One of the goals of the GMA is to have capital facilities in place concurrent with development. 
This concept is known as concurrency (also called "adequate public facilities"). In the City of 
SeaTac, concurrency requires (1) facilities to serve the development to be in place at the time of 
development (or for some types of facilities, that a financial commitment is made to provide the 
facilities within a specified period of time) and (2) such facilities have sufficient capacity to serve 
development without decreasing levels of service below minimum standards adopted in the CFP. 
The GMA requires concurrency for transportation facilities. GMA also requires all other public 
facilities to be "adequate" (see RCW 19.27.097, 36.70A.020, 36.70A.030, and 58.17.110). 
Concurrency management procedures will be developed to ensure that sufficient public facility 
capacity is available for each proposed development. 

After the CFP is completed, and adopted as part of the Comprehensive Plan, the City must adopt 
development regulations to implement the plan. The development regulations must be completed 
within one year of the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan. The development regulations will 
provide detailed regulations and procedures for implementing the requirements of the plan. 

Each year the CFP will likely need to be updated. The annual update should be completed before 
the City's budget is adopted in order to incorporate the capital improvements from the updated CFP 
in the City's annual budget. 
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Traditional Capital Improvement Programs (CIP) vs. New 
CAPITAL Facilities Plans (CFP) 

Traditional capital improvements programs, which are often "wish lists," will not meet these 
requirements. Figure A4.5 compares traditional CIPs to the new CFP. 

Feature of Plan 

Which facilities? 

What priorities? 

Financing Required? 

Implementation Required? 

Figure A4.5 
Traditional CIP vs. New CFP 

Capital Improvements Program 

None Required 

Any Criteria (or None) 

None Required 

None Required 

Capital Facilities Plan 

All Facilities Required 

Level of Service Standards 

Financing Plan Required 

Concurrency Required for 
Identified Facilities 

There are traditional and non-traditional approaches to developing capital facilities plans. Two 
traditional approaches (used to develop CIP's) are needs-driven, and revenue-driven. 

• Needs-driven: first develop needed capital projects, then try to finance them. This approach 
is sometimes called a "wish list." 

• Revenue-driven: first determine financial capacity, then develop capital projects that do not 
exceed available revenue. This approach is also called "financially constrained." 

Because of the non-traditional requirements of capital facilities planning under the GMA, the 
traditional approaches to developing capital improvements can cause problems. 

The needs-driven approach may exceed the City's capacity to pay for the projects. If the City 
cannot pay for needed facilities to achieve the adopted level of service standards, the City must 
impose a moratorium in order to comply with the concurrency requirement. 

The revenue-driven approach may limit the City to capital projects that provide a lower level of 
service than the community desires. The City may be willing to raise more revenue if it knows that 
the financial constraints of existing revenues limit the levels of service. 

A hybrid approach that overcomes these problems is scenario-driven. 

• Scenario-driven: develop two or more scenarios using different assumptions about needs 
(levels of service) and revenues. Use the scenarios to identify the best combination of level 
of service and financing plan. 

The development of multiple scenarios allows the community and decision makers to review more 
than one version of the City's future. Each version is like a choice on a menu in a restaurant: the 
most desirable choices are often the most expensive and the most affordable choices are often not as 
appealing. 
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The same is true with the City's CFP: the highest levels of service provide the best quality of life, 
but the greatest cost (and the greatest risk of a development moratorium if the cost is not paid), 
while the lowest cost provide less desirable quality of life. The scenario-driven approach enables 
the City to balance its desire for high levels of service with its willingness and ability to pay for 
those levels of service. 

Other advantages of the scenario-driven approach include: 

• Helping the City analyze which approach achieves the best balance among GMA goals; 

• Helping prepare analyses required by SEP A (State Environmental Policy Act); and 

• Evaluating scenarios for the land use element. 

The scenario-driven approach also provides a non-traditional method of policy development. The 
other approaches begin by setting policies (for example, needs or revenues) then building a plan to 
implement the policies. The scenario-driven approach uses alternative potential policy assumptions 
as the basis for different scenarios. 

The establishment of City policies is accomplished by reviewing all scenarios. The City Council 
selects the preferred scenario, and then policies are written to implement the preferred scenario. 

The scenarios are used to test alternative policies, and lead to selection of the policy that the 
community believes they can achieve. The formal language of policies is written after the scenarios 
are evaluated and the preferred scenarios (and accompanying policies) have been identified. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE (SCENARiO-DRIVEN) METHOD FOR ANALYZING 
CAPITAL FACILITIES 

Explanation of Levels of Service 

Levels of service are usually quantifiable measures of the amount of public facilities that are 
provided to the community. Levels of service may also measure the quality of some public 
facili ti es. 

Typically, measures of levels of service are expressed as ratios of facility capacity to demand (for 
example, actual or potential users). Figure A4.6 lists examples of levels of service measures for 
some capital facilities: 
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Figure A4.6 
Sample Level of Service Measurements 

Type of Capital Facility Sample Level of Service Measure 

Corrections Beds per 1,000 population 

Fire and Rescue Average response time 

Hospitals Beds per 1,000 population 

Law Enforcement Officers per 1,000 population 

Library 
Collection size per capita 
Building square feet per capita 

Parks Acres per 1,000 population 

Roads and Streets Ratio of actual volume to design capacity 

Schools Square feet per student 

Sewer 
Gallons per customer per day 
Effluent quality 

Solid Waste Tons (or cubic yards) per capita or per customer 

Surface Water Design storm (for example, 1 DO-year storm) 

Transit Ridership 

Water 
Gallons per customer per day 
Water quality 

Each of these level of service measures needs one additional piece of information: the specific 
quantity that measures the current or proposed level of service. For example, the standard for parks 
might be 5 acres per 1,000 population, but the current level of service may be 2.68 acres per 1,000, 
which is less than the standard. 

In order to make use of the level of service method, the City selects the way in which it will 
measure each facility (for example, acres, gallons, etc.), and it identifies the amount of the current 
and proposed level of service for each measurement. 

There are other ways to measure the level of service of many of these capital facilities. The 
examples in Figure A4.7 are provided in order to give greater depth to the following discussion of 
the use of levels of service as a method for determining the City'S need for capital facilities. 

Method for Using Levels of Service: The level of service method answers two questions in order 
to develop a financially feasible CFP. The GMA requires the CFP to be based on standards for 
service levels that are measurable and financially feasible for the six fiscal years following adoption 
of the plan. The CFP must meet the City'S capital needs for the fiscal years '-"-"+ii,+++-",k1-f--+-'''' 
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There are two questions that must be answered in order to meet the GMA requirements: 

• What is the quantity of public facilities that will be required by the end of the 6th year? 

• Is it financially feasible to provide the quantity of facilities that are required by the end of 
the 6th year? 

The answer to each question can be calculated by using objective data and formulas. Each type 
of public facility is examined separately (for example, roads are examined separately from 
parks). The costs of all the types of facilities are then added together in order to determine the 
overall financial feasibility of the CFP. One of the CFP support documents, "Capital Facilities 
Requirements" contains the results of the use of this method to answer the two questions for the 
City of SeaTac. 

Question 1: What is the quantity of public facilities that will be required by the end of the 6th 

year? 

Formula 1.1 

Where 

And 

Demand x Standard Requirement 

Demand is the estimated year 2.{HJ!.~~population or other appropriate 
measure of need (for example, dwelling units), 

Standard is the amount of facility per unit of demand (for example, acres of 
park per capita) 

The answer to this formula is the total amount of public facilities that are needed, regardless of 
the amount of facilities that are already in place and being used by the public. 

Formula 1.2 Requirement - Inventory = Surplus or Deficiency 

Where Requirement is the result of Formula 1.1, 

and Inventory is the quantity of facilities available as of December 31, ~-"T1'·'-r~/.; 
(the beginning of the six years covered by the plan). 

This formula uses the inventory of existing public facilities, plus facilities that will be completed by 
December 31, to offset the total requirement of Formula 1.1. The answer to Formula 
1.2 is the net surplus of public facilities, or the net deficit that must be eliminated by additional 
facilities before December 31, If a net deficiency exists, it represents the combined 
needs of existing development and anticipated new development. Detailed analysis will reveal the 
portion of the net deficiency that is attributable to current development compared to the portion 
needed for new development (see the CFP support document "Capital Facilities Requirements" for 
the delineation between current development and new development). 
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Question 2: Is it financially feasible to provide the quantity of facilities that are required by the 
end of the 6th year? 

A "preliminary" answer to Question 2 is prepared in order to test the financial feasibility of tentative 
or proposed standards of service. The preliminary answers use "average costs" of facilities, rather 
than specific project costs. This approach avoids the problem of developing detailed projects and 
costs that would be unusable if the standard proved to be financially unfeasible. If the standards are 
feasible at the preliminary level, detailed projects are prepared for the "final" answer to Question 2. 
If, however, the preliminary answer indicates that a standard of service is not financially feasible, 
six options are available to the City: 

1. Reduce the standard of service, which will reduce the cost, or 

2. Increase revenues to pay for the proposed standard of service (higher rates for existing 
revenues, and/or new sources of revenue), or 

3. Reduce the average cost of the public facility (for example, alternative technology or 
alternative ownership or financing), thus reducing the total cost, and possibly the quality, or 

4. Reduce the demand by restricting population (for example, revise the land use element), 
which may cause growth to occur in other jurisdictions, or 

5. Reduce the demand by reducing consumption (for example, transportation demand 
management techniques, recycling solid waste, water conservation, etc.) which may cost 
more money initially, but may save money later, or 

6. Any combination of options 1-5. 

The preliminary answer to Question 2 is prepared using the following formulas (P = preliminary): 

Formula 2.1P Deficiency x Average Cost/Unit = Deficiency Cost 

Where Deficiency is the Result of Formula 1.2, 

and Average Cost/Unit is the usual cost of one unit of facility (for example, mile 
of road, acre of park, etc.) 

The answer to Formula 2.1P is the approximate cost of eliminating all deficiencies of public 
facilities, based on the use of an "average" cost for each unit of public facility that is needed. 

Formula 2.2P Deficiency Cost - Revenue = Net Surplus or Deficiency 

Where Deficiency Cost is the result of Formula 2.1P, 

and Revenue is the money currently available for public facilities. 
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The result of Fonnula 2.2P is the preliminary answer to the test of financial feasibility of the 
standards of service. A surplus of revenue in excess of cost means the standard of service is 
affordable with money remaining (the surplus), therefore the standard is financially feasible. A 
deficiency of revenue compared to cost means that not enough money is available to build the 
facilities, therefore the standard is not financially feasible. Any standard that is not financially 
feasible will need to be adjusted using the 6 strategies listed after Question 2. 

One of the CFP support documents, "Capital Facilities Requirements" contains the scenarios for 
the City of SeaTac. 

The "final" demonstration of financial feasibility uses detailed costs of specific capital projects in 
lieu of the "average" costs of facilities used in the preliminary answer, as follows (F = final): 

Formula 2.1F Capacity Projects + Non-capacity Projects = Project Cost 

Where Capacity Projects is the cost of all projects needed to eliminate the deficiency 
for existing and future development (Fonnula 1.2), including upgrades and/or 
expansion of existing facilities as well as new facilities, 

and Non-capacity Projects is the cost of remodeling, renovation or replacement 
needed to maintain the inventory of existing facilities. 

Formula 2.2F. Project Cost - Revenue = Net Surplus or Deficiency 

Where Project Cost is the result of Fonnula 2.1F, 

and Revenue is the money available for public facilities from current/proposed 
sources. 

The "final" answer to Question 2 validates the financial feasibility of the standards for levels of 
service that are used for each public facility in the CFP and in the other elements of the 
Comprehensive Plan. The financially feasible standards for levels of service and the resulting 
capital improvement projects are used as the basis for policies and implementation programs in the 
final Capital Facilities Plan. 

Setting the Standards for Levels of Service 

Because the need for capital facilities is largely detennined by the levels of service that are adopted, 
the key to influencing the CFP is to influence the selection of the level of service standards. Level 
of service standards are measures of the quality of life of the community. The standards should be 
based on the community's vision of its future and its values. 

Traditional approaches to capital facilities planning rely on technical experts, including staff and 
consultants, to detennine the need for capital improvements. In the scenario-driven approach, these 
experts play an important advisory role, but they do not control the detennination. Their role is to 
define and implement a process for the review of various scenarios, to analyze data and make 
suggestions based on technical considerations. 

The final, legal authority to establish the levels of service rests with the City Council because they 
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enact the level of service standards that reflect the community's vision. Their decision should be 
influenced by recommendations of the 1.) Planning Commission; 2.) providers of public facilities 
including local government departments, special districts, private utilities, the State of Washington, 
tribal governments, etc.; 3.) formal advisory groups that make recommendations to the providers of 
public facilities (for example, CPSC); and 4.) the general public through individual citizens and 
community civic, business, and issue-based organizations that make their views known or are 
sought through sampling techniques. 

An individual has many opportunities to influence the level of service (and other aspects of the 
Growth Management Plan). These opportunities include attending and participating in meetings, 
writing letters, responding to surveys or ,questionnaires, joining organizations that participate in the 
CFP process, being appointed/elected to an advisory group, making comments/ 
presentation/testimony at the meetings of any group or government agency that influences the level 
of service decision and giving input during the SEP A review process. 

The scenario-driven approach to developing the level of service standards provides decision-makers 
and anyone else who wishes to participate with a clear statement of the outcomes of various levels 
of service for each type of public facility. This approach reduces the tendency for decisions to be 
controlled by expert staff or consultants, and opens up the decision-making process to the public 
and advisory groups, and places the decisions before the City Council. 

Selection of a specific level of service to be the "adopted standard" was accomplished by a 10-step 
process: 

1. The "current" actual level of service was calculated in 1993, at the beginning of the 
Capital Facilities Planning Process. 

2. Departmental service providers were given national standards or guidelines and 
examples of local LOS from other local governments. 

3. Departmental service providers researched local standards from City studies, master 
plans, ordinances and development regulations. 

4. Departmental service providers recommended a standard for the City of SeaTac's CFP. 

5. The first draft of the Capital Facilities Requirements support document forecast needed 
capacity and approximate costs of two levels of service, the 1993 actual LOS and the 
department's recommended LOS. 

6. The City Council reviewed and commented on the first draft Capital Facilities 
Requirements report. 

7. Departmental service providers prepared specific capital improvements projects to 
support the 1993 LOS (unless the Council workshop indicated an interest in a different 
LOS for the purpose of preparing the first draft CFP). In 2002 the City Council adopted 
LOS standards for individual park and recreation facilities to better reflect the City's 
commitment to providing improvements to parks without adding to parks acreage. 

8. The first draft CFP was prepared using the 1993 LOS (unless the City Council indicated 
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an interest in a different LOS). The LOS in the first draft CFP served as the basis of 
capital projects, their costs, and a financing plan necessary to pay for the costs. 

9. The draft CFP was reviewed/discussed during City Council-Planning Commission joint 
workshop(s) prior to formal readinglhearing of CFP by the City Council. 

10. The City Council formally adopted levels of services as part of the Comprehensive Plan. 
The final standards for levels of service are adopted in Policy 4.3. The adopted 
standards (l) determine the need for capital improvements projects (see Policy 4.4 and 
the Capital Improvements section) and (2) are the benchmark for testing the adequacy of 
public facilities for each proposed development pursuant to the "concurrency" 
requirement (see Policy 4.3). The adopted standards can be amended, if necessary, once 
each year as part of the annual amendment of the Comprehensive Plan. 

Because the CFP is a rolling 6-year plan, it must be revised annually and the revision constitutes 
one component of the Comprehensive Plan amendment process. Step 1 above indicates the use of 
the current LOS in the process of adopting service standards, and references 1993 as the base year. 
In the process of amending the CFP, the current LOS is calculated using the current population, in 
this case the year =~~~~ 
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DEFINITIONS 

This section defines specialized terms used throughout the Capital Facilities Element. 

Capital Improvement 

Buildings, land or equipment with a minimum cost of $25,000 and an expected useful life of at 
least 10 years. 

Capital Facility 

A public facility with a minimum cost of $25,000 and an expected useful life of at least 10 
years. 

Capital Facilities Plan 

A plan for capital improvements to public facilities necessary to support the City's current and 
future population and economy. The Capital Facilities Plan typically looks at a 6-year 
time-frame. Background documents for this CFP also analyze a longer 21-year time-frame. 

Category 1 Public Facilities 

Facilities owned or operated by the City of SeaTac that are subject to a "no new development" 
trigger (" concurrency") if established levels of service are not met for existing and new 
development concurrent with the impacts of new development. 

Category 2 Public Facilities 

Facilities owned or operated by the City of SeaTac that are not subject to concurrency. 

Category 3 Public Facilities 

Facilities owned or operated by jurisdictions other than the City of SeaTac, including Federal, 

State, County and City governments, independent districts and private organizations, that are 
subject to concurrency. 

Category 4 Public Facilities 

Facilities owned or operated by jurisdictions other than the City of SeaTac that are not subject to 
concurrency. 

Certificate of Capacity 

Certificate issued by the City assuring that adequate public facilities are available to serve a 
proposed development. 

Concurrency 
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A requirement of the Growth Management Act that "adequate public facilities" to serve a 
development be in place or planned and financed before the development is permitted. 

Concurrency Management System 

A system integrated into the development regulations and permit review process which assures 
that adequate public facilities to serve a· development are in place or planned and financed 
before the development is permitted. 

Development Permit 

A building permit, or any other development permit, which results In an immediate and 
continuing impact upon public facilities. 

Land Use Approval 

A rezone, plat, planned unit development, conditional use permit, shoreline substantial 
development permit, or any other official action by the City's Department of Planning and 
Community Development which has the effect of authorizing development of land or changing 
the conditions under which land can be developed. 

Level of Service Standard 

A benchmark for measuring the provision of a public service; the amount or quality of a public 
service that the City of SeaTac adopts and agrees to provide to its residents. 

Public Facility 

Public facilities are facilities provided by a government, district, or private company for public 
use. Examples include: 

City government (including administrative offices, municipal court and maintenance facilities) 

Fire protection and emergency medical services 

Law enforcement 

Libraries 

Parks and recreation facilities 

Roads (including related sidewalks and lighting) 

Sanitary Sewers 

Schools 

Solid Waste 
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 

INTRODUCTION 

This section of the CFP presents capital improvements projects and the financing plan to pay for 
those projects. It also contains the inventory of existing facilities, a map of existing and planned 
facilities, the level of service (LOS) standard, concurrency requirements, estimates of future 
operating and maintenance costs of new capital projects, and non-capital alternatives to achieving 
the LOS standard. 

Each type of public facility is presented in a separate section which follows a standard format. In 
each section, tables of data are identified with abbreviations that correspond to the type of facility: 
Table FS-1 refers to Table 1 for FS (Fire Services). Each abbreviation corresponds to the name of 
the type of facility. Each section provides an overview of the data, with subsections devoted to 
Current Facilities, Level of Service, Capital Facilities Projects and Financing, Operating Impact of 
Level of Service Projects, and Concurrency. 

INVENTORY OF CURRENT FACILITIES (TABLE 1 OF EACH SUBSECTION) 

A list of existing capital facilities, including the name, capacity (for reference to levels of service) 
and location. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE CAPACITY ANALYSIS (TABLE 2 OF EACH 
SUBSECTION) 

A table analyzing facility capacity requirements is presented for each type of public facility. The 
analysis begins with the same analytical technique and format as the support document "Capital 
Facilities Requirements." The statistical table at the top calculates the amount of facility capacity 
that is required to achieve and maintain the standard for level of service. The capital improvements 
projects that provide the needed capacity are listed below the requirements table, and their 
capacities are reconciled to the total requirement in the table. 

CAPITAL PROJECTS AND FINANCING PLAN (TABLE 3 OF EACH 
SUBSECTION) 

A list of capital improvements that will eliminate existing deficiencies, make available adequate 
facilities for future growth and repair or replace obsolete or worn out facilities through December 
31, Each list of capital improvements begins with a financing plan, then itemizes the 
individual projects. 

Financing Plan. Specific sources and amounts of revenue are shown which will be used to pay for 
the proposed capital projects. The amounts shown for each funding source represent only the 
amount needed to finance the proposed capital projects, and not the total amount available from that 
source. The amounts of the revenue forecasts are based on data from two support documents 
"Revenue Sources for Capital Facilities," and "Financial Capacity Analysis." 
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The "Financial Capacity Analysis" forecasts existing revenue and expenditures to determine the 
City's overall financial position, and identify existing City of SeaTac revenue that can be used for 
future capital facility projects. 

"Revenue Sources for Capital Facilities" forecasts new sources of revenue that the City could 
generate for capital facilities projects. 

Capital Projects. Each capital improvement project is named, and briefly described. Project 
locations are specified in the name or description of the project. The cost for each of the next six 
fiscal years is shown in thousands of dollars ($1,000). All cost data is in current dollars; no 
inflation factor has been applied because the costs will be revised as part of the annual review and 
update of the Capital Facilities Plan. 

All capital improvements projects were prepared by the department that provides the public facility. 

Operating Impact of Capital Projects (Table 4 each subsection) 

A forecast of future operating/maintenance costs of capital improvement projects. The impacts are 
presumed to begin in the year after the project is completed. Since it is not possible to forecast the 
completion date of each project, no attempt has been made to identify impacts for any portion of the 
year in which the project is completed. 

The costs reflect the amount by which each future year's operating budget will increase compared to 
the current budget. In other words, once a project is completed and it impacts the next 
year's operating budget, that same project is shown to have the same annual impact on each 
succeeding year's operating budget. 

The forecast of operating impacts is not required by GMA, but is included because the substantial 
cost impacts of some facilities may be a factor in the City's decision to construct the project (and to 
adopt the level of service that causes the need for the project). No "financing plan" is offered for 
the operating costs, and the City will be obliged to find revenue to pay for such costs. (Some of the 
revenue may come from increases to the tax base that accompanies new development that created 
the need for the capital facility. There is no assurance, however, that increased tax revenue from 
new development will be sufficient to pay for the cost of operating new facilities.) 
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The total of all operating costs of all capital projects is calculated as the sum of all the tables with a 
"-4" suffix. The annual totals are: 

Figure A4-7 
Annual Impact 
Year (x $1,000) 

2009 1,519.4 

2010 1,519.4 

2011 0 

2012 6.8 

2013 15.4 

2014 27.8 

2015 32.9 

2016 I 33.0 

SELECTING REVENUE SOURCES FOR THE FINANCING PLAN 

One of the most important requirements of the Capital Facilities Plan is that it must be financially 
feasible; GMA requires a balanced capital budget. The following are excerpts from GMA 
pertaining to financing of capital improvements. 

GMA requires "a six-year plan that will finance capital facilities within projected funding capacities 
and clearly identifies sources of public money for such purposes." For roads, GMA allows 
development when "a financial commitment is in place to complete the improvements ... within six 
years" (emphasis added). 

The City must be able to afford the standards of service that it adopts, or "if probable funding falls 
short of meeting existing needs" the City must "reassess the land use element" (which most likely 
will cause further limits on development). 

In keeping with these requirements, the City's CFP Policy 4.1 requires "conservative estimates of 
revenues from sources that are available to the City pursuant to current statutes, and which have not 
been rejected by referendum, if a referendum is required to enact a source of revenue." 

Sources of revenue are analyzed in two support documents "Financial Capacity Analysis," and 
"Revenue Sources for Capital Facilities." 

The "Financial Capacity Analysis" forecasts existing revenue and expenditures to determine the 
City's overall financial position, and identify existing City of SeaTac revenue that can be used for 
future capital facility projects. 

"Revenue Sources for Capital Facilities" forecasts new sources of revenue that the City of SeaTac 
could generate for capital facilities projects. 
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The process of identifying specific revenues for the financing plan was as follows: 

1. Calculate total costs for each type of public facility. 

2. Match existing restricted revenue sources to the type of facility to which they are restricted. 

3. Subtract existing restricted revenues from costs to identify unfunded "deficit." (1 2 = 3). 

4. Apply new restricted revenues to the type of facility to which they are restricted. 

5. Subtract new restricted revenues from costs to identify remaining unfunded "deficits" (3 - 4 
= 5). 

6. Allocate new unrestricted revenue to unfunded deficits. Two new unrestricted 
revenues are potentially available to meet deficits: 

a. New bond issues (either councilmanic, or voted, or a combination), and 
b. The second 1/44 real estate excise tax. 

Decision makers can choose which of the two (bonds or REET ) to assign to specific capital 
projects for the final CFP. 
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CITY HALL 

CURRENT FACILITIES 
In 2002, the City purchased and renovated an existing building to serve as the new City Hall. This 
building is located at 4800 S. 188th Street, SeaTac W A 98188. It contains over 81,000 square feet, 
of which the City uses approximately 53,500 square feet. The balance is leased but available for 
expansion, should the City need additional space. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) 
The adopted LOS of 256 gross square feet (gsf) per city hall employee (gross square feet includes 
offices and other work areas, the City Council Chamber, Courtroom, restrooms and other common 
areas) requires approximately gsf of space through the Table 
CH-2). Through the the City will need approximately 41,OOO_gsf of space to 
maintain this LOS. In addition, there may be other public (non-employee) spaces that must be 
accommodated in the City Hall. Accordingly, the City has purchased a building with its long-term 
needs in mind. 

CAPITAL FACILITIES PROJECTS AND FINANCING 

CAPITAL FACILITIES PROJECTS COMPLETED IN ~~~ 

OPERATING IMPACT OF LOS CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 
The net operating impact during 2011-2016 of the capital improvement projects required to 
maintain the adopted level of service standard is ~~]~~',T~~;;;;..==~;;;;.;;-;;:;;c::=~~~-=,-~;;,-;;;.;;;;;;=~,.::;~ 
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City Hall 

The inventory of current City Hall administrative offices includes the following. 

Table CH-1 
CURRENT FACILITIES INVENTORY 

City Hall 

Capacity 

Name (Net Sg. Ft.) Location 

City Hall 53,500 4800 S. 188th Street 

Table CH~2 
CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

City Hall 

City LOS = 256 gross square feet per employee 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

Current 
City Hall Sq. Ft. Required @ Sq. Ft. 

Time Period Employment 256 Per Employee Available 

2010 Actual Employment 133 34,048 53,500 

0 
Growth 

TOTAL AS OF 
53,500 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: No capacity projects. 
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Table CH-3 
CFP PROJECTS AND FINANCING PLAN 

Sources and Uses of Funds 
City Hall 

(All Amounts Are Times $1,000) 

(1 ) ~ ill m ~ ill (6) (7) (8) 

~ 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 TOTAL 

SOURCES OF FUNDS 

Existing Revenue: 

Fund Balance #108 375.6 25.9 26.7 284.8 299.4 93.3 1,105.7 

Total Sources 25.9 26.7 284.8 299.4 93.3 1,105.7 

USES OF FUNDS 

Non-Capacity Projects: 

1. Heat PumQ ReQlacement 25.1 28.3 29.1 162.6 

2. Roof ReQlacement 0.0 0.0 271.1 0.0 271.1 

3. CarQet ReQlacement 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 257.3 

4. Elevator UQgrade 0.0 0.0 64.2 64.2 

5. Cooling Tower 350.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 350.5 

Total Costs (h{) 375.6 25.9 26.7 284.8 1,105.7 

BALANCE 

Surplus or (Deficit) (h{) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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BALANCE 

Surplus or 
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2011 

0.0 

0.0 
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2012 
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(4) 

2013 

0.0 

224.8 

(6) 

2015 

0.0 

0,0 

29.1 

0.0 
0.0 

(8) 

TOTAL 

0.0 
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Table CH 4 
OPERATING IMPACT OF LEVEL OF SERVICE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 

City Hall 

There are no operating impac s 
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PARKS AND RECREATION 

CURRENT FACILITIES 

The parks inventory has identified approximately 400 acres of community, neighborhood and 
regional parks within the SeaTac city limits. 154 acres of that parkland is developed; the remainder 
is undeveloped. Much of the park land is operated by the City, while some is operated by other 
jurisdictions. The City currently owns and operates 98 acres of community parks, 18.3 acres of 
neighborhood parks, and more than 22,600 lineal feet of trails. The City is served by 58,548 square 
feet of pocket/mini parks which are owned by private businesses and other agencies, but are open to 
the public. Additionally, the city operates 80 acres of North SeaTac Park and has developed a small 
community park around the North SeaTac Community Center. Regional parkland (North SeaTac 
Park, and Des Moines Creek Park) will serve not only SeaTac residents but people from surrounding 
areas as well; as such, the City will seek funds outside the City for operations. Pocket parks will 
primarily serve the daytime public in commercial areas of the City; these parks will be encouraged 
as part of new developments and will typically be owned and maintained by commercial 
establishments. Mini parks are envisioned as small recreation areas to be located within residential 
developments, especially in higher density areas. Linear parks/trails will help to link different areas 
of the city and provide enjoyment of natural features; after such trails are developed, they will be 
owned and maintained by the City. Table 1 of each section, the "Current Facilities Inventory," lists 
each park facility separately along with its current capacity and street location. Map A4.1 shows the 
geographic location of each facility. 

In terms of multi-purpose outdoor facilities, the City currently has two playfields, one at Sunset Park 
and the other at Valley Ridge Park, that are programmed for multiple sports year round. These two 
multi-purpose sports fields accommodate the following programmed activities: adult and youth 
baseball, adult and youth softball, football and soccer. Additionally, North SeaTac Park has 
baseball/softball fields and separate soccer fields. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) 

SeaTac uses two methods of measuring its level of service: acreage-based and facilities-based. In 
the past, the City measured its LOS solely by the amount of acreage per thousand residents devoted 
to a particular parks category, such as regional park, neighborhood park, etc. That approach does not 
directly take into account facilities available for recreation; it assumes that the demand will be met 
by providing a specified number of acres per City resident. Under an acreage-based LOS, as the 
number of residents increase3:i, the amount of park land must increase to keep pace. 

In SeaTac, however, very little land is left for additional parks. As the City's population grows, 
residents' need for recreational opportunities must be met by adding or upgrading facilities to most 
parks. Four types of parks will still be evaluated by an acreage-based standard: Community, 
Neighborhood, Pocket/Mini parks and Trails/Linear. All other types of parks use a facilities-based 
LOS to measure how well the City is meeting the recreational needs of SeaTac residents. 

As those needs increase, the City has the option of adding new facilities, or adding capacity to 
existing ones, by improving the facilities themselves. For example, the Parks Department proposes 
to make playing surface and outdoor lighting improvements on field 4 Valley Ridge Park. 
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Improvements of this nature nearly double the capacity of baseball/football fields in the City, 
without actually adding any new fields. 

While not reflected in either LOS standard, the City will also consider equity of location, to further 
ensure that all residents have access to recreation. Map A4.1 shows the locations of parks in SeaTac 
and the immediate surrounding areas. 

Parks Description and Acreage-based LOS 
Only land currently developed for recreational activities is counted as "capacity" for the purpose of 
calculating park LOS. Counting only developed acres as capacity allows the City to focus on its 
targeted need: more developed park land. As land is developed or as facilities are added, land will 
be transferred from the undeveloped to the developed category, showing progress toward the City'S 
adopted LOS standard. In some cases, acreage that appears to be developed may be classified as 
undeveloped because it lacks facilities typical of parks in its category. In these cases, an acre value 
is assigned to a needed facility, for instance .5 acres for a child's play area. The following figure lists 
developed; undeveloped and total land within each park category. 

Park Category 

Community Parks 

Neighborhood 
Parks 

Regional Park 

Pocket/Mini Parks 

Trails/Linear Parks 

Figure A4.8 
Summary of Park Land, 

Developed Undeveloped 

63 acres 35 acres 

10 acres 8.3 acres 

80 acres 211.4 acres 

73,548 sq. ft. N.A. 

22,630 lineal o lineal feet 
feet 

Total 

98 acres 

18.3 acres 

291.4 acres 

73,548 sq. ft. 

22,630 lineal feet 

The current LOS provided by the park system within the City is based on the current inventory of 
developed park acres divided by the actual 2010 _SeaTac population. This equates to 
acres per 1,000 population for community parks; 0.4 acres per 1,000 population for neighborhood 
parks; 2,~~75-;;~Ql square feet per 1,000 population feet for pocket/mini parks; and IJineal 
feet per 1,000 population for trails/linear parks. 

The City adopted LOS is 1.7 acres per 1,000 population for community parks; 0.27 acres per 1,000 
population for neighborhood parks; 500 square feet per 1,000 population for pocket/mini parks; and 
251.6 lineal feet per 1,000 population for trails/linear parks. 

Each City LOS will enable the City to respond to the need for additional developed park acreage and 
facilities, and trail miles as the City population continues to increase over time. 
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CAPITAL FACILITIES PROJECTS COMPLETED IN ~~ ---

CAPITAL FACILITIES PROJECTS AND FINANCING 

~~ capacity projects and four non capacity capital 
projects at a cost of -:1ITT:::~~+tf,:-ji_'~~~~~,,,- The proposed financing plans are shovvn on Tables 
PRC-3 and Table PRF-3. 

OPERATING IMPACT OF LOS CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 

The net operating impact during of the capital improvement projects 
required to maintain the adopted level of service standards is shown on Table PR-4. 
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MAP A4.1 
PARKS AND RECREATION FACILITIES 
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COMMUNITY PARKS 

Community parks within the City are primarily highly developed and used for active recreation. 
They include amenities from picnic tables, and a boat launch at Angle Lake Park to courts and 
fields for tennis, softball, and soccer. Typically, community parks serve population within a mile 
radius of the park. 

The inventory of current Community Parks includes the following: 

Name 

Angle Lake Park 

Grandview Park 

Sunset Playfield 

Valley Ridge Park 

NST Community Park 

Tyee H.S. Playfields 

TOTAL 

Table PRC-l 
PARKS INVENTORY 

Community Parks 

Developed* Undeveloped Total 

10.5 acres o acres 10.5 acres 

14.0 acres 24.0 acres 38.0 acres 

14.4 acres o acres 14.4 acres 

21 acres o acres 21 acres 

0.6 acres 11.0 acres 11.6 acres 

2.5 acres o acres 2.5 acres 

63 acres 35 acres 98 acres 

* Developed acres are used to calculate current capacity. 

Table PRC-2 

Location 

19408 International Blvd. 

3600 S. 228th Street 

13659 - 18th Ave. S. 

4644 S. 188th St. 

S. 128th St. & 20th Ave. S 

4424 S. 188th St. 

CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
Community Parks 

(1 ) 

Time Period 

=-"-'~=.-'_~ Actual Pop. 

TOTAL AS OF ~~~ 

LOS = 1.7 acres per 1,000 population 

(2) 

City 
Population 

(3) 

Dev. Acres 
Required @ 

0.0017 
per Capita 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: 1. Gathering Space (SeaTac/Airport Station 
2. Military Triangle Plaza (S. 154th st. Station 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-33 

(4) 

Dev. Acres 
Available 

63.0 

0.5 

63.5 

(5) 

Net Reserve 
Or 

Deficiency 
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Table PRC-3 
CPF PROJECTS AND FINANCING PLAN 

Sources and Uses of Funds 
Community Parks 

(All Amounts Are Times $1,000) 

(1 ) 

SOURCES/USES 
(2) 

2010 

(3) 

2011 

(4) 

2012 

(5) (6) (7) 

2013 2014 2015 

Q.,.G 455:4 1,185:4- 1,0.94.2 36.1 0.0 0.0 

0.0 138.0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

0.0 82.5 17.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Q.,.G 8M 9{hG Q.,.G Q.,.G Q.,.G 

Q.,.G Q.,.G Q.,.G Q.,.G Q.,.G 63M 

Available Capital Funds Q.,.G Q.,.G ~ Q.,.G Q.,.G Q.,.G 

Subtotal ()..() 593.4 t.26~~9 1,111.7 :36.::1 (U) 0.0 

NEW FUNDS 

Grant: King Conservation Dist. 60.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Communit~ Relief Funds 0.0 0.0 220.9 1,002.7 0.0 0.0 

Re€+-4 Q.,.G Q.,.G Q.,.G Q.,.G Q.,.G 

Investment Interest Q.,.G Q.,.G 

Subtotal ",102.7 '0.'0 0.0 

Total Sources 1.,<G,3~.8 Il~O 0.0 

USES OF FUNDS 

Capacity Projects 

1. Gathering Place Plaza (30th Ave. S) Q.,.G 1:.0.0.2 •. 7 0.0 0.0 

2. Plaza/pedestrian connection at 400 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Military triangle (S. 154th St. Station Area) 

3. Communit~ Garden (Riverton School Site) 60.0 0.0 0.0 

Subtotal ~ 653.:4 0:0 0.0 

Non-Capacity Projects: 

4. Ornamental Fence ReQlacement (Angle Lake Pk) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

;3. Valley Ridge Spray Park 4+e-,{) Q.,.G Q.,.G Q.,.G 

4. Valley Ridge PaFI~ Q.,.G Q.,.G Q.,.G Q.,.G 

(New restrooms, snaGk bar and storage) 

Subtotal 4+-S.(} 0.0 0.0 

Total Costs ~ , 653.4- 1,2B7~9 
BALANCE 

Surplus or (Deficit) ()..() 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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(8) 

TOTAL 

2.771.1 

138.0 

100.0 

4-7G--,G 

63M 

W&.-9 

3i'009 .• 1 

60.0 

1,223.6 

~ 

~ 

1,283.6 

~l,292.7 

3~784.~ 

412,:5 

60.0 

4.2~.6 

36.1 

4+e-,{) 

63M 

36.1 

~,292.7 

0.0 



SOURCES FUNDS 

DAd 

0.0 

New Revenue Teta!: 0.0 

T eta I Sources 0.0 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-35 

Capital Facilities Background Report 

0.0 

1,932.5 

(5) 

2014 

0,0 

OJ) 

(6) 

2015 

0,0 

0.0 

O.() 

0.0 

(7) 

2016 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

34J) 

8-20-10 

(8) 

TOTAL 



BALANCE 
Surplus 

0.0 

Capital Facilities Background Report 

0.0 

Because the City tracks its facilities separately from its parks,-improvements to the facilities at Valley Ridge Park, 
Angle Lake Park, and North SeaTac Cmmunity Park, as well as funding for these projects, are shown in Table PRF-3 
on page A4-60. 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-36 8-20-10 



Capital Facilities Background Report 

NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS 

Neighborhood parks are typically located within a residential area and provide passive, multi-use 
space, as well as opportunities for active recreation. They typically serve the population within a 
112 mile radius of the park. Elementary school playfields and other school outdoor facilities (e.g., 
Tyee High School tennis courts) are counted in the City's inventory of parks facilities because they 
are available for the community's use. The City is not obligated to pay for maintenance or 
replacement of these facilities, except in cases where the City has entered into specific agreements 
with the Highline School District for provision or maintenance of specific facilities. 

The inventory of current Neighborhood Parks includes the following: 

N~lUle Developed* 

McMicken Heights 
2.5 acres 

Park 

Bow Lake Park 3.5 acres 

McMicken Hts. 
1 acre 

School':' 

Valley View Elem. 
1 acre School':' 

Madrona Elem. 
1 acre 

School':' 

Bow Lake Elem. 
1 acre School':' 

C;,u."""L"""" LJ",;""h.;."" 
~, "" ,,~ ~':::::;' 

,~, 

fl ,4t""-""'<:-

r::Lc:,,~ c: ,..,h"",,,,,! ~ -,~ ~-' 

"'-"'''''' -~ ~ 

TOTAL 10 acres 

*Developed acres are used to calculate current capacity. 

Table PRN-l 
PARKS INVENTORY 
Neighborhood Parks 

Undeveloped Total 

o acres 2.5 acres 

.5 acres 4 acres 

o acres 1 acre 

o acres 1 acre 

o acres 1 acre 

o acres 1 acre 

'7 Q ,'5t""'I::.,}t::" '7 Q 0.~"''''''f:' 
~, ~~ ~'~' ~~ ~ - ~~, 

3.30.5 acres 
4-8.310,5 
acres 

':'School playfields also serve as neighborhood parks for local residents. 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-37 

Location 

S. 166th St. & 40th Ave. 
S. 

S. 178th St. at 51 st Ave. 
S. 

3708 S. 168th St. 

17622 46th Ave. So. 

3030 S. 204th St. 

18237 42nd Ave. So. 

A 'e:;" c:; 
, 'V '-' 
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(1 ) 

Time Period 

20.1 0 ~Actual Pop. 

Table PRN-2 
CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

Neighborhood Parks 

City LOS = 0.27 acres per 1,000 

(2) 

City 
Population 

(3) 

Dev. Acres 
Required 

@ 0.00027 
perCapita 

(4) 

Current 
Acres 

Available 

10.0 

0.0 

TOTAL AS OF ~~~ 10.0 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: No projects 

Table PRN-3 
CFP PROJECTS AND FINANCING PLAN 

Sources and Uses of Funds 
Neighborhood Parks 

There are no Capital rojects planned through 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-38 

(5) 

Net Reserve 
Or 

Deficiency 
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REGIONAL PARKS 

Regional/District parks typically serve a 10+ mile radius. They may include active recreational 
facilities, as well as passive open space areas. 

North SeaTac Park 

Due to its wide service area extending beyond the City of SeaTac, North SeaTac Park has not been 
treated as a typical SeaTac park. The City, in working with King County has established policies for 
park jurisdiction and maintenance. 

The City has a Master Plan for the whole park, and approximately 80 acres have been developed 
with facilities for active recreation. No projects for additional development are proposed for the six­
year CFP. 

Des Moines Creek Park 

Des Moines Creek Park is a wooded, natural area of 95 acres surrounding Des Moines Creek that 
was purchased with Forward Thrust funds for preservation as open space and recreation. Currently 
the area is underdeveloped and contains dirt bike trails. A connecting trail was completed along Des 
Moines Creek in 1997. Some additional improvements may be planned after discussion and master 
planning -in conjunction with the community. However, the park will continue to offer passive 
recreational opportunities. Its large size and proximity at the southern end of the City contribute to 
its classification as a regional park. It will play a key role in the future, as additional trails are 
developed to fonn a linked network of natural areas in the Puget Sound. 

.r:sJ!!!!~ 

North SeaTac Park 

Des Moines Creek 
Park 

TOTAL 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments 

Table PRR-l 
CURRENT FACILITIES INVENTORY 

Regional Parks 

Developed* Undeveloped Total 

80.0 acres 116.4 acres 196.4 acres 

0.0 acres 95.0 acres 95.0 acres 

80.0 211.4 acres 291.4 acres 

A4-39 

Location 

City's Northwest Corner 

City's South End 

8-20-10 
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POCKET/MINI PARKS 

"Pocket parks" are envisioned as small parks, near workplaces. They are characterized by urban 
plazas with hardscape surfaces, benches, lighting, and other pedestrian amenities. They may also 
include special interest areas such as the Flag Pavilion that highlights unique features of SeaTac, 
adding variety and interest to the commercial environment. City standards also encourage the 
inclusion of pocket parks within new developments, especially in the Urban Center. 

Mini parks are small parks of 1/4 to 112 acre serving residential developments. Smaller than 
neighborhood parks, mini parks allow recreation areas to be accessible to children without the need 
to cross major streets. Such parks are especially needed in several existing multi-family areas that 
lack access to neighborhood parks. 

The inventory of current pocket/mini parks includes the following. 

Pocket Parks 

Mini Parks 

TOTAL 

Table PRP-l 
PARKS INVENTORY 

Pocket/Mini Parks 

Name 

Flag Pavilion 

SeaTac Office 
Center Plaza 

Hilton Plaza 

Eagle Scout 
Park 

Developed Sq. Ft. 

2,500 square feet 

8,500 sq uare feet 

45,748 sq uare feet 

1 ,800 square feet 

5873,,548 square feet 

Location 

IntI. Blvd. at Airport entrance 

18000 International Blvd. 

17620 International Blvd. 

196th & Military Road 

None of the pocket parks listed is owned or maintained by the City. They are accessible to the 
public through the desire of property owners to create urban amenities that will enhance commercial 
areas. Both the City and local business can benefit from such parks which typically remain under 
the commercial property owner's operation. Currently there are no guidelines for the use of such 
parks nor guarantees that they will remain as parks. The City would like to encourage creation of 
additional parks in conjunction with guidelines for their use. Guidelines can serve both to protect 
property owners and to ensure the long term availability of pocket parks for the public. 

The zoning code currently gives density bonuses to developers for including open space or park in 
their development, or for dedicating land for park development. Additionally, within the Urban 
Center, pedestrian plazas can count toward the landscaping requirements in certain situations. These 
zoning code provisions are intended to encourage the creation of pocket parks as the City grows. 

The City has recently identified the need for mini parks in existing residential developments, and 
will continue to work with the community to identify opportunities to develop such parks. 
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(1 ) 

Time Period 

Growth 

Table PRP-2 
CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

Pocket/Mini Parks 

City LOS = 500 square feet per 1,000 population 

(2) (3) (4) 

Square Feet Square 

Citywide Required @ 0.5 Feet 

Po~ulation ~er Ca~ita Available 

Pop. 

o 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: No projects. 

Table PRP-3 
CFPPROJECTS AND FINANCING PLAN 

Sources and Uses of Funds 
Pocket/Mini Parks 

There are currently no capital projects planned through 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-41 

(5) 

Net Reserve 

Or 
Deficienc)l 

8-20-10 
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TRAILS/LINEAR PARKS 

Recreational trails create pedestrian linkages between existing parks and enhance public enjoyment 
of natural features. 

The inventory of current Trails includes the following: 

Name 

Table PRT-l 
CURRENT FACILITIES INVENTORY 

Trails 

C !ty (Lhu~aJ feet) Location -r 

North SeaTac Park Trails 12,430 City's Northwest Corner 

Des Moines Creek Park Trail 3,000 City's South End 

West Side Trail 7,200 
Adjacent to DMMD, NSTP to 
Sunnydale 

!TOTAL 22,630 Lineal Feet 

Table PRT-2 
CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

Trails/Linear Parks 

City LOS = 251.6 lineal feet per 1,000 population 

(1 ) (2) (3) (4) 

Feet@ Lineal 
Citywide 0.2516 Feet 

Time Period Population Per Capita Available 

Pop. 22,630 

;?.QJJt Growth 

Total as of ~~~: 

CAPITAL PROJECTS: 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-42 

(5) 

Net Reserve 
Or 

Deficiency 
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Table PRT-3 
CFP PROJECTS AND FINANCING PLAN 

Sources and Uses of Funds 
Trails/Linear Parks 

II No Trail/Linear Park projects are planned through ;tt%::?'QJ6. * 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-43 8-20-10 
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FACILITIES-BASED LOS 

The LOS provided by recreational facilities in the City is based on the number of each facility 
divided by the estimated number of people each one can serve annually. Table PRF -2 in each 
category analyzes capacity through the year Several projects are planned to increase 
capacity, including various sports~field improvements. Capacity projects and financing plans for 
facilities with a facilities-based LOS are shown in Table PRF -3. 

Table PRF-bd-l 
CURRENT FACILITIES INVENTORY 

Badminton Courts 

Park Location Number of Facilities 

... ,)7,)C:;: 1"'J4th A"~ C" Il"'om-' ._:.&. •• 

NST Community Park 
I v ( v\,) It.. vt:: . ..::>. \\..1 III lUI Illy 

Center Gym) 

TOTAL 

Table PRF-bd-2 
CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

Badminton Courts 

[1] 

Time Period 

2010 Actual Pop. 

Growth 

Total as of 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments 

City LOS = 0.1 courts per 1,000 population 

[2] 

City-wide 
Population 

No projects. 

A4-44 

[3] 

Facilities 
Required @ 

0.00010 
per capita 

2.6 

[4] 

Current 
Facilities 
Available 

3.0 

0.0 

3.0 

3 

3 

[5] 

Net 
Reserve or 
Deficiency 

0.4 

8-20-10 



Park 

Valley Ridge Park 

NST Community Park 

TOTAL 

Capital Facilities Background Report 

Table PRF-bsa-l 
INVENTORY 

Baseball/softball Fields, adult 

Location 

4644 S. 188th Street 

S. 128th Street & 20th Avenue South 

Table PRF -bsa-2 

Number of Facilities 

2 

2 

4 

CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
Baseball/Softball Fields, Adult 

Adopted City LOS = 0.08 fields pei 1,000 population 

[1] 

Time Period 

20"10 Actual Pop. 

Growth 

TOT AL AS OF ...;;;::;,,;;;;~~-:;:;, 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: 

* Column [5] refers to these improvements. 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments 

[2] 

City-wide 

[3] 

Facilities 
Required 

@ 

0.00008 
Population per capita 

2.1 

[4] 

Current 

Facilities 
Available 

4.0 

0.0 

4.0 

[5] [6] 

Added Net 
Reserve 

Capacity or 
to Facilities Deficiency 

0.0 1.9 

0.5 

0.5 

Improved surface and outdoor lighting on field #4 at Valley Ridge Park * 

A4-45 8-20-10 



Park 

Sunset Playfield 

Valley Ridge Park 

TOTAL 

Capital Facilities Background Report 

Table PRF -bsy-l 
INVENTORY 

Baseball/softball Fields, youth 

Location 

13659 18th Ave. South 

4644 S. 188 th Street 

Table PRF-bsy-2 

Number of Facilities 

2 

4 

6 

CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
Baseball/softball Fields, youth 

City LOS = 0.15 fields per 1,000 population 

[1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] 

Facilities 
Required Current Capacity Net Reserve 

City-wide @ 0.00015 Facilities Added to or 
Time Period Population per capita Available Facilities Deficiency 

2010 Actual Pop. 3.9 6.0 0.0 2.1 

Growth 0.0 0.5 

TOT AL AS OF ;;:;;;..;;;;...~~ 6.0 0.5 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: Improved surface and outdoor lighting on field #4 at Valley Ridge Park.* 

* Column [5] refers to these improvements. 
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Park 

NST Community Park 

YMCA 

TOTAL 

Capital Facilities Background Report 

Table PRF -bbi-l 
INVENTORY 

Basketball Courts, indoor 

Location 

13735 24th Ave. S. (Community Center 
Gym) 

3595 S. 188th St. 

Table PRF -bbi-2 

Number of Facilities 

1 

1 

2 

CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
Basketball Courts, indoor 

City LOS = 0.04 courts per 1,000 population 

[1] [2] [3] [4] [5] 

Current Net 
Facilities Reserve or 
Available Deficiency Time Period 

Facilities 
City-wide Required @ 

Population 0.00004 
per capita 

1.0 2 1.0 

0.1 0 -0.1 

1.1 2 0.9 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: 
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Park 

Valley Ridge Park 

NST Community Park 

Bow Lake School 

Madrona School 

TOTAL 

Capital Facilities Background Report 

Table PRbbo-l 
INVENTORY 

Basketball Courts, outdoor 

Location 

4644 S. 188 th Street 

S. 128th Street & 20th Avenue South 

18237 42nd Ave. Street 

440 S. 186th Street 

Table PRF-bbo-2 

N umber of Facilities 

3 

2 

2 

4 

11 

CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
Basketball Courts, outdoor 

[1] 

Time Period 

201 0 Actual Pop. 

Growth 

TOTAL AS OF ~~~ 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments 

City LOS = 0.23 courts per 1,000 population 

[2] 

City-wide 
Population 

No projects. 

A4-48 

[3] 

Facilities 
Required @ 

0.00023 
per capita 

[4] [5] 

Current Net 
Facilities Reserve or 
Available Deficiency 

11 5.1 

0.0 

11 

8-20-10 
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--------------------------------------------------------------------.. 
, 

II 

Table PRF-bmx-l 
INVENTORY 
BMX Track 

Park Location Number of Facilities 

, 
, , 

, 
, 

i 

I 
, 

II 

II 

II 

I 

, 

, , 
, 

I 

NST Community Park S. 128th St. & 20th Ave. S 

TOTAL 

Table PRF-bmx-2 
CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

BMXTrack 

Adopted City LOS = 0.03 tracks per 1,000 population 

[1] 

Time Period 

Pop. 

Growth 

TOT AL AS OF .~~~~ 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: 

[2] 

City-wide 
Population 

No projects. 

[3] 

Facilities 
Required @ 

0.00003 
per capita 

0.8 

0.1 

0.9 

[4] 

Current 
Facilities 
Available 

o 

1 

I DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-49 

1 

1 

[5] 

Net 
Reserve or 
Deficiency 

0.2 

-0.1 

0.1 

8-20-10 
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Table PRF-bl-l 
INVENTORY 
Boat Launch 

Park Location Number of Facilities 

Angle Lake Park 19408 International Boulevard 

TOTAL 

Table PRF-bl-2 
CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

Boat Launch 

Adopted City LOS = 0.03 launches per 1,000 population 

[1 ] [2] [3] [4] 

Facilities Required Current 
City-wide @0.00003 Facilities 

Time Period Population per capita Available 

2Crl0 Actual Pop. 0.8 1 

Growth 0.1 0 

TOTAL AS OF 0.9 1 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: No projects. 

1 

1 

[5] 

NetReserve or 
Deficiency 

0.2 

-0.1 

0.1 

I DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-50 8-20-10 
.................................................................................................................................. 
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Table PRF -bg-l 
INVENTORY 

Botanical Garden 

Park Location Number of Facilities 

Highline Botanical Garden 13735 24th Avenue S. 

TOTAL 

Table PRF-bg-2 
CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

Botanical Garden 

City LOS = 0.01 gardens per 1,000 population 

rO«1 rln [3] rA"I 

L IJ LLJ l'loJ 

Facilities Required @ Current 
City-wide 0.00001 Facilities 

Time Period Population per capita Available 

2010 Actual Pop. 0.3 1 

Growth 0.0 0 

Total as of 0.3 1 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: No projects. 

1 

1 

[5] 

Net 
Reserve or 
Deficiency 

0.7 

0.0 

0.7 
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Park 

Angle Lake Park 

TOTAL 

Capital Facilities Background Report 

Table PRF-f-l 
INVENTORY 
F" h" P" IS lng ler 

Location 

19408 International Boulevard 

Table PRF-f-2 

Number of Facilities 

1 

1 

CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

II 

II 

II 

II 

[1] 

Time Period 

Pop. 

Growth 

TOTAL AS OF ~~~.;;;.., 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: 

iDRAFT 2010 Amendments 

Fishing Pier 

City LOS = 0.03 piers per 1,000 population 

[2] [3] 

City-wide Facilities Required @ 
Population 0.00003 per capita 

0.8 

0.1 

0.9 

No projects. 

A4-52 

[4] [5] 

Current Net 
Facilities Reserve or 
Available Deficiency 

1 0.2 

0 -0.1 

1 0.1 

8-20-10 



II 

II 

II 

II 

Park 

Sunset Playfield 

Valley Ridge Park 

NST Community Park 

TOTAL 

Capital Facilities Background Report 

Table PRF-fs-l 
INVENTORY 

Football/soccer Fields 

Location 

13659 18th Ave. South 

4644 S. 188th Street 

S. 128th Street & 20th Avenue South 

Table PRF-fs-2 

Number of Facilities 

1 

4 

2 

7 

CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
Football/soccer Fields 

City LOS = 0.18 fields per 1,000 population 

[1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] 

Facilities Net 
Required @ Current Added Reserve 

City-wide 0.00018 Facilities Capacity or 
Time Period Population per capita Available to Facilities Deficiency 

Pop. 7 0.0 

20 "16 Growth 0 0.5 

TOTAL AS OF 
7 0.5 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: Improved surface and outdoor lighting on field #4 at Valley Ridge Park. 

* Column [5] refers to these improvements. 
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Table PRF-pb-l 
INVENTORY 

Pickleball Courts, Indoor 

Park Location Number of Facilities 

NST Community Park 13735 24th Ave. S. (Community Center Gym) 

TOTAL 

Table PRF-pb-2 
CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

Pickleball Courts 

[1] 

Time Period 

Pop. 

Growth 

TOTAL AS OF ~~~ 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: 

City LOS = 0.1 courts per 1,000 population 

[2] 

City-wide 
Population 

No projects. 

[3] 

Facilities Required @ 
0.00010 

per capita 

2.6 

[4] 

Current 
Facilities 
Available 

3 

o 

3 

3 

3 

[5] 

Net 
Reserve or 
Deficiency 

0.4 

iDRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-54 8-20-10 



, 

II 

I! 

II 

Park 

Angle Lake Park 

NST Community Park 

TOTAL 

Capital Facilities Background Report 

Location 

Table PRF-ps-l 
INVENTORY 
Picnic Shelters 

19408 International Boulevard 

S. 128th Street & 20th Avenue South 

Table PRF-ps-2 

Number of Facilities 

1 

1 

2 

CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
Picnic Shelters 

[1] 

Time Period 

Pop. 

Growth 

TOTAL AS OF 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: 

City lOS = 0.06 shelters per 1,000 population 

[2] 

City-wide 
Population 

[3] 

Facilities 
Required @ 

0.00006 
per capita 

0.2 0<1 

1.7 

[4] 

Current 
Facilities 
Available 

2 

[5] 

Net 
Reserve or 
Deficiency 

-0.2 109 

iDRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-55 8-20-10 
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Table PRF-pt-l 
INVENTORY 

Picnic Table Areas 

Park Location Number of Facilities 

NST Community Park S. 128th Street & 20th Avenue South 

Valley Ridge Park 4644 S. 188th Street 

TOTAL 

Table PRF-pt-2 
CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

Picnic Table Areas 

Adopted City LOS = 0.03 table areas per 1,000 population 

[1] [2] [3] [4] 

Facilities Required @ Current 
City-wide 0.00003 Facilities 

Time Period Population per capita Available 

2fJJQ..Actual Pop. 0.8 2 

Growth 0.1 0 

TOTAL AS OF 
0.9 2 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: No projects. 

1 

1 

2 

[5] 

Net 
Reserve or 
Deficiency 

1.2 

-0.1 

1.1 

iDRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-56 8-20-10 
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Table PRC-l 
INVENTORY 
Playgrounds 

Park Location N umber of Facilities 

McMicken School S. 166th Street & 3yth Avenue South 

McMicken Heights Park S. 166th Street & 40th Avenue South 

Valley Ridge Park 4644 S. 188th Street 

NST Community Park S. 128th Street & 20th Avenue South 

Bow Lake School 18237 42nd Ave. S. 

Anqle Lake Pari:.: '1 Sl40a Ii ncr 1 !i::wonal Blvd 

TOTAL 

Table PRC-2 
CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

Playgrounds 

Adopted City LOS = 0.24 playgrounds per 1,000 population 

[1] 

Time Period 

Pop. 

Growth 

Total as of =:!~~. 

[2] 

City-wide 
Population 

CAPACITY PROJECTS~. No projects. 

[3] [4] 

Facilities Required 
@ Current 

0.00024 Facilities 
per capita Available 

6.2 7 

0 

7 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

-

7 

[5] 

Net 
Reserve or 
Deficiency 

0.8 

I DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-57 8-20-10 
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Table PRF-rh-l 
INVENTORY 
Roller Hockey 

Park Location N umber of Facilities 

Valley Ridge Park 4644 S. 188th Street 

TOTAL 

[1] 

Time Period 

Growth 

TOTAL AS OF 

Table PRF-rh-2 
CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

Roller Hockey 

City (proposed) LOS = 0.03 rinks per 1,000 population 

[2] [3] 

Facilities 
Required @ 

[4] 

Current 
City-wide 0.00003 Facilities 

Population per capita Available 

Pop. 0.8 

0.1 0 

0.9 1 

CAPACITY PROJECTS,;. No projects. 

1 

1 

[5] 

Net 
Reserve 

or 
Deficiency 

0.2 

-0.1 

0.1 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------iDRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-58 8-20-10 , ................................................................................... 
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Table PRF-sb-l 
INVENTORY 

Skateboard Parks 

Park Location N umber of Facilities 

Valley Ridge Park 4644 S. 188th Street 

TOTAL 

Time Period 

Growth 

TOTAL AS OF 

Table PRF-sb-2 
CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

Skateboard Parks 

City (proposed) LOS = 0.03 parks per 1,000 population 

Pop. 

[2] 

City-wide 
Population 

[3] 

Facilities 
Required @ 

0.00003 
per capita 

0.8 

0.1 

0.9 

[4] 

Current 
Facilities 
Available 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: 

1* 

1 

[5] 

Net 
Reserve or 
Deficiency 

0.2 

*In addition to the Skateboard Park at Valley Ridge Park, SeaTac residents use the facility at Foster High School in Tukwila. Since SeaTac does not 
contribute support to this facility, however, it is not listed here. 

1 DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-59 8-20-10 
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Table PRF-tc-l 
INVENTORY 
Tennis Courts 

Park Location Number of Facilities 

McMicken Heights Park S. 166th Street & 20 Avenue South 

Sunset Playfield 13659 18th Ave. South 

Valley Ridge Park 4644 S. 188th Street 

Tyee High School 4424 S. 188th Street 

TOTAL 

Table PRF-tc-2 
CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

Tennis Courts 

Adopted City LOS = 0.30 courts per 1,000 population 

[1] 

Time Period 

2010 Actual Pop. 

Growth 

[2] 

City-wide 
Population 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: No projects. 

[3] 

Facilities 
Required 

@ 
0.00030 

per capita 

[4] 

Current 
Facilities 
Available 

10 

o 

10 

2 

2 

2 

4 

10 

[6] 

Net 
Reserve or 
Deficiency 

I DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-61 8-20-10 
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Table PRF -th-l 
INVENTORY 

Theater, outdoor 

Park Location N umber of Facilities 

Angle Lake Park 19408 International Boulevard 

TOTAL 

Table PRF-th-2 
CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

Theater, outdoor 

Adopted City LOS = 0.03 theaters per 1,000 population 

[1 ] [2] r,,)l [4] L'-'J 

Facilities 
Required 

@ Current 
City-wide 0.000030 Facilities 

Time Period Population per capita Available 

2010 Actual Pop. 0.8 

Growth 0.1 0 

TOT AL AS OF ~..;;....;;.....;;;;;;.";;,,..-"- 0.9 1 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: No projects. 

1 

1 

[5] 

Net 
Reserve or 
Deficiency 

0.2 

-0.1 

0.1 

: DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-62 8-20-10 
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Table PRF-vb-l 
INVENTORY 

Volleyball Courts 

Park Location N umber of Facilities 

NST Community Park S. 128th St. & 20th Ave. S 

Tyee H.S. Playfields 4424 S. 188th Street 

YMCA 3595 S. 188th St. 

TOTAL 

Table PRF -vb-2 
CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

Volleyball Courts 

Adopted City LOS = 0.12 courts per 1,000 population 

[1 ] [2] [3] [4] 

Facilities 
Required @ Current 

City-wide 0.00012 Facilities 
Time Period Population per capita Available 

2010 Actual Pop. 3.1 5.0 

Growth 0.0 

TOTAL AS OF 5 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: No projects. 

1 

2 

2 

5 

[5] 

Net 
Reserve or 
Deficiency 

1.9 

I DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-63 8-20-10 
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Table PRF-wf-l 
INVENTORY 

W ° ht/FOt R elg. I ness ooms 

Park Location N umber of Facilities 

NST Community Park S. 128th Street & 20th Avenue South 

YMCA 3595 S. 188th St. 

TOTAL 

Table PRF-wf-2 
CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

Weight/Fitness Rooms 

Adopted City LOS = 0.04 weight rooms per 11000 population 

[1] [2] [3] [4] 

Facilities 
Required 

@ Current 
City-wide 0.00004 Facilities 

Time Period Population per capita Available 

Pop. 1.0 2.0 

Growth 0.1 0.0 

TOTAL AS OF ~~~~ 1.1 2 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: No projects. 

1 

1 

2 

[5] 

Net 
Reserve or 
Deficiency 

1.0Q 

-0.1 

0.9 

i DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-64 8-20-10 
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Table PRF-3 
CAPITAL PROJECTS AND FINANCING PLAN 

Park and Recreation Facilities 

(All Amounts Are Times $1,000) 

(1 ) 

SOURCES/USES 

Construction Sales Tax 

Exoess Valley Ridge Park ...:....=omk'-'="':"';';::;';":":':"-'-= 

Fund Balance #301 

Federal Grant 

Looal Grant 

CDBG Fund 

NEW FUNDS 

Highline Sohool Distriot 

Investrnent Interest 

Total Sources 

USES OF FUNDS 

Capacity Projects: 

1. Valley Ridge Field #4 renovation 

2. Faoilities in YMCA projeot* 

Subtotal 

Non-Capacity Projects: 

2. Angle Lake Pk playground equip. replacement 

3. NST Comm. Pk playground equip. replacement 

4. Valley Ridge Pk playground equip. replacement 

1. Sunset Park 

Soooer field irrigation rnprovernents (7 aores) 

Subtotal 

Total Costs 

BALANCE 

Surplus or (Deficit) 

(2) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) ill 
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 183.6 0.0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 685.0 501.4 0.0 

42.8 72.0 42.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 

(hQ 0.0 0.0 0.0 260.0 260.0 0.0 

42.8 72.0 42.8 

(hQ (hQ (hQ (hQ W(hQ W(hQ 

(hQ (hQ (hQ (hQ .:t--6-.a .:t--6-.a 

~ M fW M M M 

(hQ (hQ (hQ ~ ~ 

(hQ (hQ (hQ -1-7-hQ ~ 

42.8 72.0 42.8 945.0 945.0 0.0 

(hQ 0.0 945.0 945.0 0.0 

M 0.0 945.0 945.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 42.8 0.0 0.0 

42.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 

0.0 72.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

J24..G (hQ (hQ (hQ (hQ 

324.0 42.8 72.0 42.8 0.0 0.0 

324.0 42.8 72.0 42.8 945.0 945.0 

M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

(8) 

TOTAL 

183.6 

1,186.4 

157.6 

520.0 

;w{hQ 

2+-,.Q 

M 

~ 

~ 

2,047.6 

1,890.0 

1,890.0 

42.8 

42.8 

72.0 

J24..G 

j 

1 

1 

1 

l 
1 

1 
1 

~ 

I 

I 
1 

I 

1 

1 

1 

I 

iDRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-65 8-2?~~?____________1 



SOURCES/USES 

SOURCES OF FUNDS 
Existing Revenue: 

NEW FUNDS 

New 

Total 

Subtotal 

Non~Capacity Projects: 
Pk 

Subtotal 

Tota! 

BALANCE 

Surplus or 

I DRAFT 2010 Amendments 

Capital Facilities Background Report 

OF FUNDS 

PARKS FACILITIES 
(AI! Amounts Are Times $1,(00) 

0,0 0,0 

OJ) 279.8 OJ) 

351.8 42.8 

0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 

0,0 0.0 

351Jj 

0.0 OJ) 

A4-66 

0.0 0.0 

0,0 

0.0 

a 0 
0.0 0.0 

0.0 0,0 

0.0 1,065.5 

0.0 

0.0 0.0 945.0 

0.0 

0.0 0.0 
0.0 
0.0 0,0 

OA} 

0.0 1,065.5 

0.0 0.0 0.0 

8-20-10 

(8) 

TOTAL 

2048.2 

0,0 

0,0 

2,328.0 

0.0 
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OPERATING IMPACT OF LOS CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 

The operating impact of the capital improvement proj ects during 2010 - 2015 to maintain the 
adopted LOS is shown in Table PRF-4. 

Table PR4 
OPERATING IMPACT OF LEVEL OF SERVICE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 

Tota! Costs 

iDRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-67 8-20-10 
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COMMUNITY CENTER 

CURRENT FACILITIES 

The City of SeaTac operates one major community center to provide indoor recreation facilities and 
public meeting rooms. The North SeaTac Community Center is located at 13735 - 24th Avenue 
South and offers nearly 27,000 sq.ft. of recreational space, meeting rooms and administrative offices 
from which various recreational programs are run. The facilities include a weight room, gymnasium, 
locker rooms, a banquet room with cooking facilities, and a senior center. 

In addition to North SeaTac Park, the City owns a small Community Center building at the Valley 
Ridge Community Park. This 2,000 sq. ft. building provides a large meeting room, an office, and 
restrooms. A morning preschool program and afternoon teen program are now being offered at this 
facility. The Valley Ridge facility is rented out to the community on Sundays. 

Also, a City recreation room at Bow Lake was completed in 2007 that is used for before and after 
school activities and meetings. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) 

The City adopted LOS is 1,020 sq. feet per 1,000 population, marginally lower than the current LOS 
of 1,170 sq. ft. per 1,000 population. Based on projected population growth, the adopted LOS will 
result in a reserve feet of community center space by the year ~~~~. 

CAPITAL FACILITIES PROJECTS COMPLETED IN ~~ ~~ 

There were no new capital facilities projects completed in ~'--'--::;;...,.:...;;;;"".;:;... 

CAPITAL FACILITIES PROJECTS AND FINANCING 

iDRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-68 8-20-10 
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Table CC-l 
CURRENT FACILITIES INVENTORY 

Community Center Facilities 

Name Capacity 

North SeaTac Park Community Center 26,809 square feet 

Valley Ridge Community Center 2,000 square feet 

Recreation Room at Bow Lake Elementary 
1 ,300 sq uare feet 

School 

TOTAL 30,109 square feet 

Table CC-2 

Location 

13735 - 24th Ave S. 

4644 S. 188th St. 

18237 42nd Ave S 

CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
Community Center Facilities 

City LOS - 1,020 sq. ft. per 1,000 population 

(1 ) 

Time 
Period 

==:::..;:::..::....c:=-.:..::::.. Actual Pop. 

Growth 

TOTAL AS OF ~~~ 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: 

(2) 

City 
Population 

No projects. 

(3) 

Sq.Ft. 
Required @ 

1.02000 
Per Capita 

(4) (5) 

Net Reserve 
Sq.Ft. Or 

Available Deficiency 

30,109 

0 

30,109 

I DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-69 8-20-10 
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(1 ) 

Table CC-3 
CFP PROJECTS AND FINANCING PLAN 

Sources and Uses of Funds 
Community Center Facilities 

(All Amounts Are Times $1,000) 

(2) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) ill 
2{)09 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

(8) 

TOTAL 

SOURCES OF FUNDS 

Existing Revenue: 

Sales Tax 

Total Sources 

USES OF FUNDS 

Capacity Projects 

M 168.3 0.0 0.0 

168.3 0.0 0.0 

1. Roof Replacement-NSTP Community Center 

Total Costs 

M 168.3 0.0 

BALANCE 

Surplus or (Deficit) 0.0 0.0 0.0 

SOURCES AND 

(1 ) (3) (4) 
SOURCES FUNDS 2013 

0.1) 0,0 

New Revenue: 

0.0 

0.0 CUt 

Tota! Sources ·1-68.3 0,0 0,(1 

iDRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-70 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 

(6) 

2015 2016 

OJ) 

0,0 0.0 

0,0 

0,0 0,0 

0,0 0.0 

168.3 

168.3 

(8) 

TOTAL 

206.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

206.1 

8-20-10 
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1,(00) 
(4) (5) (6) 

USES FUNDS 

Capacity Projects 
Community 0,0 

OJ) 0.0 0,0 

BALANCE 

Surplus or (Deficit) 0,0 0,0 OJ) 0,0 

Table CH 4 
OPERATING IMPACT OF LEVEL OF SERVICE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 

Community Center Facilities 

There are no ope h 2016 

(AI! Amounts Are Tirnes $1,(00) 

2012 2013 2014 2015 201 Total 

iDRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-71 8-20-10 
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FIRE SERVICES 

CURRENT FACILITIES 

The SeaTac Fire Department is responsible for delivering fire protection and emergency medical 
services to the City. The Fire Department currently serves 9.5 square miles (does not reflect recent 
Port of Seattle acquisitions) and J:5.Q",2Jtpeople, thus each of the three fire stations, on 
average, serves 3.2 miles and 8JjJO people. Table FS-1, the Current Facilities Inventory 
for Fire Services, lists each fire station, its current capacity and location. A map following the 
inventory shows the geographic location of each station. 

Presently, the City operates 3 fire stations: Station 45 (South), Station 46 (East), and Station 47 
(North). Station 46 is the headquarters station, and the location of the City's Emergency 
Coordination Center (ECC). Three fire/aid units (engine companies with EMS/rescue capability) 
operate from these fire stations. The current ratio of fire/aid units to population is 0.12 fire/aid units 
per 1,000 population. The average response time from each station is 5.0 minutes. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) 

The adopted LOS for fire protection and emergency services capital facilities is 0.10 fire/aid units 
per 1,000 population. The adopted LOS will not require any additional fire/aid unit through the year 

Fire Department staff emphasize that the "capital facility" LOS (0.10 fire/aid units per 1,000 
population) is only one measurement for assessing fire protection services. In contrast, an 
"operational" level of service considers response time, delivery of required fire flows (quantity and 
pressure) in a timely manner, and available fire fighting force at the scene. The recommended 
"operational" level of service thus includes: 

• A five minute response time for 95% of all emergency fire calls; 
• Delivery of a minimum 350 gallons per minute to a fire: 
a. Within 10 minutes of an emergency fire call; 
b. At 35 gallons per minute per firefighter. 

The recommended operational level of service is consistent with: 

I 

I 

• The "Managing Fire Services" guide for fire administrators published by the International I 

• The 4 to 5 minute response time and 350 gallon availability within 10 minutes that the City 
of SeaTac Fire Department has identified as the "operational" LOS most likely to be required 
for the "average" residential fire, as well as the amount required to provide final 
extinguishment in a commercial building that is equipped with automatic sprinklers; and 

City Management Association (lCMA), and the National Fire Academy which recommends i 
350 gpm delivery capability @ 35 gpm per firefighter. ! 

According to Fire Department staff, the 350 gpm delivery standard adds an important dimension to a I 
"typical response tim e LOS," which is a measure of when the first fire! aid unit arrives at the site of a j,.: .. ,; 

fire. Response time as a sole LOS measure is appropriate for EMS response (assuming sufficient aid 
resources are on the apparatus) to provide basiclife support. However, a fire incident response time ' 

I!?~~T.??~.? .~.~.~.~~~~~~.~............ ..........~~=!~.... ... . ................................... . ......~~~~=~9._........J 
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only reflects the time at which the first "spectators" arrive, and does not reflect the total and 
immediate resource requirements for water application, possible rescue, forcible entry, ventilation, 
and provision of a rescue team for the initial fire entry team. The 350 gpm delivery LOS capability 
would require at least 10 fire fighters at the scene for an effective fire suppression effort. 

CAPITAL FACILITIES PROJECTS COMPLETED IN ~~~::::t 

CAPITAL FACILITIES PROJECTS AND FINANCiNG 

The 0.10 units/1,000 population LOS does not require any additional fire/aid unit for the 
=-:::'-::::"'=;::::,,~-"',Cc:: .. '_::~':;;'"':;;'N.,,:;:. period. The City's Fire Capital Reserve fund is the source for Fire Department 
major vehicles and equipment, including any additional Fire/Aid unit needed in the future to achieve 
the adopted LOS. The city expects to complete the replacement of Fire Station #45 by 2011 
(estimated cost is $3,~HJ338,400). Other capital projects planned for the ::::':;4;+P+~+:;"-'£:1L~~Ul)~u]n 
period include vehicle and equipment replacements, estimated at 4J..:;..,"T·\·.T":7'::::!..:::!.~'22 

OPERATING IMPACT OF LOS CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 

The operating impact of the capital improvement projects during ~+++--L!),"f-i'-;+-="~~.c,,..;:,_,,::,..;:i",~,~, 

the adopted LOS is shown in Table FS-4. 
maintain 

iDRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-73 8-20-10 
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Fire Services 

The inventory of current Fire Services capital facilities include the following: 

Table FS-l 
CURRENT FACILITIES INVENTORY 

Fire Services 

Total Station 

N arne of'Station 
Fire/Aid Units Capacity 

Location 
In Service (Fire/Aid Units per 

Station 45 

Station 46 

Station 47 

TOTAL 

(1 ) 

Time 
Period 

Growth 

Station) 

1 3 South 

1 2 East 

1 1 North 

3 6 

Table FS-2 
CAPITAL PROJECTS LOS CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

Fire Services 

City LOS = 0.10 service units per 1,000 population 

(2) (3) (4) 

Service Units 
Required @ Service 

City 0.0001 Units 
Population Per Capita Available 

Pop. 2.6 3.0 

0.0 

Total as of .,..;;;;..;;;..",;...;;;;....;;;;;...:;.;...",;;;" 3.0 

CAPACITY PROJECTS: No projects. 

(5) 

Net Reserve 
Or 

Deficiency 

0.4 

iDRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-74 8-20-10 
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MAP A4.2 
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Table FS-3 
CFP PROJECTS AND FINANCING PLAN 

Sources and Uses of Funds 
Fire Services 

(All Amounts Are Times $1,000) 

Sales Tax 

(1 ) 
SOURCES/USES 

General Fund #001 
Subtotal, Existing Reve 

New Revenue: 

~ert Sales +a~R~~+tResePJes 

Censtructien Sales +ax 

Subtotal, New Revenue 

Total Sources 

USES OF FUNDS 

Capacity Projects: 

Subtotal, Capacity Projects 

Non-Capacity Projects: 

1. Statien 46 Replacement 

1. Station 45 Replacement 

Subtotal, Buildings 

Vehicles: 

1. Pumper Replacement (#112) 

2. Assistant Chief Vehicle Replacement (#21) 

3. Chief Vehicle Replacement (#20) 

4. Command Vehicle Replacement (#19) 

5. Type III Aid Car Replacement (#116) 

6. Type III Aid Car Replacement (#119) 

7. Training Officer's Vehicle Replacement (#23) 

Subtotal, Vehicles 

Equipment: 

8. Cardiac Defibrillators (5) 

9. SCBA Replacement (Inc!. bottles) 

10. Thermal Imaging Camera 

10. SCBA Bottles Replacement (80) 

Subtotal, Equipment 

Total Costs 

BALANCE 

Surplus or (Deficit) 

{2} (2) 

2009 2010 

~ 1,505.2 

G.G 334.0 

0.0 

0.0 

G.G ~ 

-1-,SOO.O 1,839.2 

(hG +00.0 

G.G 49Q.,.Q 

0.0 ~ 

-1-,SOO.O 1,839.2 

0.0 0.0 

G.G 

-1-,SOO.O 

G.G 0.0 

G.G 0.0 

G.G 0.0 

G.G 0.0 

G.G 0.0 

G.G 0.0 

G.G 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

G.G 0.0 

G.G 334.0 

0.0 

G.G -14&A 

0.0 334.0 

-1-,SOO.O 1,839.2 

0.0 0.0 

(3) (4) 

2011 2012 

0.0 0.0 

511.0 360.0 

324.8 0.0 

1,180.4 0.0 

~ G.G 

2,016.2 360.0 

769.0 (hG 

49Q.,.Q G.G 

~ 0.0 

2,016.2 360.0 

0.0 0.0 

G.G G.G 

1,505.2 0.0 

1,505.2 0.0 

250.0 

55.0 

268.0 

0.0 

0.0 55.0 

414.4 360.0 

96.6 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

G.G G.G 

96.6 0.0 

2,016.2 360.0 

0.0 0.0 

(5) 

2013 

0.0 

574.4 

0.0 

0.0 

G.G 

574.4 

(hG 

G.G 

Q.() 

574.4 

0.0 

G.G 

0.0 

0.0 

574.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

G.G 

0.0 

574 .. 4 

0.0 

(6) 

2014 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

G.G 

0.0 

(hG 

G.G 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

G.G 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

G.G 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

389.6 

0.0 

0.0 

389.6 

389.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

325.7 

0.0 

325.7 

0.0 

389.6 

0.0 

'DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-76 8-20-10 
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(8) 

TOTAL 

1,505.2 

2,169.0 

324.8 

1,180.4 

44Q.;.Q 

5,179.4 

~ 

9mhG 

~ 

5,179.4 

0.0 

-1--,W(hQ 

3,010.4 

3,010.4 

824.4 

55.0 

52.4 

94.0 

268.0 

325.7 

55.0 

1,674.5 

96.6 

334.0 

63.9 

-14&A 
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OPERATING IMPACT OF LEVEL OF SERVICE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 
Fire Services 

There 

(none) 

(none) 

Table FS-4 

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS 

(All Amounts Are Times $1,(00) 

2011 
(3) 

2012 

1,808.2 1,087.8 0.0 

0.0 

2,247 ,808.2 1,087' 0.0 

(6) (6) 

20Hi 

I DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-77 8-20-10 
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0.0 



SUibtota!, Capacity Projects 

Vehicles: 
1. 

9. 

BALANCE 

Surplus (Deficit) 

I DRAFT 2010 Amendments 
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SOURCE AND USE OF FUNDS 

Amounts 

334.0 

A4-78 

(cont'd) 

(2) (3) 

2012 2013 

times 1000 

0.0 0.0 0.0 

1,505.2 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
334.0 OJ) 106.6 

1,8CHL2 1,081.8 

OJ) 0.0 OJ) 

(6) 

2014 2015 2016 TOTAL 

0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 

0.1) 504.5 

6,004.2 

0.0 OJ! 0.0 
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, 



I 

I! 

Ii 

II 

, 

Capital Facilities Background Report 

SURFACE WATER MANAGEMENT 
CURRENT FACILITIES 

The inventory at the end of this section describes current surface water management facilities. Map 
A4.3 in this section identifies the major drainage basins within the City. As part of its ongoing 
efforts to develop programs that address the needs of the community, the City completed a 
Comprehensive Surface Water Plan for the Des Moines Creek Basin in the autumn of 1997 that 
identifies what will be needed to bring the basin up to the adopted LOS. This multi-year project was 
completed in 

LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) 

The City has adopted the current King County Surface Water Design Manual, together with 
revisions and amendments for flow control and water quality treatment as the LOS for all five of the 
major drainage basins in the City. The standards and requirements of the King County Surface 
Water Design Manual are intended to ensure that peak stormwater flows from new development are 
equivalent to or less than pre-development conditions, and that new development does not have a 
degrading effect on ambient water quality. The City of SeaTac also worked in conjunction with 
the cities of Burien, Normandy Park, the Port of Seattle, and King County to complete a 
Comprehensive Surface Water Plan for Miller Creek Basin. 

CAPITAL FACILITIES PROJECTS COMPLETED IN 
~:...-,-

• 

CAPITAL FACILITIES PROJECTS AND FINANCING 

Surface Water Management 

,---------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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OPERATING IMPACT OF LOS CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 
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INVENTORY, CURRENT SURFACE WATER MANAGEMENT FACILITIES 

The surface water management system consists of both City-owned and regional detention and water 
quality facilities, consisting primarily of piping and associated conveyance facilities. A detailed 
inventory of current surface water management facilities is on file in the City's Department of Public 
Works. 

iDRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-81 8-20-10 
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MAP A4.3 
DRAINAGE BASINS 
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SWM Fee Revenue 

Port of SeattlelVVSDOT 

Total Sources 

USES OF FUNDS 

Capacity Projects: 

(1 ) 

1. Spot Drainage improvements 

Capital Facilities Background Report 

Table SWM-3 
CFP PROJECTS AND FINANCING PLAN 

Sources and Uses of Funds 

(All Amounts Are Times $1,000) 

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) ill 
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

~ 100.0 
aM} (h.Q 

100.0 

(h.Q 

100.0 
(h.Q 

100.0 
(h.Q 

100.0 100.0 
(h.Q 

4-,7SO-.O 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

2. Des Moines Creek Regional Habitat Restoration aM} M 

3. Sunrise View Storrn'Nater Bypass 

Capacity Project Subtotal 

Non-Capacity Projects: 

Total Costs 

BALANCE 

Surplus or (Deficit) 

~ (h.Q 

4-,7SO-.O 100.0 

(h.Q 0.0 

4-,7SO-.O 100.0 

0.0 

Table SWM-4 

(h.Q 

100.0 100.0 

0.0 0.0 

100.0 100.0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

OPERATING IMPACT OF LEVEL OF SERVICE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 
Surface Water Management 

There are no operating impacts associated with capital ro' ects through 2016 

I DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-83 8-20-10 

(8) 

TOTAL 

600.0 
aM) 

600.0 

600.0 
aM} 

~ 

600.0 

0.0 

600.0 



II 

Capital Facilities Background Report 

TRANSPORTATION 

CURRENT FACILITIES 

Regional freeway facilities serving the City of SeaTac include 1-5, S.R. 509, and S.R. 518. The City 
of SeaTac is served by interchanges with 1-5 at S. 200th and S. 188th Streets. S.R. 518 also provides 
access to 1-5 from the north end of the City. The 509 freeway currently terminates at S.188th Street; 
arterial streets south of S. 188th Street are designated as the current S.R. 509 route to Des Moines, 
Federal Way, and Tacoma. S.R. 518 provides the primary access to Sea-Tac Airport. 

The City of SeaTac's Public Works Department's road system inventory consists of roads in 4 
categories: principal arterials, minor arterials, collector arterials, and non-arterials. 

Table TR-l "Current Facilities Inventory", lists each of the principal arterials, minor arterials, and 
collector arterials, along with the policy LOS for each of these arterial categories. 

Map A4.4 shows the geographic location of freeways, principal arterials, minor arterials, collector 
arterials, and non-arterial city streets. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) 

Policy 3.2A of the City's Transportation Plan establishes an LOS standard for intersections and 
roadways with LOS E or better as being acceptable on principal or minor arterials. LOS D or better 
is acceptable on collector arterials and lower classification streets, as calculated on a delay-basis. 

The City's Director of Public Works, utilizing established criteria, shall be allowed to provide for 
exceptions to the LOS E standard along minor and principal arterials if future improvements are 
included in the City's transportation plan, or where the City determines improvements beyond those 
identified in the transportation plan are not desirable, feasible, or cost-effective. The recommended 
plan would require exceptions to the level of service policy at the following three intersections: S. 
188th Street/International Boulevard; S. 200th Street/International Boulevard; and S. 188th Street/I-5 
southbound ramps. 

CAPITAL FACILITIES PROJECTS COMPLETED IN 2O{~~.~liQ" 

Transportation projects completed in 
and 37th Ave. S. 

~~~~~""~ .......... "" constructing new sidewalks on S. 192nd S t. 

CAPITAL FACILITIES PROJECTS AND FINANCING 

The City's road system improvement plan includes "capacity" projects 
':i:fu~H'm+N~~H'~*fY~~_.::::;~; . ..:::....;;;,-~./ and "non-capacity" projects 
The proposed financing plan is shown on Table TR-3. 

iDRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-84 8-20-10 
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OPERATING IMPACT OF LOS CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 

The net operating impact during 2010 - 2015 of the capital improvements projects required to 
maintain the adopted level of service standards is shown on Table TR-4. 

CONCURRENCY (ADEQUATE PUBLIC FACILITIES) 
In compliance with GMA and City Policy 4.3, adequate Roads and Transit facilities must be available 
within 6 years of the occupancy and use of any projects that cause the roadway LOS to be exceeded. 

Principal Arterials 
(Current Level or LOS E) 

Minor Arterials 
(Min LOS E) 

Collector Arterials 
(Min LOS D) 

'DRAFT 2010 Amendments 

Table TR-l 
CURRENT FACILITIES INVENTORY 

Transportation 

International Boulevard 

S. 188th St. 

S. 200th St. 

28th/24th Ave. S. (S. 188th St. to S. 202th St.) 

Des Moines Memorial Dr. S. 

Military Rd. S. 

S. 128th St. 

S. 154th St. 

S. 160th. St. (Air Cargo Rd. - Military Rd. S.) 

S. 176th St. (International Blvd. - Military Rd. S.) 

S. 178th St. (East of Military Rd. S.) 

S. 216th St. 

24th Ave. S. (S. 128th - S. 154th St.) 

34th Ave. S. (S. 160th - S. 176th St.) 

42nd Ave. S. (S. 176th - S. 188th St. ) 

35th Ave. S (S. 216th - 3th PI. S.) 

40th PI. S. (3th PI. S. - 42nd Ave. S.) 

42nd Ave. S. (S. 164th St. - S. 160th St.) 

S. 136th St. (West of 24th Ave. S.) 

S. 142nd PI. 
S. 142nd St. (West of 24th Ave. S.) 

S. 144th St. 

S. 170th St. (Air Cargo Rd. - Military Rd. S.) 

S. 192nd St. (8th Ave. S. - 16th Ave. S) 
S. 208th St. (24th Ave. S, - International Boulevard) 

A4-85 8-20-10 
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MAP A4.4 
EXISTING ROADWAY SYSTEM 
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City Sources 

Parking Tax 

GMA Impact Fees 

Fund Balance #307 
Fund Balance #102 
Construction Sales Tax 

Invest Interest Earnings 

Interest Carryforward 
Availaele ~I:lAEIS 61seEi :f9F 

Ga~ital PI:lFFl9SeS 

REET 1 

REET2 

Subtotal-Existing City 

Subtotal-All Existing Sources 

NEW Revenue: 

Non-City Sources 

Local Grant (Des Moines) 
Local Grant (King County 

Trails) 

Sound Transit Grant 

Community Relief Funds 

Subtotal-New Non-City 

City Sources 

GO Bonds 

Subtotal-All New Sources 

Total-All Sources 

Total Costs-All Transportaion 
Projects 

BALANCE: Sur Ius or (Deficit) 

! 

iDRAFT 2010 Amendments 
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Table TR-3 
CFP PROJECTS AND FINANCING PLAN 

Sources and Uses of Funds 
Transportation Funding 

G.O 

300.8 
3Oth3 

~ 
WG.O 

+eG.O 
G.O 

G.O 
3,349.-2 

~ 

().{) 

~ 

3,3()0.0. 

3SO.Q 

(2) 

2010 

500.0 
774.6 

1,274.6 

400.0 
410.0 

1,063.1 
1,072.0 

0.0 
0.0 

G.O 
2,945.1 
4,219.7 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

4,219.7 

4,219.7 

0.0 

A4-87 

(3) 

2011 

1,900.0 
1,447.2 
3,347.2 

400.0 
100.0 

2,008.4 
0.0 

100.0 
56.5 

0.0 

G.O 

G.O 

0.0 

750.0 
189.7 
943.5 

1,883.2 

3,500.0 
5,383.2 

11,395.3 

11,395.3. 

0.0 

(4) 

2012 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

2,280.0 
200.0 

0.0 
0.0 

200.0 
53.9 

2.6 

G.O 
G.O 

G.O 

0.0 
0.0 

873.5 
1,073.5 

5,500.0 
6,573.5 
9,310.0 

9,310.0 

0.0 

(5) 

2013 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1,400.0 
100.0 

0.0 
0.0 

500.0 
18.0 
38.5 

G.O 

G.O 
G.O 

2,056.5 
2,056.5 

603.5 
603.5 

7.412.5 
8,016.0 

10,072.5 

10,072.5 

0.0 

(6) 

2014 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

960.0 
100.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

14.6 
936.5 

G.O 
G.O 

G.O 
2,011.1 
2,011.1 

0.0 

0.0 

2,654.3 
2,895.2 
4,906.3 

4,906.3 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

343.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

517.4 
16.4 
40.6 

917.4 
917.4 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

917.4 

0.0 

8-20-10 
..................................................................... .................................... ............................................... ....................... , ....................................... " ...... ...................................................................................... 

(8) 

TOTAL 

2,400.0 
2,221.8 
4,621.8 

5,783.0 
910.0 

3,071.5 
1,072.0 
1,317.4 

159.4 
1,018.2 

G.O 
G.O 

G.O 
13,331.5 
17,953.3 

200.0 

750.0 
189.7 

2,661.4 
3,801.1 

19,066.8 
22,867.9 
40,821.2 

0.0 

. .................................................. 
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SOURCES OF FUNDS 

NEW R~vtmw9: 

Sourc~s 

Tot~! L.o~n:S~}"11 

Transportation Pmj~cts 

!DRAFT 2010 Amendments 

{~} 

2010 

Capital Facilities Background Report 

(.AI! Amounts Ar~ Tim~s $1,(00) 

(2) (5) 

.2011 

0,0 (1,0 0,1) 

A4-88 

(6) 

.20'!5 

O,(} 0,0 

8-20-10 
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Table TR-3 (Continued) 
CFP PROJECTS AND FINANCING PLAN 

Sources and Uses of Funds 
Transportation Projects 

Capacity Pro 
1 8T- ~W~~~==~==~ 

848 

{2} 

2010 

(2) 

2011 

(3) 

2012 

(4) 

2013 

1,650.0 0.0 

(5) 

2014 

2 ST-

0.0 

O~O 3,500.0 5,500.0 

0.0 

7,412.5 

1,560.0 
155 

3 8T-
826 Program 
to 8T-832 

S+- New S. 173rd 
4W 
S+- ~ 192nd St & 37th Ave S. 
~ 

Capacity Project Cost Subtotal 

Non-Capacity Projects 
4 ST- 8. 154th 8t Improvements 

130 
(24th Ave. 8 to 32nd Ave 
8) 
Intersection 
Improvements 

1,472.0 

+eM 2,247.7 

(Des Moines Mem. Dr. & S. 200th St) 

6 ST-
142 

S 152nd Right Turn Lane ~ 
(Military Rd. 
to International Boulevard 
southbound) 

7 ST- Military Road S. (S 152nd 
125 to S 150th) 

8 GE- Transportation Plan 
037 Update 

Non-Capacity Project Cost 
Subtotal 

Total Costs - All Pro'ects 

2,747.7 

4 19.7 

0.0 

0.0 

4,745.3 

11,395.3 

1,500.0 1,530.0 

7,030.0 8,972.5 4,246.3 

200.0 

0.0 

2,280.0 

9310.0 

0.0 0.0 

880.0 

300.0 1,100.0 

1,100.0 660.0 

10072.5 4906.3 

(6) 

0.0 

2,654.3 

1,592.0 

G-:G 

G-:G 

917.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

917.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

(8) 

TOTAL 

1,650.0 

19,066.8 

8,571.4 

~ 

WG-:G 

29,288.2 

6,093.0 

1,300.0 

1,080.0 

2,060.0 

,--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------tDRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-90 8-20-10 
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SOURCES AND USES FUNDS 
TRANSPORT ATION 

(2) (3) (4) 

A4-91 

(5) 

2014 

(6) (a) 

2015 2016 TOTAL 

8-20-10 
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Table TR-4 
OPERATING IMPACT OF LEVEL OF SERVICE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 

Transportation Facilities 

All amounts are 
times $1000 

fb} (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) ill (8) 
Total 

Type of F aci I ity 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 $ 
/\11 PrO:iects 4-Q ~ 44 44 44 -tg4 

1. New 30th Ave. SIS 
173rd M 0.0 0.0 11.6 11.6 11.6 34.8 
2. S 152nd Right Turn Lane 
(Military Rd. 0.0 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 14.0 

to International Bou!evard 
southbound) 
3. Intersection 
Improvements 0.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 15.0 

(Des Moines Mem. Dr. & S. 
200th SO 
4. Westside Trail Ph. II 0.0 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 33.0 
5. S. 154th St 
Improvements 0.0 5.6 5.6 5.6 28.0 

(24th Ave. S to 32nd 
Ave S) 

Total Costs M 0.0 15.2 18.7 30.3 30.3 30.3 

All amounts are times 000 

(1 ) 
Ull-G 2011 201 2013 2015 2016 Total $ 

Ii 
.0 

II Total Costs {M}. 0.0 

,DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-92 8-20-10 
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STATION AREA IMPLEMENTATION 

Introduction 
Light rail is coming to SeaTac! Sound Transit, a regional transit service connecting King, Pierce 
and Snohomish counties, is bringing light rail to the City of SeaTac. There are currently two 
stations serving the City: a station at the southeast corner of International Blvd. and S 154th St., 
and a station at SeaTac City Center and the Sea-Tac International Airport just northwest of the 
intersection of International Boulevard and S. 176th St. 

The South 154th Street Station Area will be a vibrant, mixed use residential neighborhood that 
connects people of various backgrounds. The station area will be pedestrian-oriented, visually 
pleasing, and easily accessible to high capacity transit. 

The SeaTac/Airport Light Rail Station \vill be a vibrant ne\x1 urban neighborhood \x/ith high 
quality, pedestrian-friendly developments. The station area will include a mix of commercial, 
residential and civic uses that both support and encourage high capacity transit use. 

The purpose of this section is to identify specific projects (which are the primary responsibility 
of the City) and sources of funds needed to implement the Action Plans for both the South 154th 
Street Station Area and SeaTac/Airport Light Rail Station Area. 

CAPITAL FACILITIES PROJECTS AND FINANCING 

The City's Station Area::related Capital Facilities projects include six property acquisition & facility 
projects ($15,690,200). The proposed financing plan is shown on Table SA-3 

iDRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-93 8-20-10 
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I 

I 

Table SA-3 
STATION AREA IMPLEMENTATION PROJECTS AND FINANCING PLAN 

Sources and Uses of Funds 

(All Amounts Are Times $1,0.0.0.) 

(1) 

SOURCES/USES 

Construction Sales Tax 

REET2 

Generai fund #001 

~ 

Net Parking Tax 

Sub-Total Existing Sources 

NEW FUNDS 

Local Grant (Sound Transit) 

GO Bonds 

Asset gales 

Investment Interest 

Sub-Total New Sources 

Total Sources 

USES OF FUNDS 

Projects: 

1. 154th Property acqusition - 1 st round 

2. International market place (154th) 

3. 176th Property acquisition ~ st round 

4. 176th Permanent CAP Construction 

5. 176th Property acquisition - CAP 

6. Public Parking Garage 

6. 176th ROW Purohase Options 

Total Costs 

BALANCE 

Surplus or (Deficit) 

~ 

M 

~ 

M 

~ 

~ 

2&Q.,.Q 

M 

M 

M 

4-;-OOM 

eGM 

~ 

M 

(3) 

20.10 

2,000.0 

2,068.0 

500.0 

0.0 

~ 

WM 

M 

4,568.0. 

15,166.0. 

250.0 

0 

9,907.0 

941.0 

4,068.0 

0.0 

M 

15,166.0. 

0..0. 

(4) 

20.11 

0.0 

2118.5 

250.0 

107.5 

M 

M 

M 

2,476.0. 

0.0 

5,000.0 

250.0 

2,226.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

5,000.0 

M 

7,476.0. 

0..0. 

(5) 

20.12 

0.0 

0.0 

250.0 

0.0 

M 

M 

M 

250..0. 

0.0 

10,000.0 

M 

M 

10.,0.0.0..0. 

10.,250..0. 

0.0 

0.0 

10,000.0 

M 

10.,250..0. 

0..0. 

(6) 

20.13 

0.0 

0.0 

250.0 

0.0 

M 

M 

M 

250..0. 

0.0 

10,000.0 

M 

M 

10.,0.0.0..0. 

10.,250..0. 

250.0 

10,000.0 

M 

10.,250..0. 

0..0. 

(7) 

20.14 20.15 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

M M 

M M 

M M 

0..0. 0..0. 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

M M 

M M 

0..0. 0.0. 

0..0. 0.0. 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 

0..0. 0..0. 

(8) 

TOTAL 

2,000.0 

4,186.5 

1,250.0 

107.5 

~ 

WM 

eGM 

7,544.0. 

691.0 

34,907.0 

~3,3QQ.Q 

~ 

35,598.0. 

43,142.0. 

1,000.0 

2,226.0 

9,907.0 

941.0 

4,068.0 

25,000.0 

eGM 

43,142.0. 

I DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-94 8-20-10 
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(1 ) 

SOURCES/USES 

SOURCES OF 

Cornmunity 

NEW FUNDS 

Total Sources 

USES OF FUNDS 

Construction 

Total Costs 

B.ALANCE 

Surplus or (Deficit) 

I DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-95 

(2) 

2011 

OJ) 
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(3) 

2012 

0.0 

(4) 

2013 
(6) 

2015 

0.0 0.0 

(8) 

TOTAL 

8-20-10 
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Table eH 4 
OPERATING IMPACT OF LEVEL OF SERVICE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 

Station Area Implementation Facilities 

All amounts are 
times $1000 

(1 ) (2) @l !!l ill LID ill LID 
Type of Facility 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Total $ 

All Projects 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total Costs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

iDRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-96 8-20-10 
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Projects Outside the ~+O-~~~~2_0_1 A_i~_2~:O""",,' _6_· Capital Facilities 
Planning Time Frame 

Capital projects needed to implement the Station Area Plans will be managed by various 
departments: the City Manager's Office, the Public Works Daepartment, and the Parks and 
Recreation Department. Some of those projects will be implemented after This section 
of the Capital Facilities Background Report tracks these projects. Some long-:term projects are 
included in other City documents (e.g., the ten-year Transportation Improvement Program, or TIP), 
and those are not duplicated here.;~ -=Hhis section includes projects not tracked in other City 
documents. Detailed planning for these projects has not been done, so cost estimates are "order of 
magnitude" in 2008 dollars. 

1 

11 

PROJECT TITLE LOCATION COST 
................................................................................................... ...........................................•........ . ................................. - ............................. _ ....... . ..............................•.•.•.•••••••••••••.•.•.••••.•••••• 1. .•••••.•••.••••.•.....••...................................•...••.... , ••••••••••....... 

154th Streets & Sidewalks 

Pedestrian improvements at intersection of 
IBIS. 1 54th St. 

Public parking in structured garage (50 

Art and signage amenities 

Pedestrian bridge 

Property acquisition - 2nd round 

IB and 154th 

IB and 152nd 

152nd to 154th 

152nd to 154th 

TBD 

Throughout 154th 
station area 

IB and 1 

,000,000 

!DRAFT 2010 Amendments A4-97 8-20-10 
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SeaTac Comprehensive Plan Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element 

MAJOR ISSUES 
I Text Amendment #T-9 

There are several parks, recreation and open space issues in SeaTac. Many of these issues 
overlap with topics covered in other elements of this Comprehensive Plan. Some of the major 
parks, recreation and open space issues include: 

• 

• The City holds two large, mostly undeveloped regional parks, North SeaTac Park 
and Des Moines Creek Park. 

• 

• The Seattle-Tacoma International Airport, located within the City boundaries, is a 
major owner of undeveloped land. 

• natural features such as the Tub Lake 
wetlands, Bow Lake, Angle Lake, and two major creek corridors (Des Moines Creek 
and Miller 

• SeaTac does not have an adequate pedestrian/bicycle system to connect commercial 
areas, residential areas and parks/public facilities. 

• 

II 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments 9114/10 Page 1 



Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element 

GOALS AND POLICIES 
This section of the Element contains the parks, recreation and open space goals and 
policies for the City of SeaTac. The following goals represent the general direction 
of the City related to parks, recreation and open space, and the policies provide 
more detail about the steps needed to meet the intent of each individual goal. 

PLANNING FOR RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES 
GOAL 9.1 
To plan for a diversity of active and passive recreational opportunities through a 
system of parks, open spaces, interlinking trails and community centers. 

Policy 9.1A 
Continue the City's existing planning process of evaluating recreational needs 
through a variety of methods including citizen input, and incorporate the new 
findings into the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element and Background 
Report. 

Discussion: Development of an efficient, quality park and recreation system and program 
requires sound planning. Planning requires continual citizen participation to assure that citizen 
desires are identified and addressed. Citizen advisory committees are an effective means to 
include public participation. 

Policy 9.1B 
Use the Parks, Recreation and Open Space :f:7H:7ffit7tH~ ___ '-"""'''''JL .. ''''' .... Improvement 
Program as the primary source for identifying park projects. 

Discussion: The Parks, Recreation and Open Space :f'7:t~~~"5-~y~~~~~~~~ 
~~~~~~~~~U~J~~~~~~~~~se~ron~clud~amoredct~kdC~ti~ 
Improvement Plan than the Citywide Capital Facilities Element (CFE). Smaller projects which 
are not included in the CFE may be very important to a particular park, and therefore will be 
shown on the Park CIP which will be updated regularly as an aid in obtaining outside funding for 
park projects. 

Policy 9.1C 
Plan and pursue a variety of funding and assistance mechanisms for park 
acquisition and development, including public funding, outside funding, shared use 
of transportation rights-of-way, and dedications from large residential and 
commercial developments. 

Discussion: A variety of funding sources are available for developing parks and recreation 
opportunities. These include City and non-City funds, as well as creative sharing agreements. 
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Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element 

Examples of "non-City" sources include funding and services that are offered through County, 
State and national agencies, and volunteer donations. These sources can be used to increase park 
capital improvement funding. 

Policy 9.1D 
Develop community-oriented enrichment programs that are responsive to 
expressed demands and promote community support. 

Discussion: Quality recreational programming for the community is important, particularly as 
the City's Human Services Needs Assessment indicates that there is a growing population of 
senior citizens and youths. Accessible, affordable programs directed toward these age groups 
will be desirable. Programming also has the potential to foster community identity and support. 
Access to all programs by all segments of the community will be a paramount consideration as 
will ensuring that an adequate range of activities exists to appeal to all different groups. 

Policy 9.1E 
Expand existing Community Center facilities or add new facilities, as the 
community needs increase. 

Discussion: The North SeaTac Park Community Center was designed for expansion if 
deficiencies are 

Policy 9.1F 
Involve private businesses and service organizations in planning and developing 
recreational opportunities for neighborhoods and the community. 

Discussion: The City should encourage private businesses and service organizations to 
participate in the park and recreation process. Many community service groups exist within the 
City that are interested in doing projects which benefit local residents. The City can promote 
private involvement through cooperative efforts in identifying the need and providing support. 
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Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element 

PRESERVATION AND ACQUISITION OF LAND FOR 

RECREATIONAL USE 

GOAL 9.2 
To preserve and acquire land for a comprehensive system of parks, open spaces and 
trails that responds to the recreational, environmental and aesthetic needs and 
desires of park users. 

Policy 9.2A 
Identify lands appropriate for park and open space purposes including: 
1. Natural areas and features with outstanding scenic or recreational value; 
2. Lands that may provide public access to creeks and lakes; 
3. Lands that visually or physically connect natural areas, or provide important 
linkages for recreation, and plant communities and wildlife habitat; 
4. Lands valuable for active and passive recreation, such as athletic fields, trails, 
fishing, swimming or picnic activities on a regional or community-sized scale; 
5. Lands that provide an appropriate setting and location for community 
center facilities, if the needs evaluation reflects a deficiency; and 
6. Park land that enhances the surrounding land uses. 

Discussion: The acquisition of open space and park land requires considerable forethought since 
land is expensive and commits the City to maintenance responsibilities. Benefits of park and 
open space acquisition include establishing greenbelts, providing access to water, reserving areas 
for wildlife habitat, and protecting natural features. Acquiring and preserving such lands must be 
encouraged as they offer and provide unique opportunities for recreational purposes as well as 
open space near residential areas. Open space or small parks in commercial development also 
serve several functions including providing a social place for employees. While park and open 
space acquisition has benefits, certain impacts on surrounding land uses should be considered 
when evaluating alternative sites during the acquisition process. These may include traffic, 
noise, and lighting. Acquisition should consider how the park will relate to the surrounding 
neighborhood and other adjacent land uses. 

Policy 9.2B 
Preserve and/or acquire parcels identified as parks, open space, and trails. 

Discussion: A variety of methods are available for preserving parcels identified as valuable for 
parks, open space and trails. Regulations may require new developments to dedicate park land 
or contribute monetarily to the park system in proportion to their impacts. Incentives (for 
example, development bonuses) may also be employed to encourage developments to share in 
creating parks or open space. Special programs could also be created in which the benefit of a 
Citywide vision is promoted and businesses contribute voluntarily, gaining recognition and 
nearby amenities that attract residents, employees and shoppers. Preservation of land for 
parks/open space can be accomplished through private ownership as well as through public 
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ownership. A private residential development may benefit from preserving a sensitive area as 
open space accessible to residents of their development, while a business development may 
benefit from creating a plaza accessible to the general public during business hours. Easements -
public use of land for a certain purpose can be useful in creating an interlinking system of 
trails, when the land cannot be purchased. The City should be open to using all possible 
implementation opportunities available for the preservation of significant park and open space 
land. 

Policy 9.2C 
Consider geographic equity when acquiring park land to ensure a fair distribution 
of parks, playgrounds, and related recreation opportunities~ to achieve having a 

Discussion: The existing availability of park and open space facilities throughout the City needs 
to be evaluated to ensure that the new acquisition provides a geographically equitable 
distribution of park and recreational facilities throughout the City and addresses identified needs. 
Park sites and activities should be reasonably distributed throughout the City so as to be 
conveniently accessible to all residents. 
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RECOMMENDED 
IMPLEMENTATION 
STRATEGIES 

Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element 

Text Amendment #T-9 

The purpose of this section is to clearly identify the specific steps, or implementation 
strategies, that will need to be taken to implement this element's policies. In addition, this 
section also identifies the group(s) with primary responsibility for carrying out each strategy 
and the expected time frame within which the strategy should be addressed. Each strategy is 
preceded by a summarized version of the proposed policy to be implemented. 

In the "Primary Responsibility" column, it should be noted that many of the implementation 
strategies will be initially undertaken by a specified board or Advisory Committee. In most 
cases, however, it will be the City Council that analyzes the specific board/Advisory Committee 
recommendation, and then makes the final decision about how to proceed. 

The "time line" categories are defined as follows: 

• Immediate ...... within 1 year 

• Short-Term .... 1 to 6 years 

• Medium-Term 6 to 10 years 

• Long-Term ..... 10 to 20 years 

• Ongoing ......... no set time frame, SInce the strategy will be implemented on a 

continual basis 

The "time lines" are target dates set annually when the City Council adopts amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan. Strategies that have been implemented are noted in brackets, along with 
the relevant completion date. 

The list of implementation strategies is a minimum set of action steps, and is not intended to 
limit the City from undertaking other strategies not included in this list. 
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City of SeaTac Comprehensive Plan 

PROPOSED POLICIES 

9.1 PLANNING 

9.1A 
Evaluate Parks and 
Recreation Needs. 

9.1B 

Capital Improvement 
Program to Identify 
Potential Park Projects. 

9 - 22 

• 

• 

• 

IMPLEMENTATION 
STRATEGIES 

• Establish level of service 
standards for parks. 

• Update the Parks, Recreation 
and Open Space Element and 
Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) 
on an annual basis to reflect 
current needsl demands. 

• Include the Parks CIP in the 
City's C;gapital Ffacility 

.l".--'.-.' .. = .. ~= and budget process. 

PRIMARY 
RESPONSIBILIT 

City Staff 

City Council 

City Staff, 
Land Use and Parks 
(LUP) Committee 

City Council 

City Council 
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TIME LINE 

Ongoing 

[Completed 
12/94 

LOS for some 
Facilities 

adopted 2002] 

Ongoing 
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Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element 

PROPOSED POLICIES IMPLEMENTATION PRIMARY TIME LINE 
STRATEGIES RESPONSIBILIT 

9.1C • Apply for grants,. City Staff Ongoing 
Plan and Pursue a Variety 
of Funding and Assistance 

• Encourage multiple uses of City Staff Ongoing 
Mechanisms. public rights-of-way. 

• Keep a record of grant funding City Staff Short-Term 

sources and volunteers that can (2-4 years) 

be referred to prior to City 
budget request. 

• Encourage volunteer programs City Staff Ongoing 

and events. 

• Prioritize grant application to City Staff Ongoing 

sources that have minimal local 
matching funds required, or that 
maximize value while meeting 
the local identified need. 

• Review and consider increasing Planning Short-Term 

public open space incentives for Commission, (2-4 years) 

urban development. City Council 

• See 9.2B for implementation 
strategies related to City Staff Ongoing 

contributions from private 
development. 

9.1D • Continue to revise the recreation City Staff Ongoing 
Develop Community- programs to reflect the 
Oriented Enrichment community's comments and 
Programs that Respond to demographics. 
Needs. 

• Continue to offer low-cost City Staff, Ongoing 
community wide events such as City Council 
dances and carnivals, which 
involve large numbers of 
community members. 

• Work with community groups to City Council, Ongoing 

develop and improve city-wide City Staff [Juried Art 

special events such as parades, Exhibit, 10/96J 
festivals, holiday banners, and 
festive displays. 
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City of SeaTac Comprehensive Plan 

PROPOSED POLICIES 

9.1E 
Expand Existing or 
Increase Number of 
Facilities if Community 
Center Needs Increase. 

9.1F 
Private Business and 
Service Organization 
Involvement 

9 - 24 

IMPLEMENTATION 
STRATEGIES 

• The current design of the North 
SeaTac Park Community Center 
allows for expansion if needed. 

• 

Valley Ridge Community 

• 

_Identify opportunities for 
contributions by contacting 
potential donors and discussing 
specifically what is needed and 
who will be served. 

• 

PRIMARY 
RESPONSmILIT 

City Staff, 
City Council 

City Staff 

City Staff, 
City Council 

City Staff, 
City Council 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments 9/14/10 

TIME LINE 

Medium-Term 

Short-Term 
(2-4 years) 

Ongoing 

Short-Term 
(2-4 years) 
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Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element 

PROPOSED POLICIES IMPLEMENTATION PRIMARY TIME LINE 
STRATEGIES RESPONSIBILIT 

9.2 PRESERVATION AND ACQUISITION 

9.2A • Develop a long range plan that Planning Short-Term 
Identify Appropriate Land identifies desirable areas for Commission, (1-2 years) 
for Park and Open Space future park/trail location. City Council 
Preservation / Acquisition. 

• Prepare a bicycle/pedestrian City Staff Short-Term 
master plan. with Citizen and (2-4 years) 

Advisory Board 
input 

• Identify and preserve important Planning Ongoing 

urban open spaces in Commission, 

conjunction with new City Council, 

transportation development. City Staff 

• Pursue discussion with the Port City Staff Ongoing 

of Seattle regarding noise 
remedy land that might be 
appropriate for use as parks or 
trails. 

• Place a high priority on City Staff, Short-Term 

acquisition and development of City Council (1-2 years) 

the proposed West-SeaTac Trail Ongoing 

and its connection to regional 
trails. 

• See "Section 9.9 - Community-
wide Resources" for specific 
implementation strategies 
related to preservation of Tub 
Lake, Bow Lake, and the Miller 
Creek Corridor. 
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City of SeaTac Comprehensive Plan 

PROPOSED POLICIES IMPLEMENTATION PRIMARY TIME LINE 
STRATEGIES RESPONSIBILIT 

9.2B • Develop mitigation options for Planning Short-Term 
Preserve and/or Acquire new development based on the Commission, (1-2 years) 
Parcels Identified as development's impacts and City Council 
Appropriate for Parks and implement£,tU~~~. 

Open Space. through development regulations 
and the review/approval process. 
Such options may include but 
are not limited to: 

- Dedication of land 
- Monetary contribution 
- On-site development of 

facilities 
- Contract to construct needed 

facilities in an existing park 
- Any combination of the 

above 

• Incorporate a long range plan Planning Short Term (1-
that identifies desirable areas for Commission, City 2 years) 

future parkitraillocation into Council 
development review/approval 
process for land dedication. 

• In conjunction with a City Staff Short Term (2-

bicycle/pedestrian master plan, 4 years) 

acquire or seek dedication of 
open spaces that have 
bicycle/pedestrian connections 
to businesses, neighborhoods 
and new developments. 

• Protect sensitive areas and City Staff, Ongoing 

classify as open space, where City Council 

appropriate, including scenic 
areas which are heavily forested. 

• Review and consider increasing Planning Short-Term 

incentives for public open space Commission, (1-2 years) 

dedication in SeaTac's Urban City Council 

Center. 
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PROPOSED POLICIES 

9.2C 
Consider Geographic 
Equity when Acquiring 
Parks and Developing 
Programs. 

(Revised 12/04) 

Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element 

IMPLEMENTATION 
STRATEGIES 

• Evaluate geographic distribution 
by: 

deficiencies for future 
facility and program 
planning efforts. 

- Incorporating this 
information into the annual 
level-of-service 
analysis/report and making it 
available to the--==~= 

Planning 
Commission, and City 
Council. 

PRIMARY 
RESPONSIBILIT 

City Staff 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments 9/14/1 0 

TIME LINE 

Short-Term 
(2-4 years) 
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City of SeaTac Comprehensive Plan 

PROPOSED POLICIES IMPLEMENTATION PRIMARY TIME LINE 
STRATEGIES RESPONSIBILIT 

9.3 DEVELOPMENT OF PARKS AND OPEN SPACE FACILITIES 

9.3A • Improve neglected facilities, and City Council Ongoing 
Develop or Redevelop make them safe for public use, 
School Sites, Parks or for example, "level ballfields." 
Other Publicly-Owned 
Sites. _Perform master planning for all 

parks to determine appropriate City Staff Short-Term 

potential usage and evaluate (1-2 years) 

geographic distribution equity. [Master plan 
for Angle 

Lake designed 
and approved, 

9/96 
Improvements 

Completed 
2001; 

Master Plan 
for Valley 
Ridge Park 

implemented 
2000] 

• C1 
:--1. the sale ofBo\v l,ake Citv Staff' Citv Staff 

Park for other more usable land City Council Citvemmc11 

or Dark vt:lllCU(~; 

9.3B • Perform inventory of existing City Staff Short-Term 
Develop Age-Appropriate facilities, major user groups, and (2-4 years) 
Facilities. identify deficiencies. 

• Maintain contact with City Staff, City Ongoing 
community organizations and Council 
school groups to help identify 
recreational demands and needs 
of community members. 

• Continue to pursue partnerships City Staff, City Ongoing 

(e.g. Highline School District) Council 

that expand recreational 
opportunities through increased 
funding or shared facilities or 
programs. 
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PROPOSED POLICIES 

9.3C 
Develop Active Recreation 
Opportunities. 

9.3D 
Open Space Concepts in 
New Development 

(Revised 12/04) 

Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element 

IMPLEMENTATION 
STRATEGIES 

• Continue to supply and increase 
the number of active recreation 
programs offered through the 
City. 

• Revise City development 
regulations to have specific 
requirements for square footage 

residential 
unit, or typical facilities for 
developments of different sizes. 

PRIMARY 
RESPONSIBILIT 

City Staff 

Planning 
Commission, 
City Council 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments 9/14/10 

TIME LINE 

Ongoing 

Short-Term 
(2-4 years) 

[Z.C. amended 
with Interim 
Design Stds. 
For Multi­

Family 
Housing 3/00] 
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City of SeaTac Comprehensive Plan 

PROPOSED POLICIES 

9.3E 
Improve Bicycle Access 
and Safety. 

9.3F 
Provide Multiple Open 
Space Benefits for Public 
Use Areas. 

9.3G 
Minimize Impacts to 
Adjacent Neighborhoods. 

9 - 30 

IMPLEMENTATION 
STRATEGIES 

• Add to the public bicycle trail 
system through the shared use of 
rights-of-way ofS.R. 509, 
28th/24th Ave. Arterial, 
International Boulevard 
improvements and other public 
and private projects. 

• Require bicycle parking 
facilities in major new 
development. 

• Install signage which identifies 
bicycle routes. 

• Develop the trail corridors of 
Des Moines Creek and Miller 
Creek and boardwalks at Tub 
Lake in North SeaTac Park, 
which will provide natural open 
space, wildlife habitat and 
recreation! transportation 
linkages. 

• Seek public access to Bow Lake 
for multiple uses. 

• Locate ballfields in North 
SeaTac Park in the interior of 
the Park or adjacent to 
commercial areas, rather than 
adjacent to residential areas. 

• Close parks at a reasonable hour 
to discourage misuse and 
excessive evening noise. 

PRIMARY 
RESPONSIBILIT 

City Staff, 
Planning 

Commission, 
City Council 

City Staff, 
Planning 

Commission, 
City Council 

City Staff 

City Staff 

City Staff, 
City Council 

City Council 

City Council 
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TIME LINE 

Ongoing 

Ongoing 

Short-Term 
(2-4 years) 

Short-Term 
(2-4 years) 

[Des Moines 
Creek Trail 
Completed 

'99] 

Term 
(4-6 years) 

Short-Term 
(1-2 years) 

Ongoing 

(Revised 12/04) 



PROPOSED POLICIES 

9.3H 
Coordinate Park 
Development with Local 

Natural and Historic 
Features. 

Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element 

IMPLEMENTATION 
STRATEGIES 

.!-. Overlay the long-range park 
plan, including trails, with a map 
showing the area's unique 
settings such as wetlands, 
creeks, and other 
environmentally sensitive and 
historic sites. Evaluate access to 
these resources, and document 
for future park plan revisions. 

• 

PRIMARY 
RESPONSmILIT 

City Staff 

TIME LINE 

Short-Term 
(1-2 years) 

9.4 FACILITY REDEVELOPMENT AND MAINTENANCE 

9.4A 
Review Facilities 
Periodically and Make 
Changes in Response to 
Public Needs and 
Efficiency. 

9.4B 
Design, Maintain and 
Modify Parks to Enhance 
Safety, Accessibility, 
Versatility Use and Low 
Maintenance. 

(Revised 12/04) 

_Conduct a facility review at least 
once a year with Park 
Maintenance and Programming 
and Planning personnel; 
document findings for project 
planning purposes. 

• 

• Conduct periodic meetings to 
coordinate and exchange 
information with various City 
departments and personnel 
(planning, programming and 
maintenance) resulting in a 
better, more efficient product. 

• Follow established safety 
standards when designing new 
children's play areas in local 
parks. 

• Evaluate low maintenance 
techniques and use where 
appropriate. 

• Review past safety records of 
parks prior to new development 
or renovation planning. 

City Staff 

City Staff 

City Staff 

City Staff 

City Staff 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments 9/14/10 

Ongoing 

Ongoing 

Ongoing 

Ongoing 

Ongoing 
[Quarterly 

safety 
checklist being 

employed] 
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City of SeaTac Comprehensive Plan 

PROPOSED POLICIES 

9.4C 
Maintain Parks 
Commensurate with 
Intensity of Use and 
Character of Park. 

9.4D 
Encourage Volunteer 
Participation in 
Maintenance/Improvement 
Projects. 

9.5 ACCESS 

9.5A 
Locate Traffic Generating 
Facilities on Sites with 
Direct Access. 

9 - 32 

IMPLEMENTATION 
STRATEGIES 

~Develop and publish a 
maintenance plan that prevents 
degradation of park facilities 
while allowing for normal 
usage. 

!.....Staff periodic volunteer work 
days or develop an Adopt-A­
Park program. 

• 

• Plan for the proposed North 
SeaTac Park athletic complex to 
be located adjacent to S. 128th 
St., which has direct linkage to 
S.R. 509 and public transit. 

• 

PRIMARY 
RESPONSmILIT 

City Staff 

City Staff 

City Council 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments 9/14/10 

TIME LINE 

Short-Term 
(2-4 years) 

Ongoing 

Completed 
as part of the 

NSTP 
Master Plan 
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PROPOSED POLICIES 

9.5B 
Provide Safe Parking at 
Parks and Recreational 
Facilities. 

9.5C 
Provide Non­
Discriminatory 
Recreational Opportunities 
and Eliminate Barriers to 
Special Populations 

(Revised 12/04) 

Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element 

IMPLEMENTATION 
STRATEGIES 

• Construct bicycle parking areas 
at the Community Center and 
other parks ."'.:.:..."~;:":::.=_=:"'~ 

• 

• Improve access to all local parks 
per the American's with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) 
requirements. 

• Design all new parks to barrier­
free standards. 

• Supply transportation to senior 
citizen activities whenever 
possible. 

• Include free or low-cost 
programs; make programs 
requiring fees accessible to low­
income persons through 
scholarships. 

• Continue to request funding for 
human services needs through 
the Human Services 
Commission. 

PRIMARY 
RESPONSIBILIT 

City Council 

City Council 

City Staff 

City Council 

City Staff 

Parks Staff 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments 9/14110 

TIME LINE 

Short-Term 
(1-2 years) 

Ongoing: all 
facilities 
planning 
includes 

attention to 
ADA 

Requirements. 

Ongoing 

Ongoing 
[Senior van 
purchased, 

4/96] 

Ongoing 
[Scholar-ships 
are provided 
for camp and 
children's 
programs] 

Ongoing 
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City of SeaTac Comprehensive Plan 

PROPOSED POLICIES IMPLEMENTATION PRIMARY TIME LINE 
STRATEGIES RESPONSIBILIT 

9.6 URBAN DESIGN 

9.6A • Plan plazas to complement and City Staff Short-Term 
Allocate Public Open connect the visual streetscape, (1-2 years) 
Space in Commercial pedestrian activities and [Bus shelters 
Districts and Business Park transportation connections. & sidewalks 
Developments. constructed w / 

artwork as part 
of Int'l Blvd 

Phase I, 5/96] 

• Prepare design specifications for Planning Short-Term 
pocket parks that are envisioned Commission, (1-2 years), 
as urban plazas to be constructed City Council, Ongoing 
through redevelopment of the Parks and Planning 
Urban Center. Staff 

• Develop and/or preserve Planning Short-Term 

greenbelts as land use buffer Commission, (2-4 years) 

areas for new development City Council [Working 
toward a 
southend 
botanical 

garden as part 
of a greenbelt! 
trail system on 
the west side, 

10/96] 

9.6B • Develop and adopt a street tree Parks and Planning Short-Term 
Establish Street Tree ordinance that identifies Staff, (1-2 years) 
Corridors, Park and appropriate corridors for City Council 
Greenbelt Linkages. treatment and responsibilities for 

planting and maintenance 
standards. 

9.6C • Extend the street tree plan into City Staff Short-Term 
Street Trees in Residential neighborhoods impacted by (2-4 years) 
Developments. major transportation corridors. 

9.6D • Design and install uniform City Staff, Ongoing 
Uniform Signage and signage for local parks, City Council [parks signs 
Lighting. beginning with entrance signs. installed 5/95] 
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Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element 

PROPOSED POLICIES IMPLEMENTATION 
STRATEGIES 

9.7 INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION 

9.7A 
Promote Public/Public and 
Public/Private 
Collaboration in 
Recreational and Cultural 
Development. 

• Seek private and public 
sponsorship for special parks & 
recreation and cultural 
programs. 

• Participate in regional planning 
efforts that might affect local 
citizens, even if projects are 
outside the City. 

• Seek partnerships with 
community groups in tree 
planting programs and other 
park/open space improvements 

~Encourage easements on public 
or private lands for recreation. 

• 

PRIMARY 
RESPONSIBILIT 

City Staff 

City Staff, 
City Council 

City Staff 

City Staff, 
City Council 

(Revised 12/04) DRAFT 2010 Amendments 9/14/10 

TIME LINE 

Short-Term 
(1-2 years) 

Ongoing 

Ongoing 

Ongoing 
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City of SeaTac Comprehensive Plan 

PROPOSED POLICIES 

9.7B 
Work with the School 
District to Provide 
Recreational Opportunities. 

9.7C 
Encourage Public/Private 
Cooperative Planning 
Efforts and Use of 
Recreational Facilities. 
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IMPLEMENTATION 
STRATEGIES 

• Continue to use school sites for 
recreation and after-school 
programs for better public 
access. 

• Develop an interlocal agreement 
that allows the City to use 
school facilities at no cost in 
exchange for school use of City 
facilities at no cost. 

• Encourage the school district to 
improve and maintain athletic 
fields for Little League and other 
uses. 

• Work with major local 
employers and special interest 
groups to assess recreation needs 
and discuss ways to 
accommodate needs through 
planning or scheduling. 

• Encourage sharing of private 
facilities with public access. 

PRIMARY 
RESPONSIBILIT 

City Staff 

City Council, 
City Staff 

City Council 

City Staff 

City Staff 
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TIME LINE 

Ongoing 

Short-Term 
1-2 years 
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Short-Term 
(2,..4 years) 

[City is 
working with 

School District 
on projects to 

improve 
school 

facilities for 
public use, 

'01] 

Short-Term 
(2-4 years) 

[Parks Needs 
Assessment 
completed in 

2000] 

Short-Term 
(2-4 years) 
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Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element 

PROPOSED POLICIES IMPLEMENTATION 
STRATEGIES 

9.8 COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

9.8A 
Maintain Contact with 
Citizens, Encourage 
Participation. 

9.8B 
Involve Landowners, 
Residents and Other 
Groups in Securing Lands 
of Regional Significance 
for Parks or Open Space. 

9.8C 
Develop Effective Public 
Awareness and Notification 
Processes. 

• Periodically, include park update 
articles in the SeaTac Report 
(city newsletter) and the Parks 
and Recreation brochure. 

• 

• Discuss with the Port of Seattle, 
the designation of a trail 
connecting North SeaTac Park 
with Des Moines Creek Park, 
and following Miller Creek 
where possible. 

• Continue to use the SeaTac 
Report to inform citizens of park 
issues and events. 

• Continue to publish the Parks 
and Recreation brochure. 

• Continue to notify the Highline 
Times (community newspaper) 
of local events, such as Music in 
the Park. 

• Use direct mail to involve 
community groups in parks 
projects affecting them. 

9.9 COMMUNITY WIDE RESOURCES 

PRIMARY 
RESPONSIBILIT 

City Staff 

City Council 

City Staff 

City Council 

City Staff 

City Staff 

(Revised 12/04) DRAFT 2010 Amendments 9/14/10 

TIME LINE 

Ongoing 

Short-Term 
(2-4 years) 

Ongoing 

Ongoing 

Ongoing 

Ongoing 
[Direct mailed 

Angle Lake 
community 

groups 
regarding 

Angle Lake 
Master Plan] 
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City of SeaTac Comprehensive Plan 

PROPOSED POLICIES IMPLEMENTATION PRIMARY TIME LINE 
STRATEGIES RESPONSIBILIT 

9.9A • Prohibit facilities in North City Council Ongoing 
Develop North SeaTac SeaTac Park that attract large 
Park in Accordance with numbers of people. 
North SeaTac Park Master 
Plan and Air Safety • Confine active recreational City Council Ongoing 
Regulations. facilities, specifically new 

athletic fields, to the area north 
of South 136th Street. 

• Develop the North SeaTac Park City Council Short-Term 

perimeter as one of the first (1-2 years) 

phases of its development, [Scheduled as 

including a perimeter trail, part ofNSTP 

fencing where appropriate and Master Plan 

landscape buffering of activities. Phase I 
Completed 

1997] 

9.9B • The North SeaTac Park Master City Council Short-Term 
Preserve Tub Lake as a Plan designates the Tub Lake (2-4 years) 
Natural Wetland Preserve; area as a natural area that will be 
Increase Opportunities For accessed by boardwalks and 
Public Enjoyment of the have interpretive information 
Area. when funds become available. 

9.9C • Pursue grant funding for the Des City Staff, Short-Term 
Preserve the Des Moines Moines Creek Trail, with the City Council (2-4 years) 
Creek Area, Purchased intent being to preserve the [Trail 
with Forward Thrust Funds character and wildlife habitat completed 
for Open Space and and allow for interpretive 1998] 
Recreation. opportunities and linkage to 

regional trails. 

is Cnmnlele a M.flsterPlan for Des C.itv Staff Short Tcnn 
Momes Creek Park. City Council (4 ?~ years) 

9.9D • Discuss opportunities with the City Council Ongoing 
Dedicate Portions of Port Port for blending of areas of Port 
Acquired Land South of S. owned land into recreational 
200th St. as Open Space for land, including trails which link 
the Enjoyment of Local the areas or the use of shared 
Residents. Prohibit parking. 
Vehicular Traffic to the 
Open Space Areas. • Work with SR 509 and 24/28th City Staff Ongoing 

planned transportation 
improvements to blend parks 
and roads needs. 
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PROPOSED POLICIES 

9.9E 
Preserve the Miller Creek 
Corridor for Open Space 
and Recreation, should 
Acquisition or 
Redevelopment of Private 
Properties Occur. 

9.9F 
Seek Public Access to 
Waterfront Area(s) of Bow 
Lake. 

9.9G 
Encourage Retention of 
Significant Historical and 
Archaeological Resources. 

(Revised 12/04) 

Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element 

IMPLEMENTATION 
STRATEGIES 

• Work to develop this area as a 
trail, wildlife and open space 
resource corridor. 
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• Initiate discussions with private 
property owners about the 
purchase of adjacent lands or 
negotiating conservation 
easements, 

• Consider implementation of this 
idea in conjunction with Urban 
Center redevelopment. 

• An inventory of historical and 
archaeological structures and 
sites shall be undertaken. 

• The Zoning Code shall be 
revised to include standards for 
the retention of historical and 
archaeological resources 
identified by the City's inventory 
cited above. 

PRIMARY 
RESPONSmILIT 

City Staff, 
City Council 

(". (' .r,c 
~j"J 'J~' ''', 

C~ f" ;1 
""""J 

City Staff, 
City Council 

Planning 
Commission, 

City Staff, 
City Council 

City Staff 

Planning 
Commission, 

Planning Staff, 
City Council 

DRAFT 2010 Amendments 9114110 

TIME LINE 

Medium-Term 

('1.- T. 
.n', ,,~ U' 

f /I ;; ,\ 
\ v J ~ .," 

Long-Term 
(10-20 years) 

Short-Term 
(2-4 years) 

Short-Term 
(2-4 years) 
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Revised 12/2002 

Parks and Recreation Background Report 

CHAPTER 9 

PARKS, RECREATION 
AND OPEN SPACE 
BACKGROUND 
REPORT 

Draft 2010 Amendments 9/16/10 A9 - 1 



City of SeaTac Comprehensive Plan 

RELATIONSHIP TO THE 
GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
ACT AND THE 
COUNTYWIDE PLANNING 
POLICIES 
The Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element has been developed in 
accordance with Section 36.70A.080 of the Growth Management Act, 
which makes provisions for the inclusion of optional or additional 
elements relating to the physical development of the City, the relevant 
procedural criteria and recommendations for economic development 
outlined in the WAC (365-195-345), and with the King County 
Countywide Planning Policies (Chapter D). It is the component of 
the community's plan for growth over the next 20 years that addresses the 
provision of open spaces and recreation facilities in the City of SeaTac. 

A9 - 2 Draft 2010 Amendments 9/16/10 Revised 12/2002 



Parks and Recreation Background Report 

Revised 12/2002 Draft 2010 Amendments 9/16/10 A9 - 3 



City of SeaTac Comprehensive Plan 

A9 -4 Draft 2010 Amendments 9/16/10 Revised 12/2002 



Parks and Recreation Background Report 

Revised 12/2002 Draft 2010 Amendments 9/16/10 A9 - 5 



City of Sea Tae Comprehensive Plan 

A9-6 Draft 2010 Amendments 9/16/10 Revised 12/2002 



Parks and Recreation Background Report 

Revised 12/2002 Draft 2010 Amendments 9/16/10 A9 -7 



City of SeaTac Comprehensive Plan 
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Parks and Recreation Background Report 

Revised 12/2002 Draft 2010 Amendments 9/16/10 A9 - 9 



City of SeaTac Comprehensive Plan 

A9 -10 Draft 2010 Amendments 9/16/10 Revised 12/2002 



Parks and Recreation Background Report 

Revised 12/2002 Draft 2010 Amendments 9/16/10 A9 - 11 



City of SeaTac Comprehensive Plan 
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Parks and Recreation Background Report 

Revised 12/2002 Draft 2010 Amendments 9/16/10 A9 -13 



City of SeaTac Comprehensive Plan 

A9 -14 Draft 2010 Amendments 9/16/10 Revised 12/2002 



Text Amendment #T -11 
(Withdraw. The Parks and Recreation 

Department is recommending that no 

changes be made to the service area 

definitions for N eighborhood and/or 

Community parks) 



Text Amendment #T -12 
Withdrawn 

(Note: If the SeaTac/Airport Station Area 
Action Plan is not rescinded, it is 

recommended that Amendment T -12 be 
adopted) 



ORDINANCE NO. 10-1026 

An ORDINANCE of the City Council of the City of SeaTac, 
Washington, alnending portions of Chapter 15.35 of the City of 
SeaTac Zoning Code 

WHEREAS, the RCW 36.70A.040 requires that Zoning Regulations be consistent with 

and implement a City's Comprehensive Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the City began preparing amendments to the SeaTac/Airport Station Area 

Action Plan in June, 2010 to establish a new vision for the SeaTac/Airport Station Area; and 

WHEREAS, the deliberations to amend the SeaTac/Airport Station Area Action Plan 

resulted in a decision to incorporate elements of that Plan into the City Center Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the City has adopted amendlnents to the City Center Plan. a Subarea Plan of 

the City of SeaTac Comprehensive Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the mnendlnents to the City Center Plan implelnent the City's revised 

vision for the SeaTac/Airport Station Area Action Plan: and 

WHEREAS, the proposed mnendments to Sections 15.35.140 and 15.35.820 SMC 

implelnent the amendn1ents to the City Center Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the City's revised vision for the SeaTac/Airport Station Area Action Plan 

received extensive public involvement, including Special LUP n1eetings on 6/21/10, 10, 

8/1 0/1 0 and 9/14/1 0; and 

WHEREAS, after a public hearing on October 19, 2010 to consider 

amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, including proposed mnendments to the SeaTac/Airport 

Station Area Action Plan, the Planning Commission recolnmended adoption of proposed 

amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, and made its recon1mendation to the City 

Council; and 



WHEREAS, all of the foregoing recitals are deemed by the City Council to be findings of fact; 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATAC, 

WASHINGTON DO ORDAIN as follows: 

Section 1. Section 15.35.140 of the City of SeaTac Zoning Code is hereby amended 
as set forth in Exhibit A. A copy of the amendments shall be maintained on file with the 
Office of the City Clerk for public inspection. 

Section 2. Section 15.35.820 of the City of SeaTac Zoning Code is hereby amended 
as set forth in Exhibit A. A copy of the amendments shall be maintained on file with the 
Office of the City Clerk for public inspection. 

Section 3. The City Clerk is directed to transmit a complete and accurate copy of this 
Ordinance to the Washington Department of Commerce, Growth Management Services 
Division within ten days after final adoption, pursuant to RCW 36.70A.106 and WAC 
365-195-620. The Clerk is further directed to transmit a copy of this Ordinance, together 
with copies of other Ordinances amending development regulations adopted within the 
preceding twelve months, to the King County Assessor by the ensuing 31 st day of July, 
pursuant to RCW 35A.63.260. 

Section 4. If any provision of this act or its application to any person or circumstance 
is held invalid, the remainder of the act or the application of the provision to other 
persons or circumstances shall not be affected. 

Section 5. This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect five (5) days after passage 
and publication. 

ADOPTED this J.9 rh day of November, 2010 and signed in authentication 

thereof this d 9 t b day of November, 2010. 

ATTEST: 

Approved as to Form: 

ntcyBartolo, City Attorney 

[Effective Date: L¥/ f / fO] 
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CITY OF SEATAC 



Exhibit A 

Amendments to 15.35.140 and 15.35.820 SMC 



15.35.140 

ZONES: 

Government/Office, Business Uses 

P-Park 
UM - Urban Medium Density 
UH - Urban High Density 

ABC - Aviation Business Center 
I - Industrial/Manufacturing 

UH-UCR - Urban High-Urban Center Residential 
NB - Neighborhood Business 

O/CM - Office/Commercial Medium 
O/CIMU - Office/CommerciallMixed Use 
T - Townhouse 

CB-C - Urban Center 

p p - erml e use; C C d'f - on Ilona 1 U P se erml 
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GOVERNMENT/OFFICE 
USES 

071 Social Service Office C P P P P P P P 

072 Public Agency Office P P P P P P P P P 

073 Public Agency Yard C(2) C C P C C 

074 Public Agency Archives C(3) C P P P P P 

075 Court P P P P P 

076 Police Facility P P P P P P P P P P 

077 Fire Facility P P P P P P P P P P 

079 Helipad/ Airport and P 
Facilities 

080 Utility Use C C C C C C P C C 

081 Utility Substation C C C C C P C C 

082 Financial Institution P(4) P P P P P P 

083 City Hall P(4) P P P P 

083,5 Secure Community C(7) C(7) C(7) C(7) 
Transition Facility 

BUSINESS SERVICES USES 

086 Construction/Trade C P(1) P C 

087 Truck Tenninal P(l) P 

088 Airport Support Facility P 

089 Warehouse/Storage C P P C(l) 

090 Professional Office P(4) P(4) P P P P P P 

091 Heavy Equipment C P 
Rental 

092 Misc, Equipment Rental C C P P(1) 
Facility 

093 Auto Rental/Sales P(l) P(l) P C(l) 

094 Public/Private Parking C(5,6,8) P(5,6,8) P(5,6,8) P(5,6,8) C(5,6,8) 
Lot 

095 Motor Freight Repair P 

096 Heavy Equipment P 



Repair 

097 Rand D/Testing C C p p C 

098 Commercial/Industrial p C p p C 
Accessory Uses 

(1) Accessory to primary use not to exceed twenty percent (20%) of primary use. 
(2) A public agency yard located on property within the park zone may be used as a combined 

maintenance facility for park and nonpark purposes; provided, that the facility shall be no 
more expansive than that which is reasonably expected to be needed for park maintenance 
when park facilities are fully developed. 

(3) A public archives facility located on property within the park zone is limited to existing 
structures. 

(4) Permitted as part of a mixed use development, as described in SMC 
(5) Public/private parking lots ~=-=-=-~~f+p,.~~~::..m::!+H-+H+1~~'--H+~~¥-+--"rHtl~rt-H;'-H4-'-' 

Hf*tees--aJre onlv permitted within a 
Please see SMC 15.35.820 for provisions regarding public/private surface parking lot 

as an interim use. 

(6) Public/private parking lot park-n-fly structures are permitted up to three hundred (300) 
spaces as a stand-alone structure. (See SMC for requirements regarding stand-
alone structures.) Additional spaces may be added only via the incentive method defined in 
SMC 

(7) Secure community transition facilities are subject to the CUP-EPF siting process (SMC 
15.22.035). 

(8) Public/private parking lots shall only be allowed in one (1) parking structure per 
development site. 

(Ord. 08-1023 § 2; Ord. 05-1002 § 1; Ord. 02-1029 § 10; Ord. 99-1050 § 8) 



15.35.820 Surface Parking Interim Use 

A. Public/Private Surface Parking as an Interim Use. Public/private surface parking~ as the main 
activity on a site, may only be allowed as an interim use subject to the following conditions: 

A development agreement specifying additional conditions as needed. 

B. Location of Surface Parking Lots. 

1. No parking shall be located between the building and the front property line, other than a 
driveway for passenger loading and off-loading only in conformance with SMC 15.35.340 and 
approved by the Director of Planning and Community Development. Surface parking shall be 
located behind a building or to the side of a building. 

2. Parking located next to a building and within forty (40) feet of the front property line shall not 
occupy more than the width of two (2) lengthwise parking stalls and one (1) travel lane, or sixty­
two (62) feet, whichever is less. 

3. On corner lots, no parking shall be located between the building and either of the two (2) front 
property lines. If a parcel abuts more than two (2) public or private streets, no parking shall be 
located between the building and the front property line abutting the two (2) public and/or private 
streets with the highest classification. 

(Ord. 99-1050 § 8) 



ORDINANCE NO. 10-1027 

AN ORDINANCE of the City Council of the City of SeaTac, 
Washington, amending Section 15.16.120 of the SeaTac Municipal 
Code to extend the amortization period for nonconforming signs. 

WHEREAS, the City adopted its original sign code by Ordinance No. 92-1041; and 

WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 92-1041 included a sign amortization progran1 for 

nonconfonning signs and which established a deadline for nonconforn1ing signs to be brought 

into cOlnpliance with the city's sign standards; and 

WHEREAS, local jurisdictions are governed by the Scenic Vistas Act (Chapter 47.42 

RCW) which requires rnonetary cOlnpensation for relnoval of nonconforn1ing 

prinlary state highways and interstates; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted Ordinance 02-1023. which extended the 

amortization period for non conforming signs through December 15, 2006 and Ordinance 06-

1027 which extended the mnortization period for non conforn1ing signs through Decenlber 31. 

2010; and 

WHEREAS, the City needs additional tilne to fully assess the implications regarding 

non-conforming signs; 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATAC, 

WASHIN(;TON DO ORDAIN as follows: 

Section 1. 
follows: 

Section 15.16.120 of the SeaTac Municipal Code is hereby amended to read as 

15.16.120 Nonconforming Signs 

A. General. To ease the economic impact of this code on businesses with 
substantial investment in signs in existence on the date of original adoption of 
this code, this section provides for a period of continued use of a 
nonconforming sign in its existing state. During this period, it is expected that 
the sign may be amortized on Federal income taxes; however, whether it luay 
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be so amortized shall not affect the application of this section. Similar 
treatment is accorded signs in areas annexed to the City after the code's 
enactment. All nonconforming signs in existence as of the date of original 
adoption of this code shall be brought into conformity with this code no later 
than December 31, 2-G-l-O 2012. 

B. Nonconforming Signs. 

1. Notification of Nonconformity or Illegality. The Code Administrator shall, as 
soon as practical, survey the City for signs which do not conform to the 
requirements of this chapter. Upon determination that a sign is nonconforming 
or illegal, the Administrator shall use reasonable efforts to so notify, either 
personally or in writing, the sign user or owner of the sign and, where 
practical, the owner of the property on which the sign is located of the 
following; provided, that the business license of the business with which the 
sign is associated shall be presumed to be the sign user under this code: 

a. The sign's nonconformity or illegality; 

b. Whether the sign may be eligible for a nonconforming sign permit. 

If the identity of the sign user, owner of the sign, or owner of the property on 
which the sign is located cannot be determined after reasonable inquiry, the 
notice may be affixed in a conspicuous place on the sign or on the business 
premises with which the sign is associated. A file shall be established in the 
department, and a copy of the notice and certification of posting shall be 
maintained for records. 

2. Signs Eligible for Nonconforming Sign Permit. With the exceptions herein 
provided, anyon-site primary sign located within the City limits on the date of 
adoption of this code, or located in areas annexed to the City thereafter, which 
does not conform with the provisions of this code, is eligible for 
characterization as a nonconforming sign provided it meets the following 
requirements: 

a. The sign was covered by a sign permit on the date of adoption of this 
code, if one was required under applicable law; or 

b. If no sign permit was required under applicable law for the sign in 
question, the sign was in all respects in compliance with applicable law on 
the date of adoption of this code. 

3. Signs Not Eligible for Nonconforming Sign Permits. The following signs shall 
not be eligible for characterization as nonconforming signs: 

a. Prohibited signs, as defined in SMC 15.16.110, except for signs which 
rotate, as defined in SMC 15.16.110(C). 
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b. Secondary signage not meeting the code specifications, except for 
informational and directional signs in compliance with the code at the time 
of adoption of this code. 

c. All signs not eligible for characterization as a nonconforming sign shall be 
considered illegal. 

4. Number of Nonconforming Signs Permitted. Each sign user within the City 
having existing nonconforming signs meeting the requirements of SMC 
15.16.160 shall be permitted to designate only one (1) such sign as 
"nonconforming" for each street upon which the business premises fronts. 
Such designation shall be made in the application for a nonconforming sign 
permit. 

5. Permit for Nonconforming Signs. A nonconforming sign permit is required 
for each nonconforming sign designated under Sr-vrc 15.16.160. The permit 
(certificate of zone compliance CZC) shall be obtained by the sign user or 
the sign owner, or the owner of the property upon which the sign is located 
within sixty (60) days of notification by the City. The permit shall be issued 
and shall expire at the end of the applicable amortization period prescribed in 
subsection (D) of this section. 

Applications for a nonconforming sign permit shall contain the naIne and 
address of the sign user, the sign owner, and the owner of the property upon 
which the sign is located and such other pertinent information as the 
Administrator may require to ensure compliance with the code, including 
proof of the date of installation of the sign. 

A nonconforming sign for which no permit has been issued within the sixty 
(60) day period of notification shall within six (6) months be brought into 
compliance with the code or be removed. Failure to comply shall subject the 
sign user, owner or owner of the property on which the sign is located to 
penalties cited in Chapter 15.32 SMC. 

6. Loss of Nonconforming Status. A nonconforming sign shall immediately lose 
its nonconforming status if: 

a. The sign is altered in any way in structure or height which is not in 
compliance with the standards of this chapter; or 

b. The sign is relocated to a position which is not in compliance with the 
standards of this chapter; or 

c. The sign is replaced; provided, that this replacement refers to structural 
replacement, not change of "copy," panel or lettering; or 

d. Any new primary sign is erected or placed in connection with the 
enterprise using the nonconforming sign; or 
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e. No application for a nonconforming sign permit is filed by the sign user, 
sign owner, or owner of the property upon which the sign is located within 
sixty (60) days following notification by the City (subsection (B) of this 
section) that the sign is nonconforming and that a permit must be obtained; 
or 

f. The loss of legal nonconforming status takes place upon any change in 
land use or occupancy, or a change in business name, and the sign shall be 
brought into conformity. Such nonconforming signs shall, within ninety 
(90) days, be brought into conformity with this code or be removed. 

Upon any of the above-referenced circumstances taking place, any permit 
or designation for what had been a nonconforming sign shall become void. 
The Administrator shall notify the sign user, sign owner or owner of the 
property upon which the sign is located of cancellation of the permit or 
designation and the sign shall immediately be brought into compliance 
with this chapter and a new permit secured or shall be removed. 

C. Illegal Signs. An illegal sign is any sign which does not comply with the 
requirements of this chapter within the City limits as they now or hereafter 
exist and which is not eligible for characterization as nonconforming under 
SMC 15.16.160 

D. Alnortization Period for Nonconfonning Signs. Nonconforming signs, as 
defined in subsection (B)(2) of this section, for which a nonconforming sign 
permit has been issued may remain in a nonconforming state until December 
31, ~ 2012. Thereafter, the sign shall be brought into conformity with this 
code or be removed; provided, however, that the amortization period 
established by this section may be used only so long as the sign retains its 
legal nonconforming status. 

E. Nonconforming Sign Maintenance and Repair. Nothing in this section shall 
relieve the owner or user of a nonconforming sign or owner of the property on 
which the nonconforming sign is located from the provisions of this code 
regarding safety, maintenance and repair of signs, nor from any provisions on 
prohibited signs, contained in SMC 15.16.110; provided, however, that any 
repainting, replacement of "copy," panels and/or lettering, cleaning, and other 
normal maintenance or repair of the sign or sign structure shall not modify the 
sign or structure in any way which is not in compliance with the requirements 
of this code, or the sign will lose its nonconforming status (SMC 
15.16.120(B)(6)). 

F. Subsequent Amendments to the Sign Code. After the date of its initial 
adoption, if any subsequent amendments to the sign code cause a sign to 
become nonconforming, the Department of Planning and Community 
Development shall notify affected business owners and property owners of the 
new regulations by first class mail based upon active City business license 
records and King County property records. 
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1. All illegal signs are subject to removal within ninety (90) days; 

2. All nonconforming signs are eligible for a nonconforming sign permit. The 
permit shall be applied for by the business owner or property owner and 
issued by the Department. These signs shall be subject to a nine (9) year 
amortization period, after which the nonconforming permit will expire and the 
sign shall be brought into compliance with the code. 

Section 2. The City Clerk is directed to forward a copy of this Ordinance to the Washington 
State Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development within ten (10) days after 
adoption, and to the King County Assessor. 

Section 3. If any provision of this act or its application to any person or circumstance is held 
invalid, the remainder of the act or the application of the provision to other persons or 
circumstances shall not be affected. 

Section 4. This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect five (5) days after passage and 
publication as required by law. 

ADOPTED this J.9th day of _-+-N~v-",-v-=<',,-,-IY\~b<--e._('-=--__ , 2010 and signed in 

authentication thereof on this J. 9 rh day of N. D ve.. M b er ,2010. 

CITY OF SEATAC 

ATTEST: 

Approved as to Form: 

;[;1 

[Effective Date: 
~~~~~~ ____ J 

[Chapter 15.16 Sign Code Amortization Extension] 
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ORDINANCE NO 10-1028 

AN ORDINANCE of the City Council of the City of SeaTac, 
Washington relating to ad valOrelTI property taxes, tentatively 
establishing the amount to be levied in 2011 by taxation on the 
assessed valuation of the property of the City pending certified 
assessed valuation from the King County Assessor. 

WHEREAS, State law, RCW 35A.33.135, requires the City Council to consider the 

City's total anticipated financial requirements for the ensuing fiscal year, and to detern1ine and 

fix, by ordinance, the amount to be levied by ad valorem taxes; and 

WHEREAS, RCW 84.52.020 requires that, upon fixing of the aITIount to be so levied, 

the City Clerk shall certify the same to the Clerk of the King County Council; and 

WHEREAS, RCW 84.55.120, as amended in 1997 by ReferendUlTI 47, reqlures a 

statement of any increased tax in tenTIS of both dollar revenue and percentage change from the 

previous year; and 

WHEREAS, the King County Assessor, as ex ot1icio assessor for the City pursuant to 

RCW 35A.84.020, has not to date certified the assessed valuation of all taxable property situated 

within the boundaries of the City; 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATAC, 

WASHINGTON DO ORDAIN as follows: 

SECTION 1. Levy Rate. 

The regular ad valorem levy for collection during the fiscal year of 2011 cannot be set 
until certified assessed valuations are received by the City. 

SECTION 2. Tentative Amount to be Collected by Ad Valorem Taxation. 

The amount of revenue to be collected by the City in the fiscal year 2011 by taxation on 
the assessed valuation of all taxable property situated within the boundaries of the City is 
estimated to be the sum of $13,605,719. This levy aITIount is detern1ined by the King 
County Assessor as the maXilTIUm statutory property tax levy for 2011. This amount 
will be revised upon receipt of celiified assessed valuations from the King County 
Assessor. 
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SECTION 3. Effective Date. 

This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect five (5) days after passage and publication 
as required by law. 

ADOPTED this ~'tb day of Novc.mbef" , 2010, and signed in authentication 

thereof on this J'ltb day of N 0 vc..mb e:ec ,2010. 

CITY OF SEATAC 

ATTEST: 

Approved as to Form: 

Mary E. Mir nte Bartolo, City Attorney 

[Effecti ve Date: -+-""'---I'--'--=--+---'-__ ~ 

[2011 Ad Valorem Property Tax Levy] 
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ORDINANCE NO 10-1029 

AN ORDINANCE of the City Council of the City of SeaTac, 
Washington, relating to ad valorem property taxes, repealing City 
of SeaTac Ordinance #10-1028, setting the levy rate for the year 
2011, setting the amount to be levied in 2011 by taxation on the 
assessed valuation of the property of the City, and stating the dollar 
amount of the increase and the percentage increase over the prior 
year's property tax levy. 

WHEREAS, State law, RCW 35A.33.135, requires the City Council to consider the 

City's total anticipated financial requirelnents for the ensuing fiscal year, and to determine and 

fix, by ordinance, the amount to be levied by ad valorem taxes; and 

WHEREAS, RCW 84.52.020 requires that, upon fixing of the an10unt to be so levied, 

the City Clerk shall certify the same to the Clerk of the King County Council; and 

WHEREAS, RCW 84.55.120, as amended in 1997 by Referendum 47, reqUIres a 

staten1ent of any increased tax in terms of both dollar revenue and percentage change from the 

previous year; and 

WHEREAS, the SeaTac City Council adopted Ordinance #10-1028 on Noven1ber 29, 

2010, tentatively establishing the 2011 property tax levy since assessed valuations had not yet 

been certified by the King County Assessor; and 

WHEREAS, the King County Assessor, as ex officio assessor for the City pursuant to 

RCW 35A.84.020, has now certified the assessed valuation of all taxable property situated within 

the boundaries of the City at $4,221,569,357; and 

WHEREAS, the SeaTac City Council, after hearing and after duly considering all 

relevant evidence and testimony presented, detennined that the City of SeaTac requires a regular 

levy in the aInount of $11,826,917, which includes an increase in property tax revenue frOln the 
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previous year, and amounts resulting from the addition of new construction and improvements to 

property and any increase in the value of state-assessed property, and amounts authorized by law 

as a result of any annexations that have occurred and refunds made, in order to discharge the 

expected expenses and obligations of the City and in its best interest; 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATAC, 

WASHINGTON DO ORDAIN as follows: 

SECTION 1. Ordinance #10-1028 is Repealed. 

City of SeaTac Ordinance #10-1028, tentatively establishing the 2011 property tax levy, 
is hereby repealed. 

SECTION 2. Levy Rate Fixed. 

The regular ad valorem levy rate for collection during the fiscal year of 2011 is hereby set 
at $2.80 per thousand dollars of assessed value of all taxable property situated within the 
boundaries of the City. 

SECTION 3. Estimated Amount to be Collected by Ad Valorem Taxation. 

The amount of revenue to be collected by the City in the fiscal year 2011 by taxation on 
the assessed valuation of all taxable property situated within the boundaries of the City is 
estimated to be the sum of$11,826,917. 

SECTION 4. Increase in Property Tax Revenue From the Previous Year. 

The levy amount includes (1) an increase in property tax revenue from the previous year 
of Seventy Seven Thousand Six Hundred and Twenty-Eight Dollars ($77,628), or point 
sixty seven percent (0.67%), (2) new construction and improvements to property, (3) any 
increase in the value of state-assessed property, and (4) amounts authorized by law as a 
result of any annexations that have occurred, as well as applicable refunds already made. 

SECTION 5. Effective Date. 

This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect five (5) days after passage and publication 
as required by law. 
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ADOPTED this I~ day of Det!ecniutt ,2010, and signed in authentication thereof 

on this /~1A.day of [)R(!ern~ ,2010. 

ATTEST: 

Approved as to Form: 

[Effective Date: ~~~-=...,~-=-__ 

[2011 Ad Valorem Property Tax Levy] 

CITY OF SEATAC 

~~~ 
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ORDINANCE NO. 10-1030 

AN ORDINANCE of the City Council of the City of SeaTac, 
Washington, adopting the Annual Budget for the year 2011 and 
appropriating funds for the estimated expenditures. 

WHEREAS, State Law, Chapter 35A.33 RCW requires the City to adopt an 

annual budget and provides procedures for the filing of estilnates, a prelin1inary budget, 

deliberations, a public hearing, and final fixing of the budget; and 

WHEREAS, a preliminary budget for the fiscal year 2011 has been prepared and 

filed; a public hearing has been held for the purpose of fixing the final budget; and the 

City Council has deliberated and has made adjustments and changes deelned necessary 

and proper; 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATAC, 
WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN as follows: 

Section 1. The 2011 Annual Budget for the City of SeaTac, covering the period 
from January 1, 2011, through December 3 L 2011, is hereby adopted by 
reference with appropriations in the anlount of $52,065,395. 

Section 2. The budget sets forth totals of estimated appropriations for each 
separate fund, and the aggregate totals for all such funds. The said budget 
appropriation, in Slunmary by fund and aggregate total of the City of SeaTac are 
as follows: 

Fund Number 
001 
102 
105 
106 
107 
108 
111 
204 
205 
206 
301 
303 
307 
308 

Fund Nanle 
General 
Street 
Port ILA 
Transit Planning 
Hotel/Motel Tax 
Building Management 
Des Moines Creek Basin ILA 
Special Assessnlent Debt 
LID Guarantee 
2009 L TGO Refunding Bond 
Municipal CapitallInprovenlents 
Fire Equipment Reserve 
Transportation CIP 
Light Rail Station Areas CIP 

- 1 -

Appropriations 
$ 28,779,894 

3,116,506 
993,500 

54,680 
1,181,980 
1,743,396 

477,450 
224,445 

17,500 
753,920 

2,951,255 
80,331 

8,376,590 
500,000 



Fund Number 
403 
501 

Fund Name 
SWM Utility 
Equipment Rental 

TOTAL ALL FUNDS 

Appropriations 
$ 1,750,045 

1,063,903 

$ 52,065,395 

Section 3. A complete copy of the final budget as adopted herein shall be 
transmitted to the Division of Municipal Corporations in the Office of the State 
Auditor, and to the Association of Washington Cities. One complete copy of the 
final budget as adopted herein shall be filed with the City Clerk and shall be 
available for use by the public. 

Section 4. This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect for the fiscal year 2011 
five (5) days after passage and publication as required by law. 

ADOPTED this 
-'..-...It.-- of~~:::::=-:...::-.::~=--==--___ , 2010, and signed in 

authentication thereof on this 
---"--"---

of~:-u'Ll...rJ~~~ __ , 2010. 

ATTES~: 

Approved as to form: 

[Effective Date: -=---t~~-:I-':""--="----_.J 

[2011 Annual Budget Ordinance] 
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ORDINANCE NO. 10-1031 

AN ORDINANCE of the City Council of the City of SeaTac, 
Washington, amending the 2010 Annual City Budget for 
miscellaneous items. 

WHEREAS, the SeaTac City Council has reviewed Agenda Bill # 3290 submitted by the 

Finance and Systems Department which details recommended increases in various revenue and 

expenditure line items in the 2010 Annual City Budget; and 

WHEREAS, amendment to the City's 2010 Budget is necessary to provide additional 

appropriation authority to fund certain expenditures identified in Agenda Bill #3290; 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATAC, 

WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN as follows: 

Section 1. The 2010 Annual City Budget shall be amended to increase the total Street Fund 
#102 expenditures by $200,000. 

Section 2. The 2010 Annual City Budget shall be amended to increase the total Building 
Management Fund #108 expenditures by $184,500. 

Section 3. The 2010 Annual City Budget shall be amended to increase the total Municipal 
CIP Fund #301 revenues by $184,500. 

Section 4. This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect five (5) days after passage and 
publication as required by law. 

ADOPTED this .M-day of :.l).e~em~ , 2010, and signed in authentication 

thereof on this /00-aayof c:{).eeel?'1~ ,2010. 

CITY OF SEATAC 
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ATTEST: 

Approved as to Form: 

Mary Mir te Bartolo, City Attorney 
[Effective Date: ] 

[2010 Budget Amendment for Miscellaneous Items] 
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