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WHAT TRANSPORTATION CAN BE.

The Safe & Complete Streets Plan (S&CSP) is the basis for the pedestrian and bicycle networks shown in the
City of SeaTac’s 2015 Transportation Element and Transportation Master Plan. This addendum presents the
process for changes made to the S&CSP and the reason for those changes.

Pedestrian and Bicycle System Changes

The same goals identified in the S&CSP were used to guide this process, namely safety, completing the
networks, focusing on improvements that do the most good, encouraging multi-modal transportation, and
creating opportunities for a more active lifestyle. These goals were blended with the need to make changes
based on how well improvements fit with the roadway system and the land use associated with the
Comprehensive Plan.

The pedestrian and bicycle networks recommended in the S&CSP were layered on top of the arterial and
collector multi-modal transportation improvement projects that also included non-motorized
improvements. This list of projects is included in the Transportation Master Plan. Where differences were
identified, Transpo Group reviewed the options and defined which option best fit the location and overall
system plans. An example of this is the 28th/24th Avenue S corridor. In the S&CSP, a separated bikeway is
recommended, however upon closer inspection this was not deemed possible due to right-of-way issues and
buildings within very close proximity to public right-of-way.

After looking at arterial and collector projects, neighborhood multi-modal transportation improvement
projects were evaluated to identify needs. These consisted of some projects from the City’s Transportation
Improvement Project list and Capital Improvement Program that were not included in the arterial and
collector project list, with the majority coming from projects identified in the S&CSP. The pedestrian and
bicycle system plans were looked at as a whole with the purpose of creating a full non-motorized system
that serves travel within the City and connects to regional non-motorized facilities.

Several factors played into refining these neighborhood projects, including:
e Access to transit
e Access to parks
e Walk to school routes
e  Filling in missing gaps in the system
e Creating corridors
e Right-sizing the proposed infrastructure to the existing and future roadways
o Feedback from public open houses
o Feedback from City staff
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An example of a change made to the original S&CSP recommended project is along 32" Avenue S between S
170" Street and S 176" Street. The original suggestion was to include both sidewalks and bicycle lanes along
the roadway; however, there is limited right of way, particularly along the northern portion of the segment.
In addition, widening the road would likely encourage higher travel speeds while speed humps have been
installed to help slow traffic. As such, sidewalks were kept in but the recommended bicycle facility was
changed to sharrows.

The pedestrian and bicycle networks were reviewed several times by City staff and agreed-upon changes
were made for incorporation into the Transportation Element and Transportation Master Plan. The changes
from the S&CSP are outlined in Table A.

Cost Estimates

Once the pedestrian and bicycle networks were finalized, costs were estimated per linear foot, using basic
assumptions for the different type of projects. Final projects costs are likely to vary, with some projects
costing more and some costing less; however, the intent was a planning estimate for defining
implementation and funding strategies. The different types of neighborhood multi-modal transportation
improvement projects were as follows:

e New Sidewalk

e Improved Sidewalk

e New Multi-Use Path

e New Sharrow

e New Bike Lane

e New Sharrow and New Sidewalk

¢ New Bike Lane and New Sidewalk

e New Sharrow and Improved Sidewalk
e New Bike Lane and Improved Sidewalk

The assumptions for the different project types included items such as roadway classification, right of way,
curb and gutter, and ADA curb ramps.
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After project costs were assigned, timeframes were chosen for each project: committed and short (2015-
2020), short-mid (2021-2026), mid-long (2027-2035) and long (2036+). For purposes of the 2015
Transportation Element and Transportation Master Plan, a total cost of $1.5 million dollars per year was
assumed (this amount is subject to change) and projects were put into different time frames based both on
the factors that went into creating the system as well as the following:

e Spreading out improvements within each time frames around the City, not just in one area
e Assuring value for the money spent through prioritizing a greater number of lower cost projects
versus a lesser number of higher cost projects.

Potential priorities were reviewed with City Staff and the neighborhood multi-modal transportation
improvement project list was created and incorporated into the Transportation Master Plan. It is also
included as Table B of this document. The accompanying Figures 4-3 and 4-4, from the Transportation
Master Plan, show the revised pedestrian and bicycle networks for the Safe & Complete Streets Plan. The
Transportation Master Plan, including the systems plans, priorities, costs, and funding strategies, also were
reviewed with the City’s Planning Commission and City Council.
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Table A: Changes Made to Safe & Complete Street Plan Pedestrian and Bicycle Networks 20-Jul-15
Street Limits DS&CS Change made Notes
Undefined S ted Turning into dead end street SR 509
S 208th Street International Blvd to New Roadway 'n etined >eparate Sharrows assumed on E portion only . urning Into aead end street per
Bikeway improvements
S 216th Street 15 to 35th Ave S U.ndefined Separated Sharrows limits determined by reconstruction project. Also
Bikeway lack of ROW
< 142nd Street Des Moines Memorial Dr S to 24th U'ndefined Separated Multi-use path SPeciﬁed in TIP project, takes place of separated
Ave S Bikeway bikeway
i L | local -sh facili
S 142nd Street 24th Ave S to 20th Ave S U.ndeflned Separated Sharrows ow volumes on local roadway - shared facility
Bikeway makes more sense
Undefined S ted
S 166th St/31st Ave S International Blvd to 32nd Ave S Birlleil;r;e cparate Sharrows Lack of ROW and grade issues
Undefined S ted
28th/24th Ave S $ 200th St to S 208th St B_T( ‘:v;r;e cparate Multi-use path According to plan sheets
ike
Undefined S ted
28th/24th Ave S Sea-Tac Airport to S 188th St Birlleil;r;e cparate Sharrows According to plan sheets
Undefined S ted
28th/24th Ave S S 188th St to S 200th St Birlleiv;r:/e eparate Sharrows ROW prohibits separated bikeway
Existing SR 509 R to D Undefined S ted
S 188th St XIS_ 'né X amps to ves 'n etined >eparate Sharrows No plans to widen tunnel per City
Moines Memorial Dr Bikeway
% Existing shared roadway (tunnel to
) . )
East end of t | to Int; t | Undefined S ted 28th/24th Ave S
2 S 188th St astend ottunnel to Internationa .n etined Separate / ves) No plans to widen tunnel per City
o Blvd Bikeway New shared roadway (28th/24th Ave S to
4} International Blvd)
] - - - -
» . Improved Pedestrian Alternative option noted using .
S 186th St Military Rd S to 48th Ave S At City's request
g fitary Rd 5 to Ve Facility S 184th St/48th Ave S Vs Teq
= S 150th St 26th Ave S to Military Rd S New Pedestrian Facility Extended to 24th Ave S At City's request
£
w
[ Pedestrian Facility not in data from City, but in
2 New Pedestrian Facility &
= 32nd Ave S $ 200th St to S 198th St ew redestrian racility Keptin DS&CS report. Added into data per City.
< New Shared Bikeway R . .
© Shared Bikeway not in S&CS report, added in.
Undefined S ted
32nd Ave S S 170th St to S 176th St Birlleiv;r:/e eparate Sharrows ROW prohibits separated bikeway
. . . - . Pedestrian Facility not in data from City, but in
. New Pedestrian Facility & Pedestrian Facility kept in R .
S 198th St 32nd Ave S to Military Rd S New Shared Bikewa Sharrows added DS&CS report. Added into data per City.
v Shared Bikeway not in S&CS report, added in.
N Pedestrian Facilit | d ith Angle Lake Station District
30th Ave S S 200th St to S 204th St or?l\:/v ecestrian Faciiity New Pedestrian Facility & Sharrows Pr:aar::cor ancewl ngle Lake station Distric
New Pedestrian Facilit | rdance with Angle Lake Station District
S 194th St Angle Lake Park to 39th Ave S o:I‘:/I edestrian raciiity New Pedestrian Facility & Sharrows Pr:aancco 8
$182nd St Bow Lake Mobile Park to Improved Pedestrian Improved Pedestrian Facility & Bicycle Lane Extension of bike lanes planned from 42nd Ave S

42nd Ave S Facility only to Military Rd for a more complete network
Des Moines M ial Undefined S ted
Dess otnes Memoria SR 518 EB On Ramp to S 165th St Birllei/zlar\]/e cparate Multi-use path In accordance with Lake to Sound Trail
r

51st Ave S

S$170th Stto S 172nd St

New Pedestrian Facility
only

New Pedestrian Facility & Sharrows

Segment added to match pedestrian facility
project limits for future use
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Table A: Changes Made to Safe & Complete Street Plan Pedestrian and Bicycle Networks 20-Jul-15
Street Limits DS&CS Change made Notes
Sidewalks included as part of 28th/24th Ave S
28th Ave S S 200th St to S 204th St - Sidewalks & Sharrows projects; sharrows added for more complete
network
29th Ave S 5 138th St to S 146th St - Sidewalk North-South connection between 24th Ave S &
Military Rd
New Roadway (S International Blvd to Sidewalk New roadway planned as part of Aviation
197th St) 28th/24th Ave S Business Center to include sidewalks
S211th St International Blvd to 31st Ave S - Sidewalk Extension of SR 509 plans - to be lead by WSDOT
1st A N R
S 211th St 31st Ave S to New Roadway - Sidewalk & Sharrows Extension of SR 509 plans - to be lead by WSDOT
(33rd Ave S)
30th Ave S C tion to facilities fi SR 509 plan that
ve s/ S 211th Stto S 216th St . Sharrows onnection to faciities from plan tha
31st Ave S would otherwise dead-end

Additions to S&CS networks

New Roadway
(33rd Ave S)

$208th Stto S 211th St

Sidewalk & Sharrows

Connection to facilities from SR 509 plan

35th Ave S | d ith Angle Lake Station District
ve s/ S 198th St to 32nd Ave S - Sidewalk & Sharrows naccordance wi nele Lake Station Distne
S 202nd St Plan
| ith Angle Lak ion Distri
$202nd St 30th Ave Sto 32nd Ave S - Sidewalk Pr: accordance with Angle Lake Station District
an
New Trail International Blvd to Angle Lake ) New Multi-Use Trail In accordance with Angle Lake Station District
Park Plan
. - . . At City's request; replaces prior bike route along I-
New Trail Military Rd S to S 187th Pl - New Multi-Use Trail
v 5 southbound off-ramp to S 188th St
33rd Ave S $192nd St to S 194th St - New Pedestrian Facility & Sharrows :Dnl accordance with Angle Lake Station District
an
38th Ave S S 176th St to 42nd Ave S - Sharrows At City's request
32nd Ave S S 188th St to S 200th St - Sidewalks At City's request
§ 4] %’_’ 35th Ave S $192nd St to S 194th St New Pedestrian Facility - Moved to 33rd Ave S (see above)
S o3 9O
@ wnw 3 - -
T o % I-5 Off Ramp @ S . Undefined Separated Moved to new connection from
Military Rd Sto S 188th St -
8®E 188th st v Bikeway Military Rd S to S 187th PI
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Table B

Additional Non-Motorized Transportation Improvement Projects (7/20/2015)

City of SeaTac Transportation Master Plan

SeaTac Cost Relative
TMP ID Project Name Project Limits Project Description (20148)" Timing? Lead Agency TE Goals & Policies Council & PSRC Goals
Construct new sidewalk on both sides of the street, with curb, gutter, storm Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.14, 4.4p,| 2Nl €02/ 1
sT-831 37th Ave s S 166th St to S 172nd St onstruct new sidewa’t on both sices of fhe street, With cur, gutter, sto $803,000 Committed SeaTac oal.1, 4.4, Policy 4-1A 497 | \pp.G-1, -1, 14, 15, 16,
drainage, retaining walls, and fencing. 4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E 23 24
Construct new sidewalk on both sides of the street, with curb, gutter, storm Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4,14, 4.3a,| COUNCH Goal 1
sT-831 40th Ave s S 166th St to S 170th St enstruct new sidewa’t on both sices of e street, With cur, gutter, st $803,000 Committed SeaTac oal4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A 4.3A | \pp.G-1, 7-1, 14, 15, 16,
drainage, retaining walls, and fencing. 4.4A,4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E 23 24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-832 32nd Ave S $188th Stto S 192nd St Construct new pedestrian facility. $1,168,000 Short SeaTac 03 olicy MPP-G-1,T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A, 4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E
23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.4A,
ST-N1 24th Ave S $152nd St to S 154th St Construct new pedestrian facility and new bicycle lane. $901,000 Short SeaTac 03 olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G
23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.4A,
ST-N10 5188t St Military Rd to 46th Ave S Improve existing pedestrian facility. $1,335,000 Short SeaTac |, Z’z wana 450 i MPP-G-1,T-1, 14, 15, 16,
A 23,24
Council Goal 1
" Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N14 46th Ave S S 188th St to Military Rd Construct new pedestrian facility and new shared bikeway. $1,718,000 Short-Mid SeaTac oa olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A,4.4C,4.4D, 4.4E,4.4G
23,24
Council Goal 1
14.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N2 30th Ave S/31st Ave S S 211th Stto S 216th St Construct new shared bikeway. $53,000 Short Seatac | %2 olicy MPP-G-1,T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A,4.4D, 4.4E,4.4G
23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N3 38th Ave /S 179th St S 176th St to 42nd Ave S Construct new shared bikeway. $49,000 Short SeaTac 0a olicy MPP-G-1,T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A, 4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G, 4.4H
23,24
Council Goal 1
14.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.4A,
ST-N4 42nd Ave S S 176th St to S 188th St Construct new shared bikeway. $101,000 Short SeaTac | 803141, 44, Policy MPP-G-1,T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G, 4.4H
23,24
Council Goal 1
Moi M ial D 14.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.4A,
ST-N6 8th Ave S Des Moines Memorial Dr to S Improve existing pedestrian facility. $677,000 Short SeaTac Goal ollcy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
187th Ln 4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E
23,24
Council Goal 1
14.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N7 S 142nd St 24th Ave S to 29th Ave S Construct new shared bikeway. $42,000 Short Seatac | %2 olicy MPP-G-1,T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A,4.4D, 4.4E,4.4G
23,24
Council Goal 1, 5
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.4A, 4
ST-N8 S 188th St 28th Ave S to International Blvd Construct new shared bikeway. $15,000 Short SeaTac 4 ::; 44E 4 4G° ey MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
o 23,24
Council Goal 1
isti R R D 14.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.4A,
ST-N9 S 188th St Existing SR 509 Ramps to Des Construct new shared bikeway. $32,000 Short Seatac | 5% olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
Moines Memorial Dr 4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G
23,24
improvemantscoud nclude.cub, gutr, atowal, sare iyl ot storm Goal .1, 4.4, olcy 4,14, 434, Councl Gol 1
sT-084 40th Ave s $170th St to S 176th St P ; o BUtter, sirewa s, sharer dleyee oe oS $4,020,000 Short SeaTac  [4.4A,4.4C,4.4D,4.4E, 446, |MPP-G-1,T-1,14,15, 15,
drainage, landscaping, street lighting, channelization, paving, signalizations, and 2.4 23 24
undergrounding of utility lines. . ’
Construct new pedestrian facility and undefined separated bicycle facility until Goal 4.1 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A Council Goal 1
ST-N11 32nd Ave S S 166th St to S 170th St dead end of 32nd Ave S. Construct new shared-use path from dead end to S 170th $1,959,000 Short-Mid SeaTac e V414,434, MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A,4.4D,4.4E,4.4G,4.4H
st. 23,24
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.14, 4.3a,| COUnCi G0l 1
ST-N12 35th Ave S S 166th St to S 168th St Improve existing pedestrian facility. $307,000 Short-Mid SeaTac o ya41A 438, MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.47, 4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E
23,24
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.14, 4.3a,| COUnCi G0l 1
ST-N13 37th Ave S S 188th Stto S 192nd St Construct new shared bikeway. $34,000 Short-Mid SeaTac e y&1A, 438, MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A,4.4D, 4.4E,4.4G
23,24
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.14, 4.3a,| C0UNCi G0l 1
ST-N15 S 138th St 24th Ave S to Military Rd Construct new shared bikeway. $50,000 Short-Mid SeaTac e y&1A, 438, MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A,4.4D, 4.4E,4.4G
23,24
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.14, 4.3a,| C0UNCi G0l 1
ST-N5 46th Ave S S 176th Stto S 182nd St Construct new shared bikeway. $59,000 Short-Mid SeaTac e V414 434, MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,

4.47, 4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G, 4.4H

23,24

lof5

7/20/2015
11:11AM



Table B

Additional Non-Motorized Transportation Improvement Projects (7/20/2015)

City of SeaTac Transportation Master Plan

SeaTac Cost Relative
TMP ID Project Name Project Limits Project Description (20148)" Timing? Lead Agency TE Goals & Policies Council & PSRC Goals
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,| Council Goal 1
ST-141 32nd Ave S S 170th St to S 176th St Reconstruct roadway, construct drainage, curb, gutter, sharrows, and sidewalks. $1,771,000 Mid-Long SeaTac 4.4A,4.4C,4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G, MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4H 23,24
Goal .1, 4.4, Policy 4.1, 4.4a, | COUnCl G0alL, 5
ST-N16 S 188th St International Blvd to Military Rd Construct new separated bikeway. $5,304,000 Mid-Long SeaTac 44D 4‘4’E 4’46 v a-LA 444 MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
o 23,24
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1, 4.3a,| COUnci Goal L
ST-N25 S179th St Military Rd to 51st Ave S Improve existing pedestrian facility. $494,000 Mid-Long SeaTac o v a-IA 434 MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A, 4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E
23,24
Council Goal 1
" Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N35 32nd Ave S/S 198th St S 200th St to Military Rd Construct new pedestrian facility and shared bikeway $2,243,000 Mid-Long SeaTac oa olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A,4.4C,4.4D, 4.4E,4.4G
23,24
Council Goal 1
" Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N72 S 194th St Angle Lake Park to 33rd Ave S Construct new pedestrian facility and new shared bikeway. $1,789,000 Mid-Long SeaTac 03 olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A, 4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G
23,24
Council Goal 1
h f k " 14.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N74 Angle Lake Park Sout eaét corner of park to Construct new shared use path. $1,224,000 Mid-Long SeaTac Goa olicy 3 MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
International Blvd 4.4A,4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G
23,24
Council Goal 1
" Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N75 $202nd St/35th Ave S 32nd Ave S to S 198th St Construct new pedestrian facility and new shared bikeway. $1,498,000 Mid-Long SeaTac oa olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A,4.4C,4.4D, 4.4E,4.4G
23,24
Council Goal 1
$192nd St to S 194th St/Angle . . . " Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
T-N7 . 3 Mid-Le SeaT: MPP-G-1,T-1, 14, 15, 16,
S 6 33rd Ave S Lake Park Construct new pedestrian facility and new shared bikeway. $665,000 id-Long eaTac 4.4A, 4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4, 4.4G G 5,16
23,24
Council Goal 1
" Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N77 $202nd 30th Ave Sto 32nd Ave S Construct new pedestrian facility. $593,000 Mid-Long SeaTac 03 olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A, 4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E
21,23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.4A,
ST-N17 16th Ave S S 144th St to S 146th St Construct new separated bikeway and new pedestrian facility. $876,000 Long SeaTac 4 ::Ca 44D, 4 4E04I1CZG MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
o 23,24
Council Goal 1, 5
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.4A, 4
ST-N18 28th Ave S $188th St to S 200th St Construct new shared bikeway. $135,000 Long L AN MPP-G-1,T-1, 14, 15, 16,
o 21,23,24
Improve existing pedestrian facility and construct new separated bikeway on north Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A Council Goal 1
ST-N19 30th Ave S $200th St to S 204th St 1,658,000 Lon, SeaTac o T IMPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
ve ° half and new shared bikeway on southern half. $ 8 4.4A,4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4, 4.4G 2123 24
Council Goal 1
S 161st St/International Blvd to S " Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
| 2 X SeaT: -G-1,T-1, 14,15, 16,
ST-N20 32nd Ave S 166th St Construct new shared bikeway. $39,000 Long eaTac 4.4A, 4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G, 4.4H MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
23,24
Construct new shared bikeway from S 160th St to S 170th St and new pedestrian Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4,14, 4.3a,| COUNCil G0al 1
ST-N21 SlstAve S $166th Stto § 172nd St onstruct new shared bikeway fro P $1,641,000 Long SeaTac e Y 5 2 MPpG-1, 741, 14, 15, 16,
facility. 4.4A,4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G
23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N22 $152nd St 29th Ln S to 30th Ave S Construct new pedestrian facility. $349,000 Long SeaTac 03 olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A, 4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E
21,23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N23 S 168th St 34th Ave S to Military Rd Improve existing pedestrian facility. $1,080,000 Long SeaTac 03 olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A, 4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E
23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N24 S 172nd st 32nd Ave S to 51st Ave S Construct new pedestrian facility. $4,732,000 Long SeaTac 02 ooy MPP-G-1,T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A, 4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E
23,24
Council Goal 1
isti i ili i d Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N26 $192nd St International Blvd to 37th Ave's | TProve existing pedestrian facility from International Bivd to 32nd Ave S an $995,000 Long SeaTac o2 oliey MPP-G-1,T-1, 14, 15, 16,
construct new shared bikeway. 4.4A,4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G 23,24
Construct new shared bikeway and improved pedestrian facility from 30th Ave S t Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4,14, 4.3a,| COUNCH Goal 1
ST-N27 $204th St 28th Ave S to 32nd Ave S onstruct new shared bkeway and improved pedestrian taclity tro este $645,000 Long SeaTac 44 POlley 414 23R \ipp-6-1, 71, 14, 15, 16,

32nd Ave S.

4.4A,4.4C,4.4D, 4.4E,4.4G

21,23,24
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Table B

Additional Non-Motorized Transportation Improvement Projects (7/20/2015)

City of SeaTac Transportation Master Plan

SeaTac Cost Relative
TMP ID Project Name Project Limits Project Description (20148)" Timing? Lead Agency TE Goals & Policies Council & PSRC Goals
Council Goal 1
14.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N28 13th Ave S $200th St to S 208th St Construct new shared bikeway. $67,000 Long SeaTac | 6%2 ooy MPP-G-1,T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A, 4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G
23,24
Council Goal 1
14.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.4A,
ST-N29 24th Ave s $128th St to S 136th St Construct new separated bikeway. $2,309,000 Long SeaTac 462; P 4G° o MPP-G-1,T-1, 14, 15, 16,
s 23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.4A,
ST-N30 24th Ave s $136th Stto S 152nd St Construct new bicycle lane. $4,638,000 Long SeaTac |, Z’; PP 4G° d MPP-G-1,T-1, 14, 15, 16,
s 23,24
Council Goal 1, 5
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A, 4
ST-N31 28th Ave S $200th St to S 204th St Construct new shared bikeway. $44,000 Long SeaTac 02 ooy MPP-G-1,T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A, 4.4D, 4.4, 4.4G
21,23,24
Council Goal 1, 5
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A, 4
ST-N32 28th Ave S $205th St to S 208th St Construct new separated bikeway. $793,000 Long SeaTac 02 ooy MPP-G-1,T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A, 4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G
23,24
Construct new shared bikeway and new pedestrian facility between S 144th St and Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A, Council Goal 1
-| 2,376,000 Le SeaT: o T -G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
ST-N33 29th Ave S $138th St to S 146th St S 146th St. S ong eaTac 4.4A, 4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
23,24
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,| Council Goal 1
ST-N34 32nd Ave S S 176th St to S 180th PI Construct new separated bikeway and improved intermittent pedestrian facility. $1,707,000 Long SeaTac 4.4A,4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G, MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4H 23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N36 35thAve S $192nd St to § 194th St Construct new pedestrian facility. $424,000 Long SeaTac 02 ooy MPP-G-1,T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A,4.4C,4.4D, 4.4E
23,24
Council Goal 1
' Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N37 36th Ave S 38th Ave S to S 188th St Construct new separated bikeway. $375,000 Long SeaTac 4.4A, 4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G, 4.4H MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
23,24
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.14, 4.3a,| COUNCi G0l 1
ST-N38 39th Ave S $192nd St to S 194th St Construct new pedestrian facility. $472,000 Long SeaTac e v 1A 438, MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A,4.4C,4.4D,4.4E
23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.4A,
ST-N39 42nd Ave S S 160th St to Military Rd Construct new separated bikeway and improved pedestrian facility. $1,547,000 Long SeaTac oa olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E,4.4G, 4.4H
23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.4A,
ST-N40 8th Ave S $192nd St to S 194th St Improve existing pedestrian facility. $466,000 Long SeaTac |, 22 wana 450 i MPP-G-1,T-1, 14, 15, 16,
o 23,24
Council Goal 1
. . Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N41 Bow Lake Mobile Home Trail 32nd Ave S to 36th Ave S Construct new shared use path. $3,995,000 Long SeaTac 4.4A, 4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G, 4.4H MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
23,24
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.4p,| COUnCl G0l 1
ST-N42 Des Moines Memorial Dr S 188th St to 12th Ave S Improve existing pedestrian facility. $152,000 Long SeaTac a.4c 4‘4;) 4’4E ya1A 248, MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
o 23,24
Construct new separated bikeway and new pedestrian facility (NB 509 on ramp to Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.4A, Council Goal 1
ST-N43 Des Moines Memorial Dr West City Limits to 16th Ave S onstruct new sep v P v P $2,120,000 Long SeaTac & POUCY B4R &84 | Mpp-6-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
16th Ave S). 4.4C,4.4D, 4.4, 4.4G 23,24
Military Rd S/S 186th St to 46th Construct bicycle facility along Military Rd south of S 186th St and constuct new Goal 4.1 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.4A Council Goal 1
ST-N44 Military Rd S / S 187th Pl Ave s/ separated multi-use trail from Military Rd S to S 187th Pl to connect to 46th Ave $2,323,000 Long SeaTac | 4 AD. 4.4E 4 ZG‘ *Y|MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
S 188th St S/S 188th St. o 23,24
South City Limits to Veterans Dr/ Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.4A Council Goal 1
ST-N45 Military Rd ou Y s to Veterans Improve existing pedestrian facility. $347,000 Long SeaTac o U MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
$228th St 4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E
23,24
Des Moines Memorial Dr t Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.4p,| COUnCl G0l 1
ST-N46 S128th St es oines Memorial Dr to Construct new separated bikeway. $3,109,000 Long SeaTac o ya1A 248, MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
Military Rd 4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G
23,24
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.14, 4.3a,| COUnCi G0l 1
ST-N47 S135th St 24th Ave S to Military Rd Construct new pedestrian facility. $1,572,000 Long SeaTac o v a-LA 434 MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,

4.47, 4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E

23,24
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Table B

Additional Non-Motorized Transportation Improvement Projects (7/20/2015)

City of SeaTac Transportation Master Plan

SeaTac Cost Relative
TMP ID Project Name Project Limits Project Description (20148)" Timing? Lead Agency TE Goals & Policies Council & PSRC Goals
Council Goal 1
Moi M ial D 24th 14.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.4A,
ST-N48 S 136th St Des Moines Memorial Dr to 244 Construct new bicycle lane. $2,564,000 Long SeaTac Goa olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
Ave S 4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G
23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N49 S 146th St 24th Ave S to Military Rd Construct new separated bikeway and new pedestrian facility. $4,195,000 Long SeaTac v MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A, 4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G
23,24
Construct new separated bikeway and improved pedestrian facility from 16th Ave Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A Council Goal 1
ST-N50 146th 16th A 24th A 3,275,000 Lon, SeaTac o T IMPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
S 146th st 6th Ave S to 24th Ave S S to west boundary of water tower field. $ 8 4.4A,4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4, 4.4G 23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N51 S 148th St 24th Ave S to Military Rd Improve existing pedestrian facility. $1,531,000 Long SeaTac 0a olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A, 4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E
23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N52 S 150th St 24th Ave S to Military Rd Construct new pedestrian facility. $2,932,000 Long SeaTac 03 olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A,4.4C,4.4D, 4.4E
21,23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N53 $152nd St 24th Ave S to 30th Ave S Construct new separated bikeway. $1,861,000 Long SeaTac 03 olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A,4.4D, 4.4E,4.4G
21,23,24
Construct new separated bikeway and new pedestrian facility from Airport Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4,14, 4.4a,| €U Goal 1
ST-NS4 S 160th St Air Cargo Rd to 42nd Ave S onstruct new separated bikeway and new pedestrian faciity from Alrpo $2,349,000 Long SeaTac -1, 44, Policy 414, 44A | \1pp_G.1, 7.1, 14, 15, 16,
Expressway to International Blvd. 4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G 23 24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N55 S 160th St Military Rd to 42nd Ave S Construct new separated bikeway. $1,070,000 Long SeaTac 03 olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A,4.4D,4.4E,4.4G
23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-NS6 S 162nd St 34th Ave S to Military Rd Construct new pedestrian facility. $1,160,000 Long SeaTac 03 olicy MPP-G-1,T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A,4.4C,4.4D, 4.4E
23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N57 S 164th St 34th Ave S to Military Rd Construct new pedestrian facility. $1,727,000 Long SeaTac 03 olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A, 4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E
23,24
New sidewalk construction, sidewalk reconstruction between 32nd and 37th. . Council Goal 1
N . N . N Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N58 S 166th St International Blvd to 51st Ave S Undefined separated bikeway from International Blvd to 32nd Ave S and undefined $17,538,000 Long SeaTac L4A 4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E, 4G MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
shared bikeway from 32nd Ave S to 51st Ave S. Ty T 23,24
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1, 4.3a,| COUnci Goal L
ST-N59 S 168th St Military Rd to 51st Ave S Construct new pedestrian facility. $2,091,000 Long SeaTac o v a-LA 434 MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A,4.4C,4.4D,4.4E
23,24
Council Goal 1
Ai E; hl Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.4A,
ST-N60 $170th St irport Expressway S_OUt bound Construct new separated bikeway. $1,195,000 Long SeaTac 03 olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
Off Ramp to International Blvd 4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G 23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N61 S 170th St 51st Ave S to 53rd Ave S Improve existing pedestrian facility. $395,000 Long SeaTac 03 olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A, 4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E
23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N62 S173rd St 32nd Ave S to Military Rd Construct new pedestrian facility. $3,406,000 Long SeaTac 03 olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A,4.4C,4.4D, 4.4E
23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N63 S 175th St 32nd Ave Sto42nd Ln S Improve existing pedestrian facility. $1,280,000 Long SeaTac 03 olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A,4.4C,4.4D, 4.4E
23,24
Council Goal 1
I i | BI [= ) 14.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.4A,
ST-N64 S 176th St nfefnatlona vd to East City Construct new separated bikeway. $6,809,000 Long SeaTac Goa olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
Limits 4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G
23,24
Construct new separated bicycle facility 42nd Ave to Military Rd and improved Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A, Council Goal 1
ST-N65 $182nd st 36th PI'S to Military Rd onstruct new sep v Y v P $4,757,000 Long SeaTac e POICY 48 43R | Mpp-G-1,7-1, 14, 15, 16,
pedestrian facility. 4.4A,4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4, 4.4G 23,24
I isti destrian facility. Alt ti Id be S 184th St to connect to Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A, Council Goal 1
ST-N66 $186th St 48th Ave S to Military Rd mprove existing pecestrian factlity. Alternative would be $515,000 Long SeaTac oo &k POIY LA 3B Mpp-G-1, 71, 14, 15, 16,

north end of Valley Ridge Park.

4.4A,4.4C,4.4D, 4.4E

23,24
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Table B

Additional Non-Motorized Transportation Improvement Projects (7/20/2015)

City of SeaTac Transportation Master Plan

SeaTac Cost Relative
TMP ID Project Name Project Limits Project Description (20148)" Timing? Lead Agency TE Goals & Policies Council & PSRC Goals
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.4A,
ST-N67 S 188th St 16th Ave S to West End of Tunnel Construct new separated bikeway and new pedestrian facility. $1,582,000 Long SeaTac 4 zca 44D, 4 4E04I1CZG MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
o 23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N68 $192nd St 24th Ave S to 28th Ave S Improve existing pedestrian facility. $500,000 Long SeaTac 0a olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A,4.4C,4.4D, 4.4E
23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N69 $192nd St 37th Ave S to 39th Ave S Construct new pedestrian facility. $594,000 Long SeaTac 03 olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A,4.4C,4.4D, 4.4E
23,24
Council Goal 1
Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N70 $192nd St 28th Ave S to International Blvd Construct new separated bikeway. $602,000 Long SeaTac 0a olicy MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
4.4A,4.4D,4.4E,4.4G
23,24
Council Goal 1
8th Ave S to Des Moines - . . Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.3A,
ST-N71 A 1,269,000 Lon, SeaTac MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
$192nd St Memorial Dr Improve existing pedestrian facility. $ g 4.4A, 4.4C, 4.4D, 4.4E
23,24
Council Goal 1
Des Moines Memorial Dr to Des Goal 4.1, 4.4, Policy 4.1A, 4.4A,
ST-N73 SR 509 Construct hared th. 6,840,000 Lon; SeaTac MPP-G-1, T-1, 14, 15, 16,
Moines Memorial Dr/S 188th St onstruct new shared use pa $ 8 4.4D, 4.4E, 4.4G 23 24
Notes:

1. 2014 planning level cost estimates based on a generalized cost per foot.

2. Relative Timing categories are based on a funding level of $1 million per year and are as follows: Committed & Short (2015-2020), Short-Mid (2021-2027), Mid-Long (2028-2035), Long (2036+).
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SUBJECT: Draft SeaTac Safe & Complete Streets Plan

Dear SeaTac residents, workers, and visitors,

| am pleased to present you with the City of SeaTac’s Draft Safe & Complete Streets
Plan—a document that provides a vision for Sealac’s goal of becoming a more
walkable, bikeable City. The proposed Draft Safe & Complete Streets Plan is a long-
range plan that outlines proposed goals for the development of pedestrian and bicycle
networks through the year 2040, with ideas on how to make it safer and easier to walk
or bike, whether young or old, walker or wheelchair user, bus rider or business owner.

The Draft Safe & Complete Streets Plan is intended to be a resource for the upcoming
Transportation Plan update and the 2014 Major Comprehensive Plan update. The
recommendations identified within the Plan are anticipated to be integrated within and
considered for adoption as part of the Transportation Plan and Comprehensive Plan
update processes.

Thank you for taking the time to read the Draft Safe & Complete Streets Plan. If you
have any suggestions or comments that you would like to have considered regarding
the Plan, please contact Kate Kaehny, Senior Planner, Department of Community and
Economic Development, at 973-4750.

Sincerely,

~Todd Cll”

Todd Cutts,
SeaTac City Manager
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Executive Summary

INTRODUCTION

Whether you walk, drive, bike or take transit, SeaTac’s streets and street networks are to serve a wide range
of appropriate users in a safe and convenient way. Sealac’s Draft Safe & Complete Streets Plan was
developed to ensure that residents, businesses, employees and out-of-town guests have enjoyable and
safe experiences utilizing the City’s transportation facilities, especially while walking and bicycling in SeaTac’s
neighborhoods.

PURPOSE AND GOALS

The Draft Safe & Complete Streets Plan is a long-range plan that outlines goals for the development of
Sealac’s pedestrian and bicycle networks through the year 2040. The recommendations identified within
the Plan are anticipated to be integrated within and considered for adoption as part of the upcoming
Transportation Plan and Major Comprehensive Plan update processes.

The specific goals of the Plan are to:

e Improve safety for all users and all modes in the right-of-way;

Support efforts to define and complete the City’s pedestrian and bicycle networks;

Focus improvements to the pedestrian and bicycle network to where they do the most good;
Encourage multi-modal transportation including walking, biking, and transit within SeaTac; and,

Create more opportunities for SeaTac’s residents, workers, and visitors to enjoy an active lifestyle through
walking and bicycling.

GUIDING POLICIES

While the Safe & Complete Streets Plan is already supported by existing policies in the City’s 2011
Comprehensive Plan, enhancements have been achieved by the proposed new and revised policies
identified in this Draft Plan. These policy proposals are provided in their entirety in Appendix A: Proposed
New and Revised Policies.

DEMAND FOR NON-MOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION IN SEATAC

In developing a non-motorized network, it is important to ascertain where people are most likely to walk or
ride their bikes currently and in the future. Using the Non-Motorized Transportation Demand Map developed
by the Neighborhood Sidewalk Ad Hoc Committee, the following locations were identified as those locations
where people are most likely to walk or bicycle:

Schools

Neighborhood Commercial Areas
Medical Centers

Libraries

Churches

City Facilities
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PEDESTRIAN NETWORK
EXISTING CONDITIONS

Sealac’s existing pedestrian system is made up of sidewalks, paved shoulder
walkways, paved separated walkways, and multi-use trails. Pedestrian facilities
exist along most of the arterial road network which has been built out with
sidewalks or paved designated walkways on at least one side of the roadways.
However, a majority of non-arterial neighborhood streets do not have
pedestrian facilities that separate the users from the street.

GAP ANALYSIS

In order to evaluate where gaps in the pedestrian network currently exist, an
analysis was undertaken where a range of gaps were identified including short
“missing links” on a specific street or path corridor, to “system gaps”, where
larger areas lack appropriate pedestrian facilities. The Pedestrian System Gap
Analysis Map identifies gaps in the existing network of on-street bicycle and
multi-use trail system.

PROPOSED PEDESTRIAN NETWORK

The City of Sealac wants to develop a pedestrian network that provides
pleasant, safe and direct access to community destinations including parks
and schools, commercial and civic services and facilities, and transportation
facilities. This Plan proposes a pedestrian network that fills in existing facility
gaps, and enhances and better connects the city’s overall road system.
Because a majority of SeaTac’s arterial streets have been built out with
pedestrian facilities, most of the recommended network improvements are
located on local neighborhood (hon-arterial) streets. Specific recommendations
for improving SeaTac’s pedestrian routes can be found in the Draft Proposed
Pedestrian Network Map.

BICYCLE NETWORK
EXISTING CONDITIONS

The City of SeaTac existing bike network includes both on-street and off-street
facilities including bike lanes and multi-use trails. The Bicycle Route Existing
Conditions Map defines and identifies specific locations of bicycle lanes and
trails.
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GAP ANALYSIS

Bikeway gaps exist in various forms, ranging from short segments on a specific
street or path corridor, to larger geographic areas with few or no facilities at all.
The best general street connectivity exists to the east of SeaTac International
Airport in the McMicken Heights neighborhood centered around 34th Ave S &
S 170th St, where the denser street grid and lower traffic speeds and volumes
allows bicyclists a greater range of route choices on local access or non-
arterial streets. However, even in this neighborhood, north-south connectivity
is limited, and few alternatives exist to the higher speed arterial streets. The
Bikeway System Gap Analysis Map identifies gaps in the existing network of
on-street bicycle and multi-use trail system.

BICYCLE NETWORK DEVELOPMENT

The City of SeaTac wants to develop a bicycle network that provides safe and
direct access to key local and regional destinations while accommodating the
full range of the street network’s users. The proposed bicycle network
recommends a combination of bike lanes or other separated facilities on
arterial streets, and shared bicycle and roadway facilities on lower volume
residential streets. Specific recommendations for improving the SeaTac bicycle
network can be found on the Draft Proposed Bicycle Network Map that follows
this discussion. The map shows both the existing and proposed facility types.

SAFE & COMPLETE STREETS FACILITY IMPLEMENTATION

Once the policy framework and Plan are in place, at the time of the
Transportation Plan adoption, there are a variety of implementation strategies
that can be used to move the Safe and Complete Streets Plan forward.

Two tools are presented in the Safe & Complete Streets Plan for use in future
planning and implementation work. The Non-Motorized Alternative Facilities
Matrix is an at-a-glance matrix that overlays land uses and street classifications
to provide guidance on the types of pedestrian and bicycle facilities that would
be appropriate for these spaces. In the Non-Motorized Facilities Matrix Fact
Sheets, definitions and images are provided for each pedestrian and bicycle
facility option listed in the Matrix in order to give users of the plan illustrative
examples of these facilities.



January 24, 2012



Table of Contents

INTRODUCTION
PURPOSE
GOALS

GUIDING POLICIES
GENERAL DISCUSSION
IDENTIFICATION OF EXISTING AND PROPOSED POLICIES

DEMAND FOR NON-MOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION IN SEATAC
BACKGROUND
MAPPING THE DEMAND FOR NON-MOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION

PEDESTRIAN NETWORK

BACKGROUND

EXISTING CONDITIONS

GAP ANALYSIS

PROPOSED PEDESTRIAN NETWORK

BICYCLE NETWORK

BACKGROUND

EXISTING CONDITIONS

GAP ANALYSIS

PROPOSED BICYCLE NETWORK

SAFE AND COMPLETE STREETS FACILITY IMPLEMENTATION
FACILITY IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS
POTENTIAL FUNDING MECHANISMS

APPENDIX A: PROPOSED NEW AND REVISED POLICIES

APPENDIX B: SEATAC NEIGHBORHOOD SIDEWALK PROGRAM ANNUAL SIDEWALK PROGRAM
APPENDIX C: EXISTING BIKE MAP

APPENDIX D: DRAFT PROJECT EVALUATION WORKSHEETS FOR PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE PROJECTS
APPENDIX E: PUBLIC OUTREACH SUMMARY

APPENDIX F: ACTIVE LIVING QUESTIONNAIRES

APPENDIX 6: SAFE AND COMPLETE STREETS SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS AND RESOURCES

January 24, 2012

11
14
15

17
18
18

21
23
23

25
27
27
27
31

35
37
37
38
45

47
49
60

63
75
79

87
91
105



10

January 24, 2012



INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE
GOALS






January 24, 2012

The City of SeaTac is committed to making our community a welcoming place.
Whether you walk, drive, bike or take transit, our streets should serve everyone
in a safe and convenient way. Sealac’s Safe & Complete Streets Plan was
developed to ensure that our residents, businesses, employees and out-of-
town guests have enjoyable and safe experiences on the City’s roads,
especially while walking and bicycling in SeaTac’s neighborhoods. As home to
the Seattle-Tacoma International Airport, SeaTac is unique in that it must serve
not only the community within the city limits, but also the region as a hub to
major economic and commercial activities. SeaTac recognizes that, in addition
to pedestrians, bicyclists and transit vehicles, freight and other commercial
vehicles must be accommodated along major arterials. Because of this, it is
important to note that SeaTac’s Safe & Complete Streets Plan does not intend
for all of the City’s streets to accommodate all users, but rather, the Plan
encourages the development of a safe and complete network of streets that
accommodates all users in the most appropriate locations.

In many ways Sealac has been ahead of its peers in thinking about how it
uses and manages its public rights-of-way with a robust Neighborhood
Sidewalk Program and pedestrian-friendly plans for the City Center and S.
154th St. Station Area. Concerns about livability, economic competitiveness,
active living and community vitality have made many communities reconsider
how to make streets safer and more attractive for everyone, while supporting
economic development. For example, families and friends walking to and from
schools or parks need safe places to walk; many employers support transit
use by their employees and need connections to and from regional transit
services; senior citizens, who may no longer feel comfortable driving, require
stable ground to walk on and accessible transit to get around. The Safe &
Complete Streets Plan focuses on pedestrians and bicyclists, but it also aims
to support the full variety of users that utilize the different parts of SeaTac’s
motorized and non-motorized transportation systems.
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PURPOSE

The Safe & Complete Streets Plan is a long-range plan that outlines goals and
policies that support the development of Sealac’s pedestrian and bicycle
networks through the year 2040. This Plan compiles the existing and proposed
information about the pedestrian and bicycle networks into one document to
make it easier to reference the information in the future.

The main purpose of the Plan is to encourage the development of safe streets
for all users and all transportation modes by creating robust pedestrian and
bicycle networks within the existing SeaTac roadway system. The Plan identifies
the locations where SeaTac would like to focus the bicycle and pedestrian
activities within the City. By creating a layered network of Safe and Complete
Streets that work together to accommodate transit, freight, bicycles,
pedestrians and other vehicles, Sealac can strategically address a variety of
user types while implementing improvements. As a result, some streets will
have more non-motorized priority and some will have more freight priority. This
Plan will allow the City to continue to provide transportation choices to the
people who visit, work and live in SeaTac.

RESOURCE FOR TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND MAJOR
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATES

It is also important to note that the Safe & Complete Streets Plan is intended to
be a resource for the upcoming Transportation Plan update and 2014 Major
Comprehensive Plan update. The recommendations identified within the Safe
& Complete Streets Plan, which include refined pedestrian and bicycle policies,
networks and implementation tools, are anticipated to be integrated within and
considered for adoption as part of the Transportation Plan and Comprehensive
Plan update processes.

14
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GOALS

The specific goals of the Plan are to:

Improve safety for all users and all modes in the right-of-way;

Support efforts to define and complete the City’s pedestrian and bicycle
networks;

Focus improvements to the pedestrian and bicycle network where they
serve the most users;

Encourage multi-modal transportation including walking, biking, and transit
within SeaTac; and,

Create more opportunities for SeaTac’s residents, workers, and visitors to
enjoy an active lifestyle through walking and bicycling.

The Plan accomplishes these goals through the following actions:

Providing information on existing pedestrian and bicycle policies, routes
and facility implementation;

Developing implementable, consistent policy recommendations;
Identifying current gaps in the pedestrian and bicycle networks;

Proposing future bicycle and pedestrian networks;

Ensuring that recommendations on non-arterial streets shall be consistent
with the existing Neighborhood Sidewalk Program;

Identifying pedestrian and bicycle facility typologies, which are based on
existing functional street classifications, that can implement the goals of
the plan; and,

Positioning SeaTac for external project funding.

15
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GUIDING POLICIES

GENERAL DISCUSSION
IDENTIFICATION OF EXISTING AND PROPOSED POLICIES
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

While the Safe & Complete Streets Plan is supported by existing policies in the
City’s 2011 Comprehensive Plan, policy support is enhanced by the proposed
new and revised policies identified in this Plan. The policy proposals advocated
within the Safe & Complete Streets Plan are highlighted in the following
discussion and provided in their entirety in Appendix A: Proposed New and
Revised Policies. These policy proposals are intended to inform and be a
resource for the upcoming Transportation Plan and Major Comprehensive Plan
updates.

IDENTIFICATION OF EXISTING AND PROPOSED POLICIES

Existing Safe & Complete Streets Policies in 2011 Comprehensive Plan

SeaTlac’s Comprehensive Plan encourages walking, bicycling and other
aspects of safe and complete streets. Goals and policies are included within
the following Elements: Transportation, Land Use, Economic Vitality,
Community Image and Parks, Recreation and Open Space. Several of the
most relevant Comprehensive Plan goals and policies are noted below:

e Transportation Goal 3.1: To promote the safe and efficient mobility of
people and goods of SeaTlac residents, businesses and visitors through a
multi-modal transportation system that encourages alternative travel
modes, which help promote a healthy community.

e Transportation Goal 3.3: To develop facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists
as alternative travel modes, as well as for recreational purposes.

e Land Use Policy 1.5B: Develop a system of distinctively designed
pedestrian/jogging/ bicycle/horse trails throughout SeaTac that could also
connect to regional trail systems.

e Economic Vitality Element 7.6C: Multi-Modal Transportation Strategy.
Facilitate a multi-modal transportation strategy which enhances the
movement of people and goods to, from and throughout the City.

e Parks, Recreation and Open Space Policy 9.3E: Improve bicycle access
and safety throughout the SeaTac area and provide new bicycle lanes and/
or trails, when new roads or transportation facilities are constructed or
improved.

While these and other current Comprehensive Plan goals and policies provide

a sound policy basis for the Safe and Complete Streets Plan, an even more
robust set of policy proposals are identified within this Plan.
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Policies Proposed in Safe & Complete Streets Plan

In order to better support the goals of the Safe & Complete Streets Plan, new
and revised policy proposals were developed. These policy refinements can
be categorized as changes to the Comprehensive Plan that address the
following objectives:

Integration of Safe & Complete Streets terms and concepts;

e Consistency of Safe & Complete Streets goals, policies and implementation
strategies;
Flexibility in design guidelines and standards; and,

e Introduction of Multi-Modal Level of Service (MMLOS) concepts.
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In order to accomplish these objectives, the Safe & Complete Streets Plan
identifies 34 new and revised policies. A table listing the proposed policy
changes is provided below. All of the policy proposals are available in their
entirety in Appendix A: Proposed New and Revised Policies.

List of Proposed Safe & Complete Streets Policy Refinements to 2011
Comprehensive Plan

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN PROPOSED NEW/REVISED

ELEMENT DEFINITIONS, GOALS &
POLICIES

Note: Full text of proposed policies is located in Appendix A: Proposed New and Revised

Policies

GLOSSARY New Definitions:

Active  Transportation, Safe &
Complete Streets, Low Impact
Development,  Vulnerable  User,
Walkable Zone, Amenity Zone

TRANSPORTATION Revised Goals:

3.1

Revised Policies:

3.2A, 3.2E, 3.2G, 3.2K, 3.3A, 3.3B,
3.3D, 3.3E, 3.3F, 3.4, 3.2M, 3.3C
New Policies:

3.3G, 3.34, 3.3K

COMMUNITY IMAGE Revised Policies:

6.1B, 6.1C, 6.1E, 6.1F, 6.2H, 6.2I, 6.2X,
6.2Y, 6.5B

ECONOMIC VITALITY Revised Policies:

7.6C, 7.7B

PARKS, RECREATION AND Revised Policies:

OPEN SPACE 9.3D
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DEMAND FOR NON-MOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION IN SEATAC

BACKGROUND
MAPPING THE DEMAND FOR NON-MOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION
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Non-Motorized Transportation Demand Map (Developed for SeaTac Neighborhood
Sidewalk Ad Hoc Committee Sidewalk Improvement Rating System)
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BACKGROUND

One of the first steps in developing a non-motorized network is to ascertain
where people are most likely to walk or ride their bikes currently and in the
future. In order to understand where there is the most demand for walking
and bicycling, facilities that generate potential walkers and cyclists are
identified such as schools, parks, shops, public facilities, multi-purpose trails
and transit stops.

In the case of the Safe & Complete Streets Plan, the non-motorized demand
assessment developed by the Neighborhood Sidewalk Program Ad Hoc
Committee was utilized to help identify locations with existing and future
demand for walking and bicycling in SeaTac. Although the Neighborhood
Sidewalk Program assessment was done with a focus on pedestrian usage,
facilities that generate pedestrian demand can also be used to demonstrate
the potential demand for bicycling.

For more information on the Neighborhood Sidewalk Program, please see
Appendix B.

MAPPING THE DEMAND FOR NON-MOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION

The adjacent map, which was developed by the Neighborhood Sidewalk
Program Ad Hoc Committee, shows areas of the city with potential demand
for non-motorized transportation. The map identifies the following locations in
Sealac where people are most likely to walk or bicycle, per the Ad Hoc
Committee’s scoring system, including:

Schools

Public Parks

Community/Senior Centers
Neighborhood Commercial Areas
Public Buildings

Churches or Places of Worship

In future revisions, the Non-Motorized Transportation Demand Map should be
updated to include Sound Transit Link Light Rail stations serving SeaTac.

How to Read the Non-Motorized Transportation Demand Map

Areas on the map that are highlighted in blue indicate the highest level of
potential pedestrian and bicycle activity.
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PEDESTRIAN NETWORK

BACKGROUND

EXISTING CONDITIONS
GAP ANALYSIS

NETWORK DEVELOPMENT
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This section of the Safe & Complete Streets Plan contains the following items:

e Existing Conditions: Review of the existing pedestrian network,
Gap Analysis: Analysis completed to identify gaps in the pedestrian
network,

e Network Development: Recommendations for an updated City of Sealac
Pedestrian Network.

BACKGROUND

The baseline for the proposed SeaTac pedestrian network was developed
using the Neighborhood Sidewalk Program. In 2008, the Neighborhood
Sidewalk Ad Hoc Committee recommended a program that identified twelve
miles of sidewalk to be built on non-arterial roads throughout the City, in
addition to sidewalks built as part of arterial improvements. Each year,
sidewalk projects totaling $1.5 million dollars are constructed through the
Neighborhood Sidewalk Program. For more information on the Neighborhood
Sidewalk Program, including the previous version of the City of SeaTac
Sidewalk Map — All Existing and Future, please see Appendix B.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

SeaTac’s existing pedestrian system is made up of sidewalks, paved shoulder
walkways, paved separated walkways, and multi-use trails. Pedestrian facilities
exist along most of the arterial road network which have been built out with
sidewalks or paved designated walkways on at least one side of the roadway.
A majority of local access roads, or non-arterial neighborhood streets, do not
have delineated or designated pedestrian facilities. Multi-use trails and park
circulation trails are typically located within or adjacent to SeaTac parks
including North SeaTac Park, Valley Ridge Park and the Des Moines Creek
Trail.
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The Sidewalk/Pedestrian Existing Conditions Map defines and identifies
specific locations of SeaTlac’s current pedestrian facilities as of July 2011.

GAP ANALYSIS

This section provides a summary of gaps in the current pedestrian network
within the City of SeaTac. The gap analysis highlights corridors and areas
where there are opportunities to provide facilities and improve safety for people
walking within the City and connecting to neighboring communities. The
information provided in this analysis was used to inform potential priority
pedestrian network improvement.

DEFINING PEDESTRIAN GAPS

Pedestrian system gaps exist in various forms, ranging from short “missing
links” on a specific street or path corridor. The adjacent diagram shows the
types of gaps identified.

January 24, 2012 27



/Eonnection Gap

Facility

Lineal Gap Quality Gap,

——
—

_-Co rridor Gap

System Gap

T [

For purposes of this Plan, pedestrian gaps have been defined as one of the
following categories:
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Connection gaps: Connection gaps are missing segments (one-quarter
mile or less) on an identified and connected walkway. Closing connection
gaps can occur on street or via trail connections along or through public or
private property.

Lineal and Corridor gaps: Similar to connection gaps, lineal gaps are one-
quarter to one-half mile long missing link segments on a clearly defined
and otherwise well-connected pedestrian network typically located along
a street. Corridor gaps are missing links longer than one-half mile. These
gaps may include an entire street corridor where pedestrian facilities would
connect to other parts of the network.

Facility quality gaps: In some cases, an existing pedestrian facility itself
may represent a gap despite its status as part of a designated network.
This condition typically occurs when a corridor (often a major street) lacks
the type of pedestrian facilities to comfortably accommodate pedestrian
travel adjacent to the current level of motor vehicle use. For example, a
sidewalk that is narrow (less than four feet recommended by the Americans
with Disabilities Act) may need to be improved to increase safety and
comfort within the pedestrian network.

System gaps: Larger geographic areas (e.g., a neighborhood or business
district) where few or no pedestrian facilities exist would be identified as
system gaps. System gaps exist in areas where there is a lack of enough
pedestrian facilities to make neighborhood connections.
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ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY AND DATA GATHERING

The Pedestrian Network Gap Analysis identifies gaps in the existing network
of pedestrian facilities. The information needed to perform that gap analysis
was gathered from existing available data and field visits to the streets.
Connections to adjacent cities were also considered.

Gaps were identified based on the existing network of sidewalks, walkways
and shared use paths. Facility quality gaps were noted where facilities were
identified on one side of the roadway, or where traffic volumes warranted a
greater level of separation between the pedestrians and the vehicles than what
currently exists. Roadways within the SeaTac International Airport boundaries
were excluded from this analysis. The analysis considered that pedestrians
should have consistent and safe access to all areas of the city. The following
steps were taken to address the pedestrian network gaps:

e Step 1: Identify network gaps.

e Step 2: Evaluate appropriate range of gap closure measure types based
on pedestrian network development strategy.

e Step 3: Develop a pedestrian network that proposes potential gap closure
measures.

IDENTIFIED CONNECTION, LINEAL AND CORRIDOR GAPS

Connection, lineal and corridor gaps exist where there are missing links be-
tween existing facilities, such as:

* A connection gap exists on the 154th Avenue S overpass of State Route
518, between the sidewalks present on both ends. Currently under
construction. This project is currently under construction.

e Alineal gap exists on S 142nd St/S 144th St where a connection could link
24th Avenue S with the trail along Des Moines Memorial Drive. Extending
these pedestrian facilities along 16th Avenue S would connect S 144th St
to S 146th St

e Longer corridor gaps exist on S 154th St between 24th Ave S and 32nd
Ave S where sidewalks exist on both ends. This project is currently under
construction and is set to be completed 2012,

e An additional corridor gap exists on S 200th St, where pedestrian facilities
are lacking between 28th Ave S and Des Moines Memorial Drive.

IDENTIFIED FACILITY QUALITY GAPS

Facility quality gaps commonly exist when the current pedestrian facilities are
inadequate to offer a safe, comfortable pedestrian experience given the volume
and/or speed of motor vehicle traffic. Principal or minor arterials carrying more
than 3,000 motor vehicles per day should ideally provide pedestrian facilities
with greater separation than is available with a shoulder walkway. These gaps
are present on Military Road and Des Moines Memorial Drive.
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Additional facility quality gaps exist where a pedestrian facility is provided on
one side of the road only. As a general rule, facilities ideally should be provided
on both sides of a roadway to minimize unnecessary crossings, and encourage
safe pedestrian travel. The provision of one sided facilities may not be an
impediment to pedestrian travel if traffic volumes are low enough for easy
roadway crossing, or if there are no destinations or access points on the side
of the roadway without the facility.

For the purposes of this analysis one sided facilities are considered a gap in all
but one area along S 154th Street. One sided pedestrian facilities will be
included as segments that need improvement during pedestrian network
development.

IDENTIFIED SYSTEM GAPS

System gaps cover outer portions of SeaTac’s city limits to the northeast,
southwest and east of the airport. Land use in these areas consists mainly of
single family residential housing and local pedestrian generators such as
schools or parks. In addition, these locations can provide key connections to
adjacent cities.

Many of these gaps will be addressed by completion of pedestrian facilities
that are planned projects in the City’s existing Neighborhood Sidewalk
Program. These planned projects are shown in yellow and labeled as SeaTac
Future Improvement on the Draft Pedestrian Network Gap Analysis Map that
follows. The neighborhoods east of the airport and Bow Lake have limited
opportunities for connection due to the limited access through the gated
developments.

EVALUATION FOR NETWORK DEVELOPMENT

The City of Sealac wants to develop a pedestrian network that provides
pleasant, safe and direct access to community destinations shown in the Non-
Motorized Transportation Demand Map including parks and schools,
commercial and civic services and facilities, and transportation facilities. The
Pedestrian System Gap Analysis identified opportunities to improve pedestrian
connectivity throughout SeaTac. SeaTlac will also coordinate with other South
King County communities to make consistent local and regional connections
to adjacent cities. Opportunities to expand the SeaTac pedestrian network
were based off three principle strategies:

. Community Access Network: Provide clear and consistent general
access through neighborhoods to community resources such as
schools and parks. Route spacing is assumed at approximately every
1/4 mile. This route saturation is designed to maintain a primary network
that reduces the need to travel on roadways without pedestrian
facilities.

. Commercial Access Network: Arterial corridors provide access to and
contain many commercial destinations. These routes must have
comfortable accommodations along their entire length to safely
accommodate pedestrian travel.
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. Community Transit Access Points: Hotspot locations such as transit
stations, popular parks and other community resources should have
enhanced access on the adjacent streets. Considerations for enhanced
pedestrian network should examine a 1/2 mile radius from these
locations.

The grid spacing of these three strategies was overlaid on the existing
pedestrian network, gaps were located and a recommended network was
identified. The recommendations provide the framework for a core pedestrian
network to be built over time.
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The diagram above demonstrates the network design framework that provided
the basis for the following pedestrian network recommendations.

PROPOSED PEDESTRIAN NETWORK

This Plan proposes a pedestrian network that fills in existing facility gaps, and
enhances and better connects the city’s overall road system. Improvements
identified for non-arterial streets are almost identical to those forwarded by
the Neighborhood Sidewalk Ad Hoc Committee in 2008.

ADDRESSING THE GAPS

Because a majority of SeaTac’s arterial streets have been built out with
pedestrian facilities, most of the recommended network improvements are
located on local neighborhood (non-arterial) streets. This is particularly true in
areas within the central and northern neighborhoods of the city, which were
identified as having one or more System Gaps in the Draft Pedestrian Network
Gap Analysis Map.
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This map shows existing pedestrian facilities as defined
by the City of SeaTac, and proposed pedestrian facility
improvements, including:

New Pedestrian Facility: New sidewalk or other
pedestrian facility that provides a separate walkable
zone.

Improved Pedestrian Facility: Sidewalk or other
improvement that increases width or separation of the
pedestrian facility or adds a facility to complete both
sides of the roadway.

Concrete : Concrete sid: are
placed alongside paved roadways. These facilities
typically include a curb and gutter and may include
a planting strip.

Paved Separated Walkway: These walkways are
typically constructed from asphalt and separated
from the vehicle travel lane by a curb or planting strip.

Shared-Use Path: These trails are built for transportation
and recreation purposes and accommodate a variety of
nonmotorized uses, including pedestrians and bicycles.
These trails typically connect several destinations.
SeaTac only maintains trails that fall within the city limits.

Park Circulation Trails: These multi-use trails provide
internal circulation within SeaTac’s parks. They serve a
variety of nonmotorized uses, including pedestrians
and bicycles.

Bow Lake and 32nd Ave Trail Constraints: Note that the
trail proposed around Bow Lake is highly conceptual.
Environmental and private property impacts must be
considered.
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Specific recommendations for improving SeaTlac’s pedestrian routes can be
found in the Draft Proposed Pedestrian Network Map on the following page.
The map shows the proposed pedestrian network by identifying the existing
and proposed facilities.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

In addition to installing new facilities to complete the network, there is also a
need to bring existing pedestrian facilities up to current engineering design
standards. For example, the existing facilities on S 146th St and S 148th St are
only one-sided. Additionally, new right-of-way accessibility standards and
guidelines may also require upgrades to increase access at existing
intersections for residents with mobility impairments or to improve safety.

Engineered facilities are only one part of the solution in creating a great
pedestrian environment. As this Plan is integrated into the update of the SeaTac
Transportation Plan and 2014 SeaTac Comprehensive Plan major update, other
pedestrian-related issues should be considered including: aesthetic/landscape
buffers, personal security and pedestrian lighting to support an improved
pedestrian network.
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This map shows existing bicycle facilities as defined by the
City of SeaTac. The shared roadways and
{ bicycle route categories have been merged. Facilities
displayed on this map include:

Bicycle Lanes: Bicycle lanes are delineated by painted
lane markings within the pavement width of urban arterials
or collector streets.

Bicycle Route/Shared Lane: These facilities
accommodate cyclists and motorists in the same

width is provided. Facilities in this category may also
accommodate cyclists riding on the roadway shoulder.

Multi-Use Trail: These trails are built for transportation
and recreation purposes and accommodate a variety of
nonmotorized uses, including pedestrians and bicycles.
These trails typically connect several destinations.
SeaTac only maintains trails that fall within the city limits.

Park Circulation Trails: These multi-use trails provide
internal circulation within SeaTac's parks. They serve a
variety of nonmotorized uses, including pedestrians
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This section of the Safe & Complete Streets Plan contains the following items:

e Existing Conditions: Review of the existing bicycle route network.

e Gap Analysis: Analysis completed to identify gaps in the bicycle network.

e Network Development: Recommendations for an updated City of Sealac
Bicycle Network.

BACKGROUND

The City of SeaTlac recognizes that bicycling is a viable non-motorized
transportation alternative within the community. Though bicycle facilities are
typically included in arterial street improvement projects, the City does not
have a bicycle network development program that is used to identify bike
network improvements similar to the Neighborhood Sidewalk Program. As a
result, the existing bicycle network is not as robust as the pedestrian network.

The SeaTac Comprehensive Plan currently includes a bicycle facilities map
that identifies a network of routes covering much of the city (see Appendix C:
Existing Bike Map). This map is a good first step to establishing a bicycling
system; however, there are gaps throughout the mapped network that can
create uncomfortable bicycling conditions. In general, no areas of SeaTac offer
the adequate connectivity of a formalized bicycle network.

Respondents to the Active Living Questionnaire (see Appendix F), noted that
while they occasionally used their bikes for exercise or recreational purposes,
few used their bikes as a frequent transportation mode. When they used their
bike, most respondents rode on sidewalks rather than using the street network,
perhaps reflecting the lack of on-street bicycle facilities.

In Washington State, bicycles are allowed on all streets except where signed
as restricted by the City of SeaTac, the Port of Seattle or the Department of
Transportation. It is important to note that bicycles riding on the street are
considered vehicles and must obey the traffic laws.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The City of SeaTac existing bike network includes both on-street and off-street
facilities including bike lanes and multi-use trails. The Comprehensive Plan
currently identifies some of the existing network segments as “bicycle route/
shared roadway” to indicate that the street is the preferred location for
bicyclists to ride on the roadway. However, it is important to note that this is an
existing planning designation for the City of SeaTac and does not indicate that
there are accommodations specific to bicycles, other than signage, on the
roadway. There are currently bike lanes on sections of S 154th St, 24th Ave S,
S 154th, S 170th and a segment of Military Road from S 188th St to S 170th St.
The Des Moines Creek multi-use trail provides bicycles with an off —street
facility to connect to City of Des Moines, and the West Side Trail provides off-
street bicycle facilities along a portion of Des Moines Memorial Drive adjacent
to North SeaTac Park.
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The best general street connectivity exists to the east of SeaTac International
Airport in the McMicken Heights neighborhood centered around 34th Ave S &
S 170th St, where the denser street grid and lower traffic speeds and volumes
allows bicyclists a greater range of route choices on local access or non-
arterial streets. However, even in this neighborhood, north-south connectivity
is limited, and few alternatives exist to the higher speed arterial streets.

The Bicycle Route Existing Conditions Map defines and identifies specific
locations of bicycle lanes and trails.

GAP ANALYSIS

This section provides a summary of the gaps in the current bike network within
the City of SeaTac. The gap analysis identifies corridors and areas in the
SeaTac where there are opportunities to increase the bike network and provide
additional local and regional connections to and from the city. The information
provided in this analysis was used to inform the bicycle network
recommendations.

DEFINING BIKEWAY GAPS
Bikeway gaps exist in various forms, ranging from short segments on a specific
street or path corridor, to larger geographic areas with few or no facilities at all.

The following diagram shows the types of gaps identified.

For purposes of this Plan, bicycle gaps have been defined as one of the
following five categories:

m/ Spot Gap I‘ |||
Connection Gap
A .
| Facility
HL Lineal Gap Qu;lity Gap
i
- Corridor Gap
-
System Gap
\/
| I
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Spot gaps: Spot gaps refer to point-specific locations lacking dedicated
facilities or other treatments to accommodate safe and comfortable bicycle
travel. Spot gaps primarily include intersections and other areas with
potential conflicts with motor vehicles. One example of a spot gap is when
a bicycle lane on an arterial ends before the intersection to make way for a
right turn lane.

Connection gaps: Connection gaps are missing segments (one-quarter
mile or less) on a clearly defined and otherwise well-connected network.
Major barriers standing between destinations and clearly defined routes
also represent connection gaps. Some examples of connection gaps are
when a bicycle lane on an arterial ends for several blocks to make way for
on-street parking or when a principal arterial is located between a
neighborhood and a nearby school.

Lineal and Corridor Gaps: Similar to connection gaps, lineal gaps are one-
quarter to one-half mile long missing link segments on a clearly defined
and otherwise well-connected bikeway. On clearly defined and otherwise
well-connected network, corridor gaps are missing links longer than one-
half mile. These gaps will sometimes encompass an entire street corridor
where bicycle facilities are desired but do not currently exist.

System Gaps: Larger geographic areas (e.g., a neighborhood or business
district) where few or no facilities exist would be identified as system gaps.
System gaps exist in areas where a minimum of two intersecting facilities
would be desired to provide connections to local and regional
destinations.

Facility Quality Gaps: In some cases, an existing facility or signed route
itself may represent a gap despite its status as part of an existing
designated network. This condition typically occurs when a corridor (often
a major street) lacks the type of bicycle facilities to comfortably
accommodate a broader user base, including infrequent or less confident
bicyclists. Another facility quality gap includes roadway corridors that
lacking formalized facilities (e.g., bike lanes) where conditions such as
higher vehicle speeds and volumes would otherwise justify greater
delineation or physical separation between motorists and bicyclists.

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY AND DATA GATHERING

The Bikeway System Gap Analysis identifies gaps in the existing network of
on-street bicycle and multi-use trail system. The gap analysis was developed
based on field visits to the streets and from existing available data. The review
identifies gaps based on the existing on-street bicycle network and shared
use paths. Facility quality gaps were noted where a roadway was classified as
part of the designated bike network, but is otherwise lacking design features
appropriate for the prevailing auto speeds and volumes. Roadways within the
SeaTac International Airport boundaries were excluded from this analysis. The
following steps were taken to address the bicycle network gaps:

Step 1: Identify network gaps.

Step 2: Evaluate appropriate range of gap closure measure types based
on the bicycle network development strategy.

Step 3: Develop a bicycle network that proposes potential gap closure
measures.
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IDENTIFIED SPOT GAPS

There are a number of spot gaps along existing bicycle facilities. Spot gaps
typically occur in SeaTac at freeway interchange areas with heavy volumes of
right turning traffic or slip lanes that do not require vehicles to stop. In these
locations, bike lanes end, shoulders are eliminated and there is a lack of
direction for proper cyclist navigation which creates uncomfortable conditions
for bicycle users (e.g., Des Moines Memorial Drive and State Route 518 and S
170th at Airport Expressway).

Other intersections were identified as a spot gap for bikeway users when
shoulders/bike lanes end and/or right turn lanes are added. Intersection spot
gaps exist at:

e Des Moines Memorial Drive at S 156th St,
e Military Road at S 188th St, and
e S 176th between International Boulevard and 34th Avenue S.

Additional spot gaps exist where one facility transitions to another without
adequate guidance for users. For example, the shared-use path paralleling
Des Moines Memorial Drive contains a spot gap at the interchange with 518,
as there is no direction for users on transitioning to the bicycle route to the
south. Similarly, there are spot gaps at the entrance and exit of the side running
multi-use trail on S 156th St/S 154th St, where transition out of the facility is
undefined. In many situations, application of minimal treatments would result
in enhanced system connectivity.

Overpasses over freeways that create constrained conditions for bicyclists
leading were identified as spot gaps in the bikeway network. At both S 178 St
and Military Road, the Interstate 5 overpass eliminates the shoulder for
bicyclists, without providing an sidewalk alternative.

CONNECTION, LINEAL, AND CORRIDOR GAPS

Connection and lineal gaps exist where there are missing links between
existing facilities such as:

e S 154th St from 24th Ave S to International Boulevard (currently under
construction) this will complete an east-west connection from the side path
and bike lanes in SeaTac to the current bike lanes in Tukwila.

e 10th Ave S between S 176th St and S 170th St

Longer corridor gaps exist in locations such as:

e Alink along S 182nd St from 42nd Ave S to Military Road would connect
three existing bikeways, and provide access to the Seattle Christian
School’s site along S 182nd St,

e A small connection along S 204th St from 28th Ave S to 32nd Ave S could
link two existing bikeways and provide additional access to Madrona
Elementary School, and
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e S 208th St and S 188th St to provide for east-west travel along major
corridors in Sealac,

e 34th Ave S could serve as a potential north-south alternative to International
Boulevard.

IDENTIFIED SYSTEM GAPS

System gaps cover outer portions of SeaTac’s city limits to the northeast,
southwest and east of the airport. Land use in these areas consists mainly of
single family residential housing. These neighborhoods have a grid of primarily
lower-volume, lower speed streets offering good potential as shared roadway
bicycle routes, but street connectivity is limited, generally only providing east-
west through access. Alternative routes heading north-south through these
neighborhoods will be circuitous, if they are possible at all.

The system gap south of Angle Lake is a neighborhood composed of higher
density multifamily housing and commercial uses along International Boulevard.
Local access non-arterial connectivity is limited in all directions, leaving
collector and minor arterial streets as the only viable alternatives for those
traveling by bicycle through the neighborhood.

IDENTIFIED FACILITY QUALITY GAPS

Facility quality gaps exist where an existing bike route on a roadway is identified
in a bicycle plan. Motor vehicle speeds and volumes on these roadways make
lane sharing between bicyclists and motor vehicles unsafe or uncomfortable.
Facility quality gaps include International Boulevard, Air Cargo Road and 28th
Ave S, limiting north-south connectivity and access to the SeaTac International
Airport.

International Boulevard is a major facility quality gap in the bikeway network.
As an existing central segment of the SeaTac bikeway network, the lack of
adequate existing facilities does not provide a safe place for bicyclists to ride.
Given the lack of continuous parallel streets to International Boulevard, there
are few north-south alternative options available to improve alternative facilities
to using this principal arterial. Two of these alternative options could include
using 34th Ave S as an alternative bike route where possible, and the use of
buses or light rail to carry bikes along the International Boulevard corridor. In
coordination with Washington State Department of Transportation, International
Boulevard should be analyzed further to assess its potential to accommodate
bicycle facilities for safer bicycle travel.

The following Draft Bicycle Network Gap Analysis Map identifies the results of
the analysis.

EVALUATION FOR NETWORK DEVELOPMENT

The City of SeaTac wants to develop a bicycle network that provides safe and
direct access to common community destinations and connections to regional
services. The bicycle network should provide opportunities to make short trips
for daily needs such as accessing transit or running errands and make longer
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Gap Analysis Map
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This map shows existing bicycle facilities as defined by the
City of SeaTac. The shared roadways and

bicycle route categories have been merged. Facilities
displayed on this map include:

Bicycle Lanes: Bicycle lanes are delineated by painted
lane markings within the pavement width of urban arterials
or collector streets.

Bicycle Route/Shared Lane: These facilities
accommodate cyclists and motorists in the same
travel lane. In some cases an extra three feet of

width is provided. Facilities in this category may also
accommodate cyclists riding on the roadway shoulder.

Multi-Use Trail: These trails are built for transportation
and recreation purposes and accommodate a variety of
nonmotorized uses, including pedestrians and bicycles.
These trails typically connect several destinations.
SeaTac only maintains trails that fall within the city limits.

Park Circulation Trails: These multi-use trails provide
internal circulation within SeaTac’s parks. They serve a
variety of nonmotorized uses, including pedestrians
and bicycles.
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trips for commuting and recreational access through regional connections. In
addition, the bicycle network must also accommodate a wide range of users
including experienced everyday bicyclists to children, families and recreational
riders. The following three principle strategies guided recommendations of the
bicycle network:

Community Access Network Commercial Access Network Jobs Access Network

AcCcess to community resources via low Access to commercial destinations via Access to job centers via sepa-
stress Bikeways (low speedivolurmes separated Bikeways [bike lanes, paths), rated Bikeweays (bike lanes, paths)
shared roadway), Arterial Corridors/ 1 mile spacing Locally Identified Corridors

1/2 mile spacing

e Community Access Network: The network should provide a fine grained
network of low stress bikeways that facilitate access through neighborhoods
and to community resources such as schools and parks. Low stress
bikeways are generally located on low speed and volume shared roadways.
Route spacing should be every 1/2 mile to ensure all users have an off
network trip of no more than 1/4 mile.

e Commercial Access Network: An arterial based network of separated
bikeways should provide for clear access to commercial destinations.
Common facilities are bike lanes and shared-use paths. Route spacing is
generally every 1 mile, along arterial streets to provide broader network
connections.

e Jobs Access Network: The network should include an employment center
access network, designed to provide bicycle facilities to key community
employers and institutions. The City of SeaTac bike network considered
access to local Commute Trip Reduction businesses and nearby
employment centers such as Kent, Burien, Renton, and Tukwila. There is
no standard for route spacing with corridors located in response to the
local context.
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The results of these theoretical strategies were overlaid on the existing bicycle
network, gaps were located and a recommended bicycle network was
identified. The bicycle network recommendations define locations where
bicycle facilities are needed and whether it should be a separated or shared
roadway condition for bicycles.
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This map shows existing and proposed bicycle system
improvements, including:

Bikeway (undefined shared): New or improved facility

where bicycles can share the travel lane with motor
vehicles due to lower traffic volumes and speeds.

Bikeway (undefined separated): New or improved

facility that requires a designated separation for bicycles

from motor vehicle traffic due to higher traffic volumes
and speeds.

Bicycle Lanes: Bicycle lanes are delineated by painted

lane markings within the pavement width of urban
arterials or collector streets.

Shared-Use Path: These trails are built for transportation
and recreation purposes and accommodate a variety of
nonmotorized uses, including pedestrians and bicycles.

These trails typically connect several destinations.

SeaTac only maintains trails that fall within the city limits.

Park Circulation Trails: These multi-use trails provide
internal circulation within SeaTac’s parks. They serve a

variety of nonmotorized uses, including pedestrians
and bicycles.

Bow Lake and 32nd Ave Trail Constraints: Note that the

trail proposed around Bow Lake is highly conceptual.
Environmental and private property impacts must be
considered.
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The diagram on the previous page demonstrates the network design framework
that provided the basis for the following bicycle network recommendations.

PROPOSED BICYCLE NETWORK

This Plan proposes a bicycle network built upon the existing SeaTac bicycle
network. Bike facilities and routes are identified in the Comprehensive Plan.
(See Appendix C: Existing Bike Map)

ADDRESSING THE GAPS

The proposed bicycle network recommends a combination of bike lanes or
other separated facilities on arterial streets and shared bicycle and roadway
facilities on lower volume residential streets. Further engineering studies along
major arterial corridors are needed to identify the appropriate separated facility
to increase bicyclists’ safety. Depending on the traffic conditions, shared
roadways along residential streets could be a combination of shared lane
makings or bicycle boulevards.

As noted previously in this Plan, International Boulevard, the City’s main north-
south arterial, lacks adequate bicycle facilities. Alternative options to
International Boulevard for cyclists to consider include using 34th Ave S where
possible, and encouraging the use of buses or light rail to carry bikes along
the International Boulevard corridor.

In addition to the on-street facilities, multi-use trails or shared-use paths are
recommended along the SR 509 Corridor and in order to increase the off street
connections to the Des Moines Creek Trail. The City of SeaTlac is currently
coordinating with King County, Renton and Tukwila to design and fund the
Lake to Sound Trail. Additionally, in the long term, should the opportunity
become available; the City would like to explore the option to provide a shared
path or multi-use trail to serve the Bow Lake neighborhood. It is understood
that there could be significant potential environmental and private property
impacts associated with implementing that facility.
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Specific recommendations for improving the SeaTac bicycle network can be
found on the Draft Proposed Bicycle Network Map that follows above this
discussion. The map shows both the existing and proposed facility types.
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SAFE AND COMPLETE STREETS FACILITY IMPLEMENTATION

FACILITY IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS
POTENTIAL FUNDING MECHANISMS
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In this section of the Plan, a range of pedestrian and bicycle facility types that
can implement safe and complete streets are identified, as are potential
funding potential funding mechanisms.

FACILITY IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS

With the policy framework and plan in place, there are a variety of
implementation strategies that can be used to move the Safe and Complete
Streets Plan forward.

Facility Implementation Tools

On the following pages, two tools are presented for use in future planning and
implementation work. These tools should be shared with public and private
sector partners to help provide guidance and surety about the City’s
expectations for Safe and Complete Streets implementation.

Non-Motorized Facilities Matrix

The Non-Motorized Alternative Facilities Matrix is an at-a-glance matrix that
overlays land uses and street classifications to provide guidance on the types
of pedestrian and bicycle facilities that would be appropriate for these spaces.
This is not intended to be a prescriptive document but rather a jumping off
point where a range of facility options can be considered for a single location.
(The City of SeaTac’s land use and transportation codes should be reviewed
for specific site requirements.)

How the Matrix Works

Pedestrian or bicycle facility options for a specific road classification can be
found by matching the road classification listed in the columns on the top of
the matrix with the appropriate land use/zoning designation described in the
rows on the left-hand side of the table. A plus sign (+) denotes that the facility
is in the 2007 King County Road Standards as adopted by the SeaTac Municipal
Code.

Non-Motorized Facilities Matrix Fact Sheets

Definitions and images are also provided for each pedestrian and bicycle
facility option listed in the Matrix in order to give users of the plan illustrative
examples of these facilities.
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NON-MOTORIZED ALTERNATIVE FACILITIES

Functional
Classification

Land

New Private Roads
(Non-Arterial)

Local Access Roads
(Non-Arterial)

Minor and Collector

Principal Arterials Arterials

Use
Type

Zoning

Sidewalks

Sidewalks  +

Sidewalks  +

i +
I Pamted
. : ainte
% — i k Walkable Zone :
5 _% Cycletracks ( Cycletracks Sidewalks  + ||-F¢. & g?ége:lag;;Od
o)
C = - -
p) $ Shared-Use + ll=P™ | Sharrows #F & Shared Streets
| Path =
- 5% 4 Neighborhood
=2 Greenways
Zg o Sidewalks  + Sidewalks + Sidewalks + Sidewalks +
T 5
= ©) g ;
c %% 2PC) : F% &1 Shared Streets ||ZF"&| Shared Streets
S OIS
M N O
= @ = Cycletracks &F%| Cycletracks
= Eg Shared-U
L Y ared-Use
i oo —
~ -
= QQ Sidewalks £ Sidewalks + Sidewalks I+ Sidewalks  +
.6 D m
= O e - -
2 % ESAl| GPT) | Cycletracks (?;FF"; GFE | Shared Streets | Shared Streets
<
% 50 Shared-Use +l - sh
O |g= Paths arrows
= O
B o Sidewalks + Sidewalks + Sldewalks + Sidewalks +
© =z -
E <>E Shared-Use .
[l
m

LEGEND

Pedestrian

Facilities

~'| Facilities :

Bike/Ped
Facilities

+ These tools are in the 2007 King County Road Standards per SeaTac Municipal Code, 11.05.100, sidewalks can be asphalt or

concrete.

For facilities owned and operated by other agencies, bicycle and pedestrian connections should be made to regional shared-use
paths that are located within the City of SeaTac, where appropriate. Traffic controls such as signals, markings, controls and
wayfinding should be considered when implementing these facilities.
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A SIDEWALKS +

DEFINITION AND DISCUSSION

Sidewalks are paved horizontal surfaces, typically within the public right-of-
way, used for walking. Sidewalks are typically vertically separated from the
roadway surface due to the need to install a curb and gutter to manage
stormwater.

Sidewalks can be constructed from a number of hard paving materials including

AASHTO, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 6th Edition
Access Board, Accessible Rights of Way: A Design Guide, http://www.access-
board.gov/prowac/

King County, 2007 Road Design and Construction Standards, http:/www.
kingcounty.gov/transportation/kcdot/Roads/EngineeringServices/
RoadStandards2007.aspx
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DEFINITION AND DISCUSSION

Trails can be a lower cost alternative to the traditional sidewalk. This facility is
a hard, level surface, placed between private property and the travel lanes.
Trails can be straight or can meander and can be constructed out of a number
of paving materials including concrete, pervious concrete, asphalt, porous
asphalt and crushed stone.

Where sidewalk installations traditionally necessitate installation of a curb and
gutter to manage stormwater runoff, trails lend themselves to using other
stormwater management methods, such as low impact development. Using
permeable paving and bioretention facilities, trails can be installed on
residential streets in a way that can help reduce project costs.

GUIDELINES, STANDARDS AND REFERENCES

AASHTO, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 6th Edition

Access Board, Accessible Public Rights of Way, http:/www.access-board.
gov/prowac/ and Outdoor Developed Areas, http:/www.access-board.
gov/outdoor/

King County, 2007 Road Design and Construction Standards, http:/www.
kingcounty.gov/transportation/kcdot/Roads/EngineeringServices/
RoadStandards2007.aspx

52 January 24, 2012


http://www.access-board.gov/prowac/
http://www.access-board.gov/prowac/
http://www.access-board.gov/outdoor/
http://www.access-board.gov/outdoor/
http://www.kingcounty.gov/transportation/kcdot/Roads/EngineeringServices/RoadStandards2007.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/transportation/kcdot/Roads/EngineeringServices/RoadStandards2007.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/transportation/kcdot/Roads/EngineeringServices/RoadStandards2007.aspx

» \-II.’4,"."1"-""-“."'“"““m:m"ﬂ}}i
> e

¥ =

A PAINTED WALKABLE ZONE +

DEFINITION AND DISCUSSION

Painted walkable areas are one of the most cost-effective solutions for
retrofitting a walkable zone on streets that are appropriate for them: local
streets in single-family neighborhoods. This strategy demarcates a hard
surfaced zone and a 6 foot vertical clear space.

With the lower volume and lower speed streets within the single-family zoned
areas of the City, this strategy can be very simple to implement. It is not,
however, generally considered an adequate facility for streets with higher
speeds or greater volumes.

GUIDELINES, STANDARDS AND REFERENCES

AASHTO, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 6th Edition

Access Board, Accessible Rights of Way: A Design Guide, http://www.access-
board.gov/prowac/

King County, 2007 Road Design and Construction Standards, http:/www.
kingcounty.gov/transportation/kcdot/Roads/EngineeringServices/
RoadStandards2007.aspx

Z
S
|_
<
Z
L
=
L
|
o
=

January 24, 2012 53


http://www.access-board.gov/prowac/
http://www.access-board.gov/prowac/
http://www.kingcounty.gov/transportation/kcdot/Roads/EngineeringServices/RoadStandards2007.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/transportation/kcdot/Roads/EngineeringServices/RoadStandards2007.aspx
http://www.kingcounty.gov/transportation/kcdot/Roads/EngineeringServices/RoadStandards2007.aspx

a5 BIKE LANES +

A buffered bike lane on E. Marginal Way in Seattle. Photo by flickr user SDOT Photos

DEFINITION AND DISCUSSION

Bike lanes are dedicated horizontal zones within the street right-of-way that [
are intended solely for bicycle use. The lanes are generally placed to the right gl

side of the roadway, between the travel lane and parked cars moving in the
same direction of traffic. However, there is a great variety in how bike lanes
have been implemented in communities around the United States including
center bike lakes, contra-flow (against traffic) bike lanes and buffered bike
lanes.

Buffered bike lanes provide cyclists with an even greater sense of security by
providing larger horizontal separation between the rider and the travel lanes.
Most often this is achieved with simple striping. The reduced lane width for
cars slows vehicular traffic and the greater separation for bikes increases
safety for all users.

GUIDELINES, STANDARDS AND REFERENCES

AASHTO, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 6th Edition

AASHTO, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 3rd Edition

Access Board, Accessible Rights of Way: A Design Guide, http:/www.access-
board.gov/prowac/

NACTO, Urban Bikeway Design Guide, http:/nacto.org/cities-for-cycling/
design-guide/

King County, 2007 Road Design and Construction Standards, http://www.
kingcounty.gov/transportation/kcdot/Roads/EngineeringServices/
RoadStandards2007.aspx
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DEFINITION AND DISCUSSION

A combination of the words “share” and “arrow,” sharrows, or shared lane
markings, are a newer bicycle facility that are being used in many situations
where there is not adequate space for an on-street bike lane. The marking
signals to both cyclists and drivers that the road is meant to be shared by all
users.

Sharrows are typically placed on the right-hand side of a street to indicate that
cyclists should ride closer to the shoulder to allow for cars to pass, when
appropriate. Recent studies of the sharrow’s effectiveness have shown that
cars pass at a further distance from cyclists when sharrows are present versus
when they are not.

Sharrows should be implemented as part of a larger non-motorized plan
implementation with public education efforts complementing the installation of

GUIDELINES, STANDARDS AND REFERENCES

AASHTO, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets

AASHTO, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities

Access Board, Accessible Rights of Way: A Design Guide, http://www.access-
board.gov/prowac/

NACTO, Urban Bikeway Design Guide, http:/nacto.org/cities-for-cycling/
design-guide/

FHWA, Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways,
2009 Edition
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image by dylan passmore

DEFINITION AND DISCUSSION

Cycletracks are bike lanes that are separated from traffic by some sort of
vertical element. This can be a vertical curb, a sidewalk, stanchions or bollards.
For many cyclists, these facilities feel safer than other on-street cycling
facilities. However, their installation takes up more horizontal space in a street
than is often available, which is why they are relatively rare.

Cycletracks can be one-way or two-way, as shown above. Travel along a route
is relatively straight-forward but special attention should be paid to intersections
where vehicular and bicycle traffic interact. For example, the image above
provides an example of using a raised crossing to allow pedestrians to get to
the transit island for loading and unloading buses.

GUIDELINES, STANDARDS AND REFERENCES

AASHTO, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets

AASHTO, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities

Access Board, Accessible Rights of Way: A Design Guide, http://www.access-
board.gov/prowac/

NACTO, Urban Bikeway Design Guide, http://nacto.org/cities-for-cycling/
design-guide/

King County, 2007 Road Design and Construction Standards, http://www.
kingcounty.gov/transportation/kcdot/Roads/EngineeringServices/
RoadStandards2007.aspx
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o4 NEIGHBORHOOD GREENWAYS

DEFINITION AND DISCUSSION

Neighborhood greenways are a relatively new strategy that combines a number
of non-motorized facilities--signage, traffic calming, pavement markings--to
create designated, prioritized routes for biking and walking on local streets.
Pioneered in Portland, Oregon, neighborhood greenways are created through
modest, low-cost interventions on existing low-volume streets as a means of
creating safer streets for everyone. Local roads with less than 1,000 ADT
(Average Daily Traffic) are typically the best candidates for this treatment.

For example, stop signs may be turned so that perpendicular traffic must stop,
but cyclists and joggers can travel unimpeded. The most intensive interventions
occur where greenways cross arterials and pedestrian signals, refuge islands,
signage and other traffic control devices are used to make safe crossings.

Neighborhood greenways can also be developed in tandem with stormwater
programs by creating “green streets” along the route, using low impact
development techniques. The blog Streetfilms has an excellent primer on
Portland’s neighborhood greenways at: http://www.streetfilms.org/.

GUIDELINES, STANDARDS AND REFERENCES

AASHTO, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 6th Edition

AASHTO, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 3rd Edition

Access Board, Accessible Rights of Way: A Design Guide, http://www.access-
board.gov/prowac/

NACTO, Urban Bikeway Design Guide, http:/nacto.org/cities-for-cycling/
design-guide/

FHWA, Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways,
2009 Edition
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5 SHARED-USE PATHS

DEFINITION AND DISCUSSION

Shared-use paths--also called multi-use paths, hiker-biker trails, greenways
and regional trails--are off-street facilities designed for a variety of non-
motorized uses. The Green River Trail, the Des Moines Creek Trail and the
Lake to Sound Trail are all local examples of this type of facility.

Many shared-use paths are built on old rights-of-way--like the Burke-Gilman
Trail in Seattle, which uses an old railroad grade--or share the right-of-way
with other infrastructure projects, like the proposed extension of the Lake to
Sound Trail, which will share the right-of-way with the SR 509 extension. The
costs associated with a dedicated right-of-way means that, while popular,
there are also relatively few shared-use paths.

Because of the many users, urban shared-use paths are typically more
recreational in nature when compared to on-street facilities, especially on the
weekends. They are exceptions of course. The Burke-Gilman Trail, with is
congested and has many crossings, still has an 85th percentile speed (the
standard gauge of the average cycling speed on a trail) of around 17-18 miles
per hour on many stretches of trail.

GUIDELINES, STANDARDS AND REFERENCES

AASHTO, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 6th Edition

AASHTO, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 3rd Edition

Access Board, Accessible Rights of Way: A Design Guide, http://www.access-
board.gov/prowac/

NACTO, Urban Bikeway Design Guide, http://nacto.org/cities-for-cycling/
design-guide/

King County, 2007 Road Design and Construction Standards, http:/www.
kingcounty.gov/transportation/kcdot/Roads/EngineeringServices/
RoadStandards2007.aspx
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DEFINITION AND DISCUSSION

Whether referred to as woonerfs, festival streets, home zones or some other
name, shared streets are quickly becoming a popular strategy for reclaiming
the street right-of-way by signalling that cars are the guests, but that the street
is truly designed for people. These facilities are typically on low-volume streets
where traffic is already slow and destinations are few, i.e. there will not be
speeding through traffic.

For example, the term home zones--popularized in England--referred to
streets without a lot of traffic that were made safer for the children living on
that street through traffic calming and signage strategies. Many times these
streets were are dead ends or dis-continuous road segments.

Shared streets are not appropriate in all locations. Low volumes and a variety
of traffic calming measures are important to signal to drivers that this is not a
typical street design and that there are a different set of expectations in place.
They have, however, been implemented successfully in the United States and
are quite popular in residential contexts.

GUIDELINES, STANDARDS AND REFERENCES

AASHTO, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 6th Edition

Access Board, Accessible Rights of Way: A Design Guide, http://www.access-
board.gov/prowac/

NACTO, Urban Bikeway Design Guide, http://nacto.org/cities-for-cycling/
design-guide/

King County, 2007 Road Design and Construction Standards, http:/www.
kingcounty.gov/transportation/kcdot/Roads/EngineeringServices/
RoadStandards2007.aspx
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POTENTIAL FUNDING MECHANISMS

The pedestrian and bicycle network recommendations in this Plan can be
implemented via existing and potential new funding mechanisms over the next
20+ years. Some of these possible funding mechanisms are identified below.

EXISTING CITY OF SEATAC FUNDING MECHANISMS

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (CIP)

The City of SeaTac’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP) is a six year funding
plan for capital projects and equipment over $100,000, and includes projects
such as the construction of transportation infrastructure. Major studies like
the Transportation Improvement Program are included in the six year CIP. The
current CIP can be found on the City of SeaTac website at:
www.ci.seatac.wa.us/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=2555

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIP)

The City of SeaTac, along with all cities in the State of Washington, is required
to adopt a minimum six year Transportation Plan (TIP) by July 1st of each year.
SeaTac elected to have the plan cover a ten year period. Each June, a public
hearing is held to gather input from the citizens for the next TIP. The plan is
formally adopted through a Resolution. The TIP is a planning document. The
City uses it to identify future transportation improvement projects and to
request State and/or Federal funds. Many projects on the plan are funded,
some are delayed and others may not receive funding.

The current TIP can be found on the City of SeaTac website at:
http:/www.ci.seatac.wa.us/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=3930

NEIGHBORHOOD SIDEWALK PROGRAM

The City of SeaTac’s Neighborhood Sidewalk Program is a 20-year program to
construct twelve miles of sidewalk throughout the City. This annual program is
incorporated in the City's Transportation Improvement Plan. It was created in
2008, based on the recommendations of a City Council-appointed Ad Hoc
Committee comprised of seven SeaTlac residents. It should be noted that the
2012-2017 CIP indicates that a new funding source is needed for the
Neighborhood Sidewalk Program beginning in 2016. More information on the
Sidewalk Ad Hoc Committee can be found in Appendix B.
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NEIGHBORHOOD TRAFFIC CONTROL PROGRAM

The Neighborhood Traffic Safety Program represents the commitment of the
City of SeaTac to the safety and livability of residential neighborhoods. The
three-phase program addresses neighborhood traffic safety concerns while
enabling citizens and community groups to become involved with the
improvement process. Each phase of the Neighborhood Traffic Safety Program
contains specific techniques for addressing traffic concerns in
neighborhoods.

e PHASE | or Neighborhood Enhancement Phase - passive, less restrictive
measures.

e PHASE Il or Physical Devices Phase - more restrictive physical devices if
needed.

e PHASE Il or Major Projects Capital Improvement Program (CIP),
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), or other special funding.

Detailed information on the program can be found at:
http://www.ci.seatac.wa.us/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=81

POTENTIAL NEW FUNDING MECHANISMS

In addition to the City’s possible funding mechanisms, State, non-profit and
federal partners have a number of potential funding opportunities that may be
used by the City of SeaTlac to leverage other investments and make resources
go further. These programs include such diverse sources as State and federal
Safe Routes to School programs, federal Community Action Grants,
Transportation Improvement Board Urban Sidewalk Program grants and REI
Bicycle Friendly Communities Grants. It should be noted that, typically, these
grants are restricted to arterial streets.

Additionally, since the right of way also serves as a critical component of a
city’s stormwater management and conveyance infrastructure, utility grant
programs also offer a cost offsetting opportunity. For example, the Washington
State Department of Ecology Stormwater Grants can be used to implement
low impact development features which can include streetside planting in
bioretention areas and porous pavement applications for sidewalks.
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APPENDIX A: PROPOSED NEW AND REVISED POLICIES

The following proposed new and revised policies were developed as part of the
preparation of the Safe and Complete Streets Plan. These policies will be
reviewed during the Transportation Master Plan and the 2014 Comprehensive
Plan major update. In addition to the existing policies, these recommended
changes strengthen the policy language to support the implementation of Safe
and Complete Streets in the City of SeaTac.



GLOSSARY

Comprehensive Plan Element Reference Suggested Revisions
Active Active transportation refers to non-motorized transportation modes, such as bicycling and
Transportation  walking, that are well integrated with public transportation. People are more active when they
(NEW) ride a bike, walk or take public transportation, resulting in better public health and less impact on
the environment.

Low Impact Low impact development is a stormwater management and land development strategy that
Development  emphasizes conservation and use of on-site natural features integrated with engineered, small-
(NEW) scale hydrologic controls to more closely mimic predevelopment hydrologic functions.

Walkable Zone A walkable zone is horizontal zone within the right of way or easement that is at least 4 feet wide

(NEW) and ideally has a 2% cross slope. The walkable zone shall be un-obstructed, stable surface and
free of above grade utilities, shrubs or trees. Vehicles should not be allowed to park in these
zones.
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TRANSPORTATION

Comprehensive Plan Element

Reference

Suggested Revisions

CHAPTER 3:
TRANSPORTATION

January 24, 2012

Goal 3.1

To promote the safe and efficient mobility of people and goods for ef SeaTac's residents,
businesses and visitors through a multi-modal transportation system that encourages
alternative travel and active transportation modes, which help promote a healthy
community.

Discussion: This goal acknowledges the need for alternative travel and active

tranportation modes to meet the transportation mobility needs of the City. In the short- to
mid-range (zero- to 10-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 active transportation modes as an alternative
travelmedes- to single-occupan € cy vehicles. Sound Transit’s light rail transit system (HCT)
opened in 2009 with the Tukwila International Boulevard Station at S. 154th St. and the
SeaTac/Airport station in 2010. Personal Rapid Transit (PRT) has been considered to connect
travelers to the light rail stations, the Airport, hotels and other destinations in the City
without increasing congestion on the roadways, but is not currently available to meet the
transportation needs of the City.

The PRT option, or options for a similar type of system that would provide a similar function,
should 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.

65

%)
LU
Q
a
pa
L
o
o
<




TRANSPORTATION

Comprehensive Plan Element

Reference

Suggested Revisions

CHAPTER 3:
TRANSPORTATION

Policy 3.2A

Establish a level of service (LOS) standard for intersections and roadways with LOS E or better
as-beirgaceeptable- should be considered acceptable on principal or minor arterials; LOS D or
better should be considered acceptable on collector arterials and lower classification streets.
The City’s Director of Public Works, utitizing-established-eriteria using state and regional
guidance, 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 adopted transportation
plan. The City should also provide exceptions where the City determines improvements
beyond those identified in the transportation plan are not desirable, feasible, or cost-
effective. The recommended transportation plan would require exceptions to the level of
service policy at the following two intersections: S. 188th Street/International Boulevard and
S. 200th Street/International Boulevard. The decision on any exceptions should be reflective
of acceptable traffic engineering methodologies. As resources become available,

establish a multi-modal level of service (MMLOS) standard tailored to Sea-Tac's conditions for
intersections and roadways .

NOTE: Multimodal level of service evaluations provide engineers, public works officials and
elected officials with a more complete analysis of a street's multimodal performance.
Whereas traditional level of service would have provided one data point regarding vehicle
throughput, a MMLOS evaluation might provide 4 data points to evaluate the tradeoffs for
different modes of travel, in accordance with the methodology described in the 2010
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM). This is also in line with active transportation guidance
provided by PSRC.

Discussion: The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires that a level of service standard be
established for arterial routes. Traditional traffic engineering analyses have focused level of
service discussions exclusively on automobile throughput without regard to other
transportation modes, such as transit. Traffic engineers have been re-examining this practice
and cities have recently begun moving toward adopting multi-modal level of service analyses
that account for all trips that occur in the right of way. This type of analysis meets the GMA's
concurrency requirements.

"LOS E/F” is defined as the capacity of a roadway or intersection. A “LOS D” or better along
the minor and principal arterials will likely discourage use of alternative travel modes because
people would see no disadvantage to driving single-occupancy vehicles. The “LOS D” or
better goal for collector arterials and lower classification streets acknowledges the desire to
minimize the use of these facilities by through traffic. The

exceptions to the “LOS E” standard on minor and principal arterials reflect that the City has
developed the transportation plan based on a forecast level of development. Many of the
major transportation improvements will take six or more years to implement. “LOS F”
conditions already exist (or will likely occur within the next few years) along some of the
principal and/or minor arterials, including S. 188th Street/International Boulevard and S.
200th Street/International Boulevard. Due to the time lag in implementing major projects, the
City should allow developments that are consistent with the development assumptions of the
Joint Transportation Study (JTS) to proceed subject to the Public Works Director’s approval.




TRANSPORTATION

Comprehensive Plan Element

Reference

Suggested Revisions

CHAPTER 3:
TRANSPORTATION

CHAPTER 3:
TRANSPORTATION

CHAPTER 3:
TRANSPORTATION

January 24, 2012

Policy 3.2E, p.
3-8

Policy 3.2G,
p. 3-8

Policy 3.2K

Major capacity improvements should focus on the principal and minor arterials, with a
coordinated emphasis on transit and freight capacity improvements. These improvements
should be supplemented with safety, eapaeity-accessibility and active transportation mui-
medal improvements on high priority streets within the City.

Discussion: In order to minimize congestion in the City, the principal and minor arterials need
additional-roadway-capacity to be reviewed for appropriate transit and freight movement,
signal timing and traffic management for all modes . Providing improved controls edditional-
eapaeity- on the principal and minor arterials also will minimize traffic cutting through
residential neighborhoods. Spot improvements to eliminate existing safety and capacity
problems throughout the City also should receive a high priority.

Define design elements, facilities and amenities shewld-be-defined-for arterials and local
streets based on balancing the functional classification needs of the facility and the needs of
the adjacent prejected land uses and their users. The design elements should be-cempatible-

accommodate and encourage alternative and active transportation modes such as transit,
HOV, pedestrians, and bicycles as appropriate for each functional classification. Amenities
should enhance the mobility options by providing an improved environment for all users.

Discussion: The design elements for a facility should reflect the intended function of the
facility. Principal arterials should have design elements that provide for the movement of
through travel with limitations on the type and amount of direct access. Local streets should
have elements that provide for property access and discourage through traffic. Design
elements for minor and collector arterials should reflect their functions between those for
principal arterials and local streets. The design elements also should indicate the City’s desire
for the type and level of treatment for transit/high occupancy vehicle needs (for example, bus
pullouts, HOV lanes, queue bypass lanes at intersections) and for nonmotorized travel (for
example, paved shoulders, sidewalks, on-street bike lanes). These definitions are important
since there may be physical limitations, cost constraints, or minimal rights-of-way in some
corridors.

To establish appropriate speeds along SeaTac's roadways, balance multi-modal mobility,
traffic engineering standards, a street's functional classification, adjacent land uses and public
safety concerns.-Based-on-trafficengineering standards; speedlimitsshouldreflect the

Discussion: Street classifications and purposes are established in the SeaTac Transportation
Master Plan. Establishment of speed limits should take into account existing conditions of the
roadway, including design parameters, any public health and safety concerns, the type and

density of land uses a

nd access. Principal-and-minor-arterials-are-primarily-intended-to-
WA+ afficthereforeappropriatespeed-imits should-be-established-to
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TRANSPORTATION

Comprehensive Plan Element

Reference

Suggested Revisions

CHAPTER 3:
TRANSPORTATION

CHAPTER 3:
TRANSPORTATION

CHAPTER 3:
TRANSPORTATION

CHAPTER 3:
TRANSPORTATION

Policy 3.2M,
p. 3-10

Goal 3.3,
p.3-12

Policy 3.3A,
p. 3-12

Policy 3.3B,
p. 3-12

The City shall address neighborhood traffic calming eentrekissues in a comprehensive fashion
consistent with the plans and procedures that have been adopted to address these issues,
consisting of but not limited to the following: SeaTac's Safe and Complete Streets Plan, The
Discussion: A comprehensive evaluation of transportation issues throughout the City was
conducted as part of developing the Joint Transportation Study (JTS ) in 2001. The JTS
includes the plans and programs listed in Policy 3.2M. Systematic implementation of these
plans and programs through the annual Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and
Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) will provide for an integrated, cost-effective program of solutions
that may include such features as traffic-calming alternatives, signage, pedestrian facilities,
and other improvements. These plans and programs can help minimize the intrusion of non-
local automobile traffic into residential areas, as well as provide for sidewalks to connect to
schools, public transportation facilities and other community destinations. Refer to this
Comprehensive Plan’s Transportation Background Report and the SeaTac Safe and Complete
Streets Plan for more information on these plans and programs.

NOTE: At this point, this policy is being flagged and it is noted that it will be necessary to
incorporate a reference to the Safe and Complete Streets Plan. It is as yet uncertain
whether the S+CS Plan will supplant or support the Pedestrian Facilities Plan and/or the

To plan for and Fe develop a system of transportation facilities for all users and all modes of
the city's transportation system including pedestrians, are-bicyclists and transit users.
Discussion: Facilities for bicycles and pedestrians are very important transportation features
for the City of SeaTac, particularly where they connect to destinations like food
establishments and transit stops. Pedestrian and bicycle connections are also important
considerations in neighborhoods, providing safe access to schools and parks. Safe pedestrian
and bicycle facilities are needed to encourage and support active transportation modes. The
following policies provide direction for developing pedestrian and bicycle facilities within the
City.

Recognize safe pedestrian movement as a basic means of transportation and assure adequate
pedestrian facilities, amenities and connections are provided for in conjunction with other
transportation facilities and developments.

Discussion: The City requires is-encetraging the provision of adequate pedestrian facilities

develepments— and accompanying amenities in all public capital projects and in future private
developments. 4 ; ; ; jon m—the-Ch Z A

: . : [ : ioneloptions.
Provide sidewalks or other designated pedestrian facilities {inelueing-erossings} on both sides
of the street along principal and minor arterials and some designated collector arterials (as
defined in the transportation improvement plan project list), where appropriate. Provide
crossings, markings and traffic controls at all street intersections, where appropriate. Work to
provide walkable zones on all other roadways.

Discussion: The high traffic volumes and higher speeds along arterial routes make it difficult
and create potential safety hazards for non-motorized travel. Therefore, sidewalks, paved
shoulders, or other adequate facilities (as defined by the roadway design standards and the
Safe and Complete Streets Plan ) need to be provided to promote nen-metorized-travel active
transportation in the City. Crosswalks, signing, and pedestrian-activated signals should
conform to the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD).




TRANSPORTATION

Comprehensive Plan Element

Reference

Suggested Revisions

CHAPTER 3:
TRANSPORTATION

Policy 3.3C, p.
3-13

Focus safety and pedestrian eapaeity improvements on routes that provide access to local
destinations such as food establishments, shared-use paths, schools, parks, transit facilities
and other public facilities.

Discussion: See the Safe and Complete Streets Plan for guidance on prioritized segments and
methodology. Areaswithrelativelyhigher pedestrian-use should-be gpriorityfo

NOTE: This policy is being flagged at this time to revise it once a bicycle prioritization
methodology has been vetted and agreed upon and to align the prioritization criteria
above with the existing sidewalk program criteria.

CHAPTER 3:
TRANSPORTATION

CHAPTER 3:
TRANSPORTATION

CHAPTER 3:
TRANSPORTATION

Policy 3.3D,
p. 3-13

Policy 3.3E, p.
3-13

Policy 3.3F

The type previsien of pedestrian facilities on one or both sides of non-arterial streets should
be flexible to allow for consideration of the physical constraints, economic feasibility, and
neighborhood context specific to a particular location, while ensuring minimum "walkable
zone" and safety standards are met.

Discussion: #-is-recegnized The City recognizes that building sidewalks on both sides of local
access streets is desirable for creating walkable communities, but may not be feasible or
practical in all situations. At the Public Works Director’s discretion, sidewalks may be
constructed on only one side of the street. Factors to be considered include physical
constraints such as topography or sensitive areas, abutting land uses, pedestrian safety
considerations, and community context.

NOTE: This revision is intended to meet ADA/PROWAG guidelines and standards. See
Glossary for walkable zone definition.

Develop a-system network of bicycle facilities routes-providing for safe travel within the City
and for connections to regional facilities. The bicycle network should connect to major local
destinations such as Link Light Rail, North SeaTac Park or Sea-Tac International Airport. See
the SeaTac Safe and Complete Streets Plan for bicycle facility project prioritization.

Discussion: Bicyclists should be directed to use the most convenient, yet safe, bicycle facilities
within the City of SeaTac. Theserettes-shottd-connect-with-designated-bikeroutesof
Coordinate planning, designing, and constructing these facilities with adjacent jurisdictions
to create a connected bicycle facility network and should be consistent with regional plans te-
qgccommodatelonger—moreregional-bi e-trips-as-an-aiternative-transportationmode . The
system of routes should provide access to regional destinations as well as to local major
employment centers. inrcluding-thefuture-Aviation-Business-Center. The design and type of
bicycle facilities should be based on the most current local and national design standards and
guidelines.

Coordinate with the Port of Seattle and transit agencies to explore the possible development
of a-bicycle routes and facilities as described in the Safe and Complete Streets Plan. te-the-
Airportfrom-South-188th-and-South-170" Streets.

Discussion: Bicyclists must now use International Boulevard between South 188 " Street and
South 170th Street. This section of roadway has a very high volume of traffic and numerous
access drives, which make bicycle travel difficult. A new route to the Airport terminal area
would eliminate the need for bicyclists to use International Boulevard by connecting the
bicycle route on 24th Avenue South with bicycle facilities on South 188th Street and the
proposed 28th/24th Avenue South corridor. The City should coordinate closely with the Port
of Seattle to explore the potential of developing a route to maximize bicycle access and
safety.

NOTE: Once the Safe and Complete Streets plan is adopted, the City may want to include
the more specific language in the Comprehensive Plan to instead speak toward
collaboration with SeaTac's external partners.
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TRANSPORTATION

Comprehensive Plan Element

CHAPTER 3:
TRANSPORTATION

Reference

Policy 3.3,
NEW

Suggested Revisions

Coordinate with transit service providers to expand mobility for all residents through
integration of pedestrian and bicycle facilities and transit networks.

Discussion: Partner agencies, like Metro and Sound Transit, are key partners in developing a
strong pedestrian and bicycle network. Recent rule changes from the Federal Transit Agency
have resulted in greater ability for transit agencies to partner with and fund pedestrian and
bicycle facilities which act as de facto transit facilities within a given radius of a transit stop.

CHAPTER 3:
TRANSPORTATION

Goal 3.4,
p.3-14

To encourage the use of transit and other High Occupancy Vehicles (HOV)/multi-modal travel
transportation modes to accommodate a larger proportion of existing and future travel trips
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, active transportation 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.
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COMMUNITY IMAGE

Comprehensive Plan Element  Reference Suggested Revisions
CHAPTER 6: COMMUNITY Policy 6.1B, Preserve existing vegetation and street trees.
IMAGE p. 6-5

Discussion: The trees that contribute most to the City's image and walkability are the mature ones
that already exist. Measures must be taken to ensure that large trees are retained.

CHAPTER 6: COMMUNITY Policy 6.1C, p. Continue to promote the installation of trees and other vegetation along streets.

IMAGE 6-5
Discussion: Planting trees along streets is a powerful way of changing the character of an area.
However, to be effective and have an immediate impact, street trees must be of a certain type and
size and be appropriately spaced and located. Also, trees help define and protect space for
pedestrians; therefore, they should be placed elese-te-the-curb-zene within the street's amenity
zone.

NOTE: The City may want to consider a revised set of street cross sections that contain a new
feature called an amenity zone. Many municipalities have this feature, which is a zone within the
right of way between the "walkable zone," which is typically closer to the buildings and the curb.
Lights, street trees, benches, etc are placed in the amenity zone.

CHAPTER 6: COMMUNITY  Policy 6.1E, p. Encourage the connection and linkage of parks, boulevards, neighborhood greenways, open spaces
IMAGE 6-7 and greenbelts.
Discussion: Greenbelts, open natural areas and parklands are less effective if they are isolated or
made up of small parcels of land. Over time, ways should be found to link greenbelts to ensure
continuity, both functionally and visually. Linkages should be considered within SeaTac and across
city boundaries.

CHAPTER 6: COMMUNITY  Policy 6.1F, p. Provide for publicly-accessible open space in commercial districts and business park developments.
IMAGE 6-7

Discussion: The provision of open space in commercial areas and business districts is a valuable
amenity to residents and employees in the City. It also offers a visual relief to the expanse and
intensity of the built environment. Such open space may include landscaping and design features
including public sculpture, fountains, park benches, street furniture, pathways and ponds. Large
developments should be encouraged to incorporate open space as part of their site development.
Open space should be linked between developments where possible.

NOTE: Many of the benefits of the open space listed in the discussion portion assume that the
open space is publicly-accessible. What has been added here is a clarifying modifier to ensure that
this was clear.

CHAPTER 6: COMMUNITY  Policy 6.2H, Establish a variety of public spaces throughout the Urban Center.

IMAGE p. 6-14
Discussion: Public space comes in many forms: streets, large parks, small parks, pocket parks, plazas,
courtyards, gardens, and so forth. An urban center must, over time, provide a diversity of public
spaces . Some will be developed by the City or other agencies, while some will be privately provided. It
is important that there be some form of public space associated with each major development
project, so that eventually there can be a wide variety of types and sizes throughout the center. The
City particularly encourages pockets of public space in the City Center, to help create a greater sense
of identity and place that can be enjoyed by both residents and visitors.

NOTE: This policy has great similarities with 6.2Y. The City may want to combine and/or delete one
of the policies.
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COMMUNITY IMAGE

Comprehensive Plan Element Reference

IMAGE 6-21

CHAPTER 6: COMMUNITY  Policy 6.2X, p. Encourage pedestrian connections through large blocks.

Suggested Revisions

Discussion: The Urban Center will likely require a new pattern of streets and blocks to open up access
and allow for internal circulation without adding congestion to International Boulevard. While it is
desirable to keep blocks as small as possible, it is likely that they will be somewhat large. Therefore,
the city will need to negotiate with private developers to create through corridors #-wit-be-nrecessary-

to-secure-corridors-thatcut-through-blecks- so that people will be able to conveniently walk between

destinations. Some of these connections should be outside the buildings, while others could be
interior.

NOTE: See note above.

IMAGE p. 6-33

CHAPTER 6: COMMUNITY  Policy 6.5B,

Initiate various types of pedestrian, bicycle and transit connections between the Airport and the
community.

Discussion: The Airport is a built-in source of customers, visitors and employees. All of these people
need to be able to have safe, convenient, multi-modal access to areas outside the Airport. A
collaborative effort between the City and the Port could reveal interesting and imaginative ways of
linking the nearby neighborhoods, commercial areas, and the Airport.
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ECUNUMIC VITALITY

Comprehensive Plan Element  Reference

Suggested Revisions

CHAPTER 7: ECONOMIC  Policy 7.6C
VITALITY

CHAPTER 7: ECONOMIC  Policy 7.7B
VITALITY

Multi-Modal Transportation Strategy. Facilitate a multi-modal transportation strategy which enhances the
movement of people and goods to, from and throughout the City.

Discussion: Air service (Seattle-Tacoma International Airport), harbor service (Port of Seattle and Tacoma facilities),
bicycle and pedestrian facilities and public ground transportation services (Metro, etc.) constitute multi-modal
linkages integral to the success of many businesses and industries in the region. The Port of Seattle and the Port of
Tacoma provide a vital conduit between air and surface transportation of people and goods for local and
international trade. Passenger cars and truck movement along with the potential for rail and personal rapid transit
provide a vital link to and from international, interstate and regional locations for trade and passenger travel.

Enhance residential livability within the City. Identify and implement strategies that will enhance the livability of
residential neighborhoods within the City, such as neighborhood cleanups, sidewalks, bike lanes, parks, street trees,
signage, code enforcement, etc.

Discussion: Enhancing residential neighborhoods within the City will increase livability and the probability that both
employers and employees may locate in SeaTac and/or nearby areas.

PARKS, RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE

Comprehensive Plan Reference
Element

CHAPTER 9: PARKS, Policy 9.3D,
RECREATION, AND p.9-8
OPEN SPACE

Suggested Revisions

Improve bicycle access and safety throughout the SeaTac area and provide new bicycle facilities
lanes-and/ertrailswhen new reads-er-public or private transportation facilities are constructed or
improved, as appropriate.

Discussion: It is important to promote multiple uses of existing and future rights-of-way. The City
should also consider establishing bicycle lanes or trails along major streets as improvements to
these streets are made.

January 24, 2012
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APPENDIX B: SEATAC NEIGHBORHOOD SIDEWALK PROGRAM

In 2006, the SeaTac City Council formed the Sidewalk Ad Hoc Advisory
Committee, composed of seven residents from around the City. This group
was charged with developing recommendations for Council consideration
regarding sidewalk funding, construction, and future maintenance for local
streets in SeaTac neighborhoods. Over an 18-month period, the committee
discussed funding options, examined other cities’ sidewalk programs, created
a priority point system for sidewalk selection, reviewed maps, and conducted
independent field work of recommended sidewalk routes. In May 2008, the
committee recommended a 20-year program to construct twelve miles of
sidewalk throughout the City.
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ANNUAL SIDEWALK PROGRAM

Each year, one segment from the routes identified by the Sidewalk Ad Hoc
Committee in its Sidewalk Program has been constructed. At full build-out,
twelve miles of new sidewalk will have been constructed in Sealac’s
neighborhoods. Following is a list of segments constructed by the publishing
of this Plan:

e 2009/10: 42nd Avenue South (S 176th St to S 188th St)

e Using the Sidewalk Ad Hoc Committee’s recommendations, 42nd Avenue
South, was chosen for the first annual sidewalk project. It was designed in
2009 and constructed in 2010.

2010/11: South 138th Street (24th Ave S to Military Road S)

e The second annual project was on South 138th Street east of the

Community Center. It was constructed in 2011.

TWENTY YEAR NEIGHBORHOOD SIDEWALK PROGRAM MAP

The Neighborhood Sidewalk Program’s twenty year sidewalk map which was
developed by the Ad Hoc Committee can be found on the facing page.
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APPENDIX C: EXISTING BIKE MAP

This existing bicycle facilities map was developed as part of the Joint
Transportation Study in 2000.
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APPENDIX D: DRAFT PROJECT EVALUATION WORKSHEETS FOR
PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE PROJECTS

The following worksheets were prepared as examples for Sealac to use in
selecting bicycle and pedestrian projects that support the network. These
worksheets are meant to provide both a quantitative and qualitative method to
support the selection of projects for implementation.



DRAFT
Annual
Neighborhood Sidewalk Project Selection Worksheet

The following recommended project development priorities can be used as a framework to
select a package of corridors each year that is aligned with the City’s priorities and will build out
the pedestrian network systematically as funding allows.

This worksheet applies primarily to residential streets in the city. Sidewalk development on
arterial streets will be determined each year through the TIP process.

Based on funding allocated or won through grants each year, a number of selected segments
can be combined as one project for implementation. As an example, a project may combine 4
road segments on different roadways all providing sidewalk infill improvements on routes to
school.

Quantitative Measures for Proximity 2 pts

Schools 1/4 mile  1/2 mile
How close is the proposed project to an existing o o
school?

Transit 1/4 mile  1/2 mile
How close is the proposed project to an existing o o
transit stop?

Neighborhood Destinations 1/4 mile  1/2 mile
How close is the proposed project to a
neighborhood desitination (e.g. post office, O O
community center, grocery, etc)?

Connectivity Yes No
Does the project complete a gap in the city's o o
pedestrian network?

Quantitative Totals

Balancing Factors

Is there a strong, compelling community demand
for this project?

Is there a complementary project that is occurring
adjacent to the proposed project that presents a
unique opportunity?

Are there grant funds available that can be
leveraged for this project?

Are there immediate safety concerns that
accelerate project implementation?




DRAFT

Bicycle Project Selection Worksheet

The following recommended project development priorities can be used as a framework to
select a package of corridors each year that is aligned with the City’s priorities and will build out
the bicycle network systematically as funding allows.

Based on funding allocated or won through grants each year, a number of selected segments
can be combined as one project for implementation.

Quantitative Measures for Proximity 2 pts 1 pt

Schools 1/2 mile 1 mile

How close is the proposed project to an existing
O O
school?

Transit 12 mile | 1 mile
How close is the proposed project to an existing

. O O
transit stop?

Neighborhood Destinations 12 mile | 1 mile
How close is the proposed project to a
neighborhood desitination (e.g. post office, @) @)
community center, grocery, etc)?

Connectivity Yes No
Does the project complete a gap in the city's o o
bicycle network?

Quantitative Totals

Balancing Factors

Is there a strong, compelling community demand
for this project?

Is there a complementary project that is occurring
adjacent to the proposed project that presents a
unique opportunity?

Are there grant funds available that can be
leveraged for this project?

Are there immediate safety concerns that
accelerate project implementation?
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APPENDIX E: PUBLIC OUTREACH SUMMARY

In preparation of this Plan, the City of SeaTac undertook a series of public
involvement efforts in order to learn about pedestrian and bicycle needs of the
community. Following is a description of those activities.
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COMMUNITY EVENTS AT THREE LOCAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

During the Fall of 2011, the City of SeaTac participated in three “Walk-in Movie
Night” Events at Madrona, McMicken Heights, and Hill Top elementary schools.
The City partnered with school staff and PTA members at these events to
provide information on the draft Safe & Complete Streets Plan to students and
their parents in addition to the schools’ regular “Movie Night” activities. Over
100 Active Living Questionnaires were filled out at these events.

MADRONA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL WALKING AUDIT

In February 2011, the City of SeaTac participated in a Safe Routes to School
Walking Tour at Madrona Elementary. The event was facilitated by the non-
profit group Feet First as part of the Highline School District’s Safe Routes to
School activities. SealTac employees joined school district personnel, and
Madrona Elementary parents, students, and teachers, on a guided tour of
common routes that students currently use to walk to and from school.
Through its participation in this tour, the City learned about challenges and
opportunities present for children walking to and from school in SeaTac.

GLOBAL CONNECTIONS HIGH SCHOOL STUDENT PROJECT

For their Junior Project, two Global Connections High School Bike Club
members developed a survey about bicycle lanes in SeaTac and distributed it
to their classmates. This project helped the City better understand the
condition of various bike routes around the city. The Global Connections High
School Bike Club is supported by the Cascade Bicycle Club Education
Foundation’s Major Taylor Project. As described on the CBCEF web site:

“The Major Taylor Project is an after-school cycling program for young
people aged 11-18 integrating bicycle riding, healthy living, cycle
maintenance, road safety awareness, and the importance of working
toward individual goals.”

ACTIVE LIVING QUESTIONNAIRES

In order to gain public input about walking and bicycling in SeaTac for this
plan, two questionnaires were created and distributed in the fall of 2011. See
Appendix F: Active Living Questionnaires for more detailed information about
the questionnaires and findings from the responses.
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APPENDIX F: ACTIVE LIVING QUESTIONNAIRES

In order to gain public input about walking and bicycling in SeaTac for this
plan, two questionnaires were created and distributed in the fall of 2011. One
questionnaire addressed Sealac residents and individuals who work in the
city, and the other addressed SeaTac employers. These questionnaires were
made available on the City’s web site, were distributed as an insert in the
Highline Times newspaper. They were also distributed at school events
attended by the City of SeaTac as part of its outreach efforts for this plan.

The results of the questionnaires are described in the following three sections:

e Section 1: Overview of Findings — This section provides an overview of
findings from all responses to the Active Living Questionnaires,

e Section 2: Summary of Findings — This section compiles questionnaire
responses into tables for easier use,

e Section 3: Diagramming of Responses to Each Question — This section
includes responses to each question on the questionnaires and provides
associated diagrams.
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SECTION 1: OVERVIEW OF FINDINGS

The Active Living Questionnaires reveal a community that walks, bikes and
takes transit to a number of different destinations. On average, most residents
walk more than they bicycle, largely related to concerns about the safety of
biking on the street network.

Many of the respondents from the outreach events at schools noted that they
walked to school, with nearly 30% walking on a daily basis. Following walking
to school walking did not appear to be a part of respondents’ daily
transportation experience, but rather a recreational activity. For most
respondents, bicycling, too, was viewed as a recreational activity rather than a
mode of travel. These findings are consistent with other suburban
communities.

Respondents noted that many of the things that would make the walking and
biking environment in the City of SeaTac better are items that the City has
direct control over primarily through its Public Works programs, including the
TIP and Neighborhood Sidewalk Program. Physical challenges that make
walking and biking difficult included: lack of sidewalks, gravel shoulders, heavy
volumes of traffic and a lack of separation between pedestrian/bicycle/
vehicular traffic.

These results were elaborated upon by the responses to the question: “What
are the top three things the City should think about when choosing projects to
improve walking and bicycling in SeaTac?” When asked to select the top
improvements to the ped/bike network, nearly one-third of respondents chose
one of the following responses:

Safety - Improve locations where accidents happen (41%),

e Most users - build sidewalks and bike routes that will serve the most users
(35%),

e Complete missing pieces - Create continuous routes that will serve the
most users (32%), and

e Maintenance - Maintain existing walkways and bike routes (29%).

These findings suggest that safety is the number one priority, but that building
infrastructure that adds to an overall network and benefits the most users is
important to the questionnaire respondents. Once the infrastructure is built,
respondents also expect that these facilities will need to be maintained.
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Active Living: A Questionnaire for
People Who Live

and Work in SeaTac

The City of SeaTac is currently working on developing a Safe

& Complete Streets Plan for Pedestrians and Bicycles. Your
answers will help this effort by providing information about
walking and bicycling in SeaTac’s neighborhoods.

Please Note: This is not meant to be a scientific survey, but will
help the city plan for street networks for pedestrians, bicycles,
transit and cars.

1. Do you live [ ] or work [ ]in SeaTac? (check all that apply)
[] Yes

3. What is the closest intersection or landmark near your home
or work in SeaTac? (e.g. Main St. near 1st Ave)

2. Is your mobility impaired in any way? [ | No

4. How often do you walk:
Dai

o

Weekly Monthly Never
... to run errands?

... to buy groceries?
... to a transit stop?

]
E
... to work? ]
L]
L]
L]

0]

... to school?
... to local parks?
... for exercise or recreation?

I
I I
[

5. How often do you walk on:

Daily = Weekly Monthly Never
... sidewalks? ] I ] ]
... trails? ] ] ] ]
... school property? ] ] ] ]
... the side of the road? ] ] ] ]

6. What would make walking more inviting in SeaTac? (check
all that apply)
] More/better quality sidewalks
[] Parks/stores closer to my home
[ ] Greater feeling of personal safety
[] Separation from traffic
[] Signage/designated walking routes
[] Other

7. Where are the most difficult places for walking in SeaTac?
Please also tell us why it's difficult to walk. (For example:
“It’s difficult to cross the street on Maple Street and 1st
Avenue because there is a lot of traffic and there is no cross
walk”)

8. Where are the best places for walking in SeaTac? Please
also tell us why it’s a good place to walk. (For example: “I
like to walk to North SeaTac Park because it’s close to my
house and fun to watch people there.”)

9. Do you have a bike? []Yes []No
10. How often do you bike:
Dail Weekly Monthly Never
... to run errands? ] ] ]
... to buy groceries? ] ] ]
... to a transit stop? ] ] ] ]
... to work? ] ] ] ]
... to school? ] ] ] ]
... to local parks? ] ] ] ]
... for exercise or recreation? [_] ] ] ]
other ? ] ] ]

11. How often do you bike on:

Daily = Weekly Monthly Never
... sidewalks? ] ] ] ]
... roads? ] ] ] ]
... trails? ] ] ] ]
... school property? ] ] ] ]

12. What would make cycling more inviting in SeaTac? (check
all that apply)
[] Separation from traffic (e.g., bike lanes)
[] Parks/stores closer to my home
[] Better road pavement conditions
[ ] Greater feeling of personal safety
[] Signage/designated cycling routes
[] Other

13. Where are the most difficult places for biking in SeaTac?
Please also tell us why it’s difficult to bike.

14. Where are the best places for biking in SeaTac? Please also
tell us why it's a good place to bike.

15. From the list below, what are the top three things the City
should think about when choosing projects to improve
walking and bicycling in SeaTac?

1.

2.

3.

Safety - Improve locations where accidents happen
Complete missing pieces - Create continuous routes for
walking and biking

Most users - Build sidewalks and bike routes that will serve
the most users

Destinations - Make it easy to go to shop, eat, work & play
Balance - Invest similarly in various neighborhoods

Transit - Improve access to bus stops and light rail
Schools - Build projects near schools and school bus stops
Maintenance - Maintain existing walkways and bike routes
Accessibility (ADA) - Adequate facilities present

Other — (Please describe)

16. May we contact you with further questions about active

living in SeaTac? []Yes ] No
Name
Email Address
Phone Number (optional)

For more information see the City of SeaTac’'s CPPW
web page at http://www.ci.seatac.wa.us/index.
aspx?page=590, or call (206) 973-4830

Thank you!

10.26.11
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Active Living: A Questionnaire
for Business Owners and_
Managers in SeaTac

The City of SeaTac is currently working on developing a Safe

& Complete Streets Plan for Pedestrians and Bicycles. Your
answers will help the city’s planning by providing information
about walking and bicycling in SeaTac’s neighborhoods.

Please Note: This is not meant to be a scientific survey, but will
help the city plan for street networks for pedestrians, bicycles,
transit and cars.

1. What is the name of your business/organization?

2. What is your position in your business/organization?

3. Do you offer a shuttle to the airport for your clients/
customers? []Yes [JNo

4. Do you provide clients/customers a map of SeaTac and the

surrounding area? [JYes [JNo
5. Do you provide transit information for your clients?
[]Yes []No

6. How often do you see your clients/customers or employees
walking when:

|w)
o
Z

Weekly  Monthly Never
... visiting your business?
... commuting to work?

... running errands?

... buying groceries?

... going to lunch/dinner?
... going to a transit stop?
... going tothe airport?

... going to local parks?

.. exercising?

I
I
I
I

7.  What would make walking more inviting for your clients,
customers and employees? (check all that apply)
[] More/better quality sidewalks
[] Parks/stores closer to my business
[[] Greater feeling of personal safety
[] Separation from traffic
[] Signage/designated walking routes
[] Other

8. Where do your clients and employees avoid walking in
SeaTac? Why is it difficult to walk there? (For example:
“It’s difficult to cross the street on Maple Street and 1st
Avenue because there is a lot of traffic and there is no cross
walk”)

9. Where do your clients and employees go to walk in SeaTac?
Please also tell us why it's a good place to walk. (For
example: “Our clients like walking to North SeaTac Park
because it’s close”)

10. How often do you see your clients, customers or employees
biking when:

Daily = Weekly Monthly Never

... running errands? ] ] ]
... buying groceries? ] ] ]
... going to lunch/dinner? ] ] ] ]
... going to a transit stop? ] ] ] ]
... going to work? [] ™ ] ]
... going to school? [] [l ] ]
... going to local parks? [] ™ [l ]
.. exercising? ] O [l ]

other ? [ ] ] ]

11. What would make cycling more inviting to your clients,
customers and employees? (check all that apply)
[] Separation from traffic (e.g., bike lanes)
[] Parks/stores closer to my business
[] Better road pavement conditions
[] Greater feeling of personal safety
[] Signage/designated cycling routes
[] Other

12. Where are the most difficult places for biking in SeaTac for
your clients and employees? Please also tell us why it's
difficult to bike there.

13. Where do your clients go to bike in SeaTac for your clients
and employees? Please also tell us why it's a good place to
bike.

14. From the list below, what are the top three things the City
should think about when choosing projects to improve
walking and bicycling in SeaTac?

1.

2.

3.

Safety - Improve locations where accidents happen
Complete missing pieces - Create continuous routes for
walking and biking

Most users - Build sidewalks and bike routes that will serve
the most users

Destinations - Make it easy to go to shop, eat, work & play
Balance - Invest similarly in various neighborhoods

Transit - Improve access to bus stops and light rail
Schools - Build projects near schools and school bus stops
Maintenance - Maintain existing walkways and bike routes
Accessibility (ADA) - Adequate facilities present

Other — (Please describe)

15. May we contact you with further questions about active

living in SeaTac? []Yes [ ] No
Name
Email Address .
Phone Number (optional)
10.26.11

Thank you!

For more information see the City of SeaTac's CPPW web page at
http://www.ci.seatac.wa.us/index.aspx?page=590, or call (206) 973-4830

January 24, 2012
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SECTION 2: SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

WALKING: SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

How often do you walk?: Daily Weekly | Monthly | Never
To run errands 17% 8% 7% 38%
To buy groceries 10% 14% 5% 42%
To a transit stop 11% 5% 7% 48%
To work 14% 1% 1% 54%
To school 29% 9% 7% 28%
To local parks 16% 14% 17% 27%
For exercise or recreation 23% 29% 7% 17%
On sidewalks 37% 14% 9% 16%
On trails 8% 8% 1% 42%
On school property 31% 13% 4% 24%
On the side of the road 27% 16% 7% 25%
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BICYCLING: SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

How often do you ride your| Daily Weekly | Monthly Never
bike?:

To run errands 4% 4% 6% 52%

To buy groceries 4% 3% 1% 58%

To a transit stop 2% 2% 1% 61%

To work 2% 2% 2% 61%

To school 4% 2% 2% 58%

To local parks 5% 13% 8% 46%

For exercise or recreation 11% 13% 11% 40%

On sidewalks 13% 10% 7% 43%
On roads 5% 7% 8% 49%
On trails 4% 5% 5% 52%
On school property 4% 6% 3% 53%
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SECTION 3: DIAGRAMMING OF RESPONSES T0 EACH QUESTION

1 66 responses

sum ma I'y See complete responses

Do you live or work in SeaTac?

o I
wor [

1] 21 43 &3 Bd 158

Is your mobility impaired in any way?

Live 106 67%
Work 38 24%

People may select more than one checkbox, so percentages may add up to more than 100%.

Yes 9 5%
No 127 7%

What is the closest intersection or landmark near your home or work in SeaTac?

Tukwila Tukwila 32nd Avenue

176 Main Street N/A  200th N/A 216th Madrona
Rd 37th and S. 166th Close to Military 160th Street N/A S. 170th & 31st Avenue S.

168th and 38th Pac Hwy 164th and Military Rd  McMicken Elementary  Interurban Blvd
170th & Military Road ~ Military and 170th Street S. Safeway 37th and 166th N/A  Military

Road 166th Military Road and 164th  32nd Avenue N/A  188th & 42nd Avenue N/A  McMicken School N/A  Near the school (McMicken) 176th and Military Road S. N/A N/A N/A N

/A N/A Auburn  N/A 170th N/A  Near school

How often do you walk.... - ...to run errands?

e, D
worey [

McMicken Heights

164th and 42 Avenue

How often do you walk.... - ... to buy groceries?
Dy
Weekly
Manity
Piruin
Q 4 | 42 L]
How often do you walk.... - ... to a transit stop?
Weekly i
wersy [
Pliruin
1] 18 2 48 64

98

Lo

Hwy 99 21803 30th Avenue S. N/A  N/A  204th street 33rd and 211th  30th Avenue M

Daily 28 17%
Weekly 14 8%
Montly 1 7%
Never 63 38%
Daily 16 10%
Weekly 24 14%
Montly 9 5%
Never 69 42%
Daily 18 1%
Weekly 9 5%
Montly 12 7%
Never 79 48%

January 24, 2012
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How often do you walk.... - ... to work?
o [

wuu,-l

w.mfl

How often do you walk.... - ... to school?

oo
——

How often do you walk.... - ... to local parks?
Dinily |
Wity _
-
[T
0 E 1 & 0 a5

How often do you walk.... - ... for exercise or recreation?

-
weeey I

How often do you walk.... - other?
Finily *

Weskdy

How often do you walk on: - ...sidewalks?

owty [N
vieess; [N
Manitty
Mewer
o 12 24 3 4 (] T2

January 24, 2012

Daily
Weekly
Montly
Never

Daily
Weekly
Montly
Never

Daily
Weekly
Montly
Never

Daily
Weekly
Montly
Never

Daily
Weekly
Montly
Never

Daily
Weekly
Monthly
Never

24

89

48
15

47

26
24
29

38
48
12
28

7

61
24
15
27

14%
1%
1%

54%

29%
9%
7%

28%

16%
14%
17%
27%

23%
29%

7%
17%

5%
2%
3%
43%

37%
14%

9%
16%
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How often do you walk on: - ...trails?

Daily 13 8%
Daily - Weekly 14 8%
Weekly - Monthly 18 1%
Never 69 42%
Monthly
Never
1] 14 28 42 56 70
How often do you walk on: - ...school property?
Daily 51 31%
o=, | Weokly 2 1%
Never 40 24%
Monthly -
0 o 20 a0 40 50 60
How often do you walk on: - ...the side of the road?
Daily 45 27%
Daily | Weekly 26 16%
Weekly | Monthly 12 7%
Never 41 25%
Monthly |
Never |
1] g 18 27 36 45
What would make walking more inviting in SeaTac?
More/better quality sidewalks 49 32%
More/better quali... _ Parks/stores closer to my home 37 24%
Parks/stores clos... Greater feeling of personal safety 39 26%
Segregation from traffic 18 12%
Greater fegling o... _ Signage/designated walking routes 13 9%
Other 66 43%

Segregation from ... -
Signage/designate... -

0 13 26 39 52 65 78

People may select more than one checkbox, so percentages may add up to more than 100%.

Where are the most difficult places for walking in SeaTac? Please also tell us why it’s difficult to walk.
No difficulties  Usually do not walk Main Street Main street due to lack of sidewalks N/A | haven't found any difficult places to walk N/A I haven't found any difficulty N/A We need speed

bumps, signage and more stop signs enforced It is hard to cross at Military Road. There are no cross walks. 164th and Military, so much going on that pedestrians and bikers are not
noticed N/A 168th to Military Rd S. during morning and afternoon hrs  Along Military Rd  Difficult to cross Military Rd at 168th  Busy streets  Walking on International Blvd N/A  40th Avenue S.
- no sidewalks  Crossing Military Rd  N/A  42nd Avenue Military Ro

Where are the best places for walking in SeaTac? Please also tell us why it’s a good place to walk.

Idon't know Not much of a walker |like walking Agen Lake Ange Lake N/A SeaTacingeneral N/A Around my home/neighborhood Angle Park McMillian Heights At the parks Parks
and long stretch of Military Rd to the I-5 entrance  N/A  N/A At the North Seattle Parks  School, it is close to home  Around the park  School N/A S. 170th, a lot of people and fire

station Close to the school, 40th Avenue S. N/A  Crest Park Where there are sidewalks School Valley Ridge At school Angile Lake 172nd and Pac Hwy because there is a safe
sidewalk Friends house 188th by the YMCA Residential neighborhoods N/A  On sidewalks N/A N. SeaTac Park and Valley R
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Do you have a bike?

ol |TH

How often do you bike.... - ...to run errands?
l'.l.nlh-.
wiesssy [
uo-u_:.
Mever
0 17 - 51 6 05

How often do you bike.... - ... to buy groceries?
oy [

wessy |

“I'lm‘fl

ever

0 14 &= 57 G 95

How often do you bike.... - ... to a transit stop?
nnu»,,-l

wessy |

Mcu'l_rl

How often do you bike.... - ... to work?
Ciniky |

wisssty |

How often do you bike.... - ... to school?
oy JJ

Wﬂwl

uo.u_,l

e |

0 19 ol 57 kL 95

LIk

14

120

120

No

Daily
Weekly
Montly
Never

Daily
Weekly
Montly
Never

Daily
Weekly
Montly
Never

Daily
Weekly
Montly
Never

Daily
Weekly
Montly
Never

79
53

10
87

97

102

101

96

48%
32%

4%
4%
6%
52%

4%
3%
1%
58%

2%
2%
1%
61%

2%
2%
2%
61%

4%
2%
2%
58%
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How often do you bike.... - ... to local parks?

Daily 8 5%
Finlky | Weekly 21 13%
Wity | Montly 13 8%
e Never 76 46%
Manhy |
Mewer

How often do you bike.... - ... for exercise or recreation?
Daily 19 1%

Dty - Weekly 22 13%
W _ Montly 18 1%

Never 66 40%
Ml
never
0 13 26 ] 52 65 a
How often do you bike.... - other?
Daily 2 1%
Cinlly I Weekly 5 3%
Weasly l Montly 2 1%
Never 86 52%
Maithy l
eve: [
0 7™M 5 m 8 we
How often do you bike on: - ...sidewalks?
Daily 22 13%
ity - Weekly 16 10%
Monthly 12 7%
Wiy
- Never 7 43%
s, D
a4
How often do you bike on: -...roads?
Daily 9 5%
Diaily | Weekly 1 7%
Monthly 13 8%
Wiy
Never 81 49%
—
Mewer
L} 15 X2 44 G4 50 96
How often do you bike on: - ...trails?
Daily 6 4%
Diaily . Weekly 8 5%
Wiakly . Monthly 9 5%
Never 87 52%

Manlhly .
neve: [

L} 17 34 51 (] a5 {1k
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How often do you bike on: -...school property?

Daily 6 4%
Daily | Weekly 10 6%
Weekly Monthly 5 3%
Never 88 53%
Manthly |
MNever-
0 18 36 54 72 90
What would make cycling more inviting in SeaTac?
Separation from traffic (e.g., bike lanes) 56 41%
Separation from 1... | Parks/stores closer to my home 29 21%
Parks/stores clos... Better road pavement conditions 38 28%
Greater feeling of personal safety 42 31%
Better road pavem... Signage/designated cycling routes 29 21%
Other 58 43%

Greater feeling o...

Signage/designate... People may select more than one checkbox, so percentages may add up to more than
100%.

Other

(=]
[+
[~
=
Lak
(3
o
L=
=
(=]

Where are the most difficult places for biking in SeaTac?
Hills  The hills  Sidewalk and road not enough for SeaTac N/A Hard toride ongrass N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A On all roads with gravel sidewalks N/A N

/A Along Military Road  Military Road...the whole road N/A Everywhere N/A  N/A N/A N/A Near major roads N/A (my children ride everywhere though) Rocky

roads N/A Atthelibrary atroad intersections N/A N/A Streets with no sidewalks School Main roads with a lot of traffic Roads with no sidewalks N/A  Roads with no
designation between cycle/pedestrian or car N/A  Hills Hills No sidewalks where people walk N/A  N/A  Military and 163rd A highway Where there are no

sidewalks N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 216th bike

From the list below, what are the top three things the City should think about when choosing projects to improve walking and bicycling in SeaTac?
Safety - Improve locations where accidents happen 57 41%

Safety - Improve ... Complete missing pieces - Create continuous routes for walking and biking 44  32%

R < ) . o
Complete missing ... Most users - Build sidewalks and bike routes that will serve the most users 48 35%

Destinations - Make it easy to go to shop, eat, work & play 18  13%
Most users - Buil... Balance - Invest similarly in various neighborhoods 1" 8%
Destinations - Ma... Transit - Improve access to bus stops and light rail 8 6%
Schools - Build projects near schools and school bus stops 25 18%
Balance - Invest .. Maintenance - Maintain existing walkways and bike routes 41 29%
Transit - Improve... Accessibility (ADA) - Adequate facilities present 6 4%
Other 98 71%

Schools - Build p...

People may select more than one checkbox, so percentages may add up to more than

Maintenance - Mai... 100%.

Accessibility (AD...

Other

=
[x+]
=]
.
=]
@
=
=]
=]
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APPENDIX G: SAFE AND COMPLETE STREETS
SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS AND RESOURCES

The City of SeaTac has identified a number of resources to help create Safe
and Complete Streets in our community. These planning documents, maps,
studies and programs will help the City of SeaTac and our citizens as we work
to implement the Safe and Complete Streets Plan.
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CITY OF SEATAC RESOURCES

PLANS
SEATAC COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

The SeaTac Comprehensive Plan (2010) sets forth the vision for how the City
will grow. Safe and complete streets concerns are substantively woven through
the document in a variety of ways, particularly in the non-motorized section of
the transportation element. Significantly, there is strong comprehensive plan-
level integration between transportation and land use issues. This link between
land use and transportation is critically important for crafting a community with
safe and complete streets.

CITY CENTER PLAN

The SeaTac City Center Plan (1999) sets forth the vision for how the City Center
will grow, with the goal of “promot[ing] integrated development, pedestrian
oriented design, diversity of uses within close proximity, link[ing] open spaces
to the residential areas and creat[ing] a centerpiece; a Civic Center...”. Many of
the recommendations align well with safe and complete streets principles and
set forth a vision that can significantly improve the current built environment in
the City Center area. A number of streetscapes are recommended in the City
Center plan, which have “healthier” elements that could encourage more active
transportation in that area, such as generous sidewalks widths, landscape
buffers from cars and a “porous” street wall, filled with glass windows, lighting
and other urban design tools to break down the barrier between street and
building.

SOUTH 154TH STREET STATION AREA ACTION PLAN

The South 154th Street Station Area Action Plan provides a vision for developing
SeaTac in the area adjacent to the Tukwila/International Boulevard Link Light
Rail Station. The vision offers a diversity and intensity of land uses that will
create a more pedestrian-friendly cityscape than is there now. There are also a
number of streetscape sections identified in the plan that are more appropriately
scaled to a pedestrian-oriented built environment. The vision outlined in the
plan including--mixed land uses, pedestrian-oriented design, a dense
intersection transportation grid and provision of a farmer’s market-- coordinates
well with the goals of safe and complete streets.

JOINT TRANSPORTATION STUDY (UTS)

This document, developed in partnership with the Port of Seattle, lays out a
number of non-motorized projects and policies on which the City and the Port
could collaborate. Though never formally adopted, the JTS did provide the
conceptual framework for the non-motorized position of the 2010 SeaTac
Comprehensive Plan.
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PROGRAMS
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is a multi-year capital
transportation project planning program within the City’s Public Works
Department. This program allows the City to plan for future projects of all sizes
and begin to identify funding partners. These projects are managed by the
City of SeaTac’s Public Works staff, with engineering performed either in-house
or by outside experts. As part of the TIP, monies are directed toward
implementation of the Neighborhood Sidewalk Program.

THE NEIGHBORHOOD SIDEWALK PROGRAM

In 2006, the SeaTac City Council took the first step toward developing a
neighborhood sidewalk construction program by forming an ad hoc advisory
committee composed of seven residents from around the City. This group was
charged with developing recommendations for Council consideration regarding
sidewalk funding, construction and future maintenance for local streets in
Sealac neighborhoods. Over an 18-month period, the committee discussed
funding options, examined other cities’ sidewalk programs, created a priority
point system for sidewalk selection, reviewed maps and conducted
independent field work. In May 2008, the committee recommended a 20-year
program to construct twelve miles of sidewalk throughout the City. This annual
program is incorporated in the City’s Transportation Improvement Plan.

NEIGHBORHOOD TRAFFIC CONTROL PROGRAM

The City of Sealac has a two-step process for addressing neighborhood traffic
control (traffic calming) problems. Measures available range from neighborhood
monitoring of traffic speeds to physical control devices such as speed humps
and traffic circles. Traffic calming solutions depend on the location and the
extent of the problem.

OTHER

The City of Sealac recently announced the publication of the City of SeaTac
Walking Map. Created for anyone who resides, works or visits the city to get
them to connect to the community, live a healthy lifestyle and enjoy local
businesses, parks and amenities. The map was made possible by a grant from
Public Health — Seattle & King County’s Communities Putting Prevention to
Work program.

Copies of the SeaTac Walking Map are available to the public at no charge at
the following locations: City Hall, the Community Center and the Seattle
Southside Visitors Center. The Sealac Walking Map is available online at:
http://www.ci.seatac.wa.us/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4616
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OTHER RESOURCES
NATIONAL COMPLETE STREETS COALITION

The National Complete Streets Coalition http:/www.completestreets.org/ is
the leading national organization working on creating complete streets for all
users and all modes. Instead of arguing for better streets block by block, the
National Complete Streets Coalition—comprised of, among others, America
Bikes, AARP, the American Planning Association, the American Public
Transportation Association, the American Society of Landscape Architects,
and the American Heart Association--seeks to fundamentally transform the
look, feel, and function of the roads and streets in our communities, by
changing the way most roads are planned, designed, and constructed.
Complete Streets policies direct transportation planners and engineers to
consistently design with all users in mind, in line with the elements of Complete
Streets policies.

BURIEN, SEATAC, TUKWILA, RENTON PARKS AND TRAILS MAP

The Burien, SeaTac, Tukwila, Renton Parks and Trails Map is a regional trail
map developed in 2007, that identifies on-street and other trail systems in
South King County. With funding made possible by a grant from Public Health
— Seattle & King County’s Communities Putting Prevention to Work program,
this map is being updated to include the City of Des Moines and other recent
changes to the regional trail system. The new version of the map should be
available in early 2012. The 2007 version of the map is available online here:
http://your.kingcounty.gov/ftp/gis/Web/VMC/recreation/BurSeaTukRen.pdf
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Walking in
Our Community

e )

Go Even Further
by Taking Transit

The City of SeaTac has you
connected! With Link Light Ra
stations and an extensive bus
network serving our community,
including RapidRide bus rapid transit.

As the backbone of our region’s rail network, Sound
Transit’s Link Light Rail connects SeaTac's residents,
and visitors with around the

Sound. Hop on board at one of the following locations:

Tukwila/International Blvd. Station: International
Blvd. at S. 154th Street (across the street in Tukwila)
SeaTac/Airport Station: International Blvd at S. 176th
Street (directly across from the airport!)

200th Street Station (Coming in 2016!): 28th Ave S. at
S. 200th Street

regional transportation system, our economic
competitiveness and our environment.
-Sound Transit

Bhots CC Michael @ NiLens

The City of SeaTac is making it easier and more
enjoyable to walk in the city. New City projects often add
sidewalks on arterial streets, connecting to surrounding
communities with transit and regional trails. SeaTac’s
Neighborhood Sidewalk Program is based on a 20 Year
Plan to build a network of sidewalks and walking paths
focusing on access to schools, transit locations, and
neighborhood destinations.

Served by dozens of Sound Transit and King County

Metro bus routes, SeaTac residents and visitors use these
services to connect to employment centers and businesses
(retail, entertainment, restaurants), schools, libraries,
grocery stores and the Seattle-Tacoma International Airport.
Service includes the RapidRide (bus rapid transit) line that
begins at the Tukwila/International Blvd Light Rail station
and runs along International Blvd/SR-99 through the City
of SeaTac to Federal Way.

To learn more about King County’s Metro Bus Service visit
metro.kingcounty.gov.

For more information about Sound Transit Link Light Ral
and bus service, visit www.soundtransit.org.

Go online to learn more:

www.ci.seatac.wa.us

Stroll to the Seattle
Southside Visitor Center

matonand iage provided by
SetleSoutide vitor Cerer
The Visitor Center is located one block east of the Airport
ight Rail Station at 3100 S. 176th Street.

Complimentary services include:

* Restaurant recommendations

* Directions

+ Free brochures, maps and other logistical and

ightseeing guides

Transportation guidance
Advice on museums, theater, dance, opera and
ticket information
Tour bookings
Tips, suggestions and advice on area attractions and
ticket information
Expert knowledge on local events, sports, festivals
and activiti

Visit Our Parks and Trails to Enjoy
a Variety of Recreational Activities

North  SeaTac Park

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

This park offers nearly 3 miles

of paved trails that meander

through the City’s largest park.

As you walk through more

than 165 acres of developed

park space, you'll pass by

ball fields, outdoor basketball

courts, playgrounds and an

18-hole disc golf course.

The SeaTac Community Center (13735 24th Ave S.) at
the east edge of this park provides two half-court basketball
areas, playground equipment, pi imbing boulder
and skate park.

While visiting North SeaTac Park, be sure to stop by the
Highline SeaTac Botanical Garden (13735 24th Ave.S.).
o, The garden features 10.5 acres
=" of display gardens, woodlands,
trails, and water features.
Adjacent to the botanical
garden is the Japanese Garden,
which is a tranquil gem with
artistic, cultural, and historical
significance.

Des Moines Creek Trail
(2151'S. 200th St.)

enjoy a 2.4-mile walk along Des
Moines Creek through SeaTac
and Des Moines to the Des
Moines Marina on the shore of
Puget Sound. Following a shared
use path, this creek-side trai

beautiful in any season. o it s

Valley Ridge Park I
(4644 S. 188th St.) |
This centrally located 21-
acre park is a popular spot

hsportsenthusiasts. The
half- ighted walking
path will take you past
a variety of recreational
opportunities  including
baseball/softball, soccer, tennis, hockey, and basketball. The
childrens’ play equipment features areas for both school-age and
preschool kids, allowing for age appropriate play. Skateboarders
show their moves on 6,600 square feet of obstacles in the
lighted skate park.

Angle Lake Park

(19408 International Blvd.)

This park includes a boat launch, fishing,
open recreation area, stage, picnic shelter/
barbecue area, restrooms, and a swimming
area. Lifeguards on duty late June through
Labor Day weekend.

Westside Trail

(Des Moines Memorial Dr. from S. 138th St. to S. 156th St.)
This paved shared-use trail for pedestrians, cyclists and
equestrians is located along Des Moines Memorial Drive.

Grandview Park (3600 S. 228th St.)
This park provides visitors with trails, benches, kiosk, off
leash dog area, and open space.

McMicken Heights Park (S. 166th St. & 40th Ave. S.) offers
tennis courts, pickle ball court, and playground equipment.

Sunset Playfields (13659 18th Ave. S.)
These playfields provide facilities for baseball, softball and soccer
games, as well as restrooms, tent
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Walk

SeaTac!

City of SeaTac
Walking Map

Welcome!

Whether you live or work in SeaTac or are visiting us for the
first time, our community offers a wealth of destinations for
you to discover. This map of the City is designed to provide
you with the information you need to explore the City on
foot. We think you'll enjoy exploring our businesses, parks,
neighborhoods and other destinations. Enjoy!

January 24, 2012
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This map shows existing pedestrian facilties
in the City of SeaTac. Please note that
locations indicated may have a facility on only
one side of the roadway. Pedestrian facilities
shown on this map include the following:
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Concrete Sidewalk: Concrete sidewalks are
placed alongside paved roadways. These
facilities typically include a curb and gutter
and may include a planting strip.

Date Prepared: December 2011
‘Source: Cly of Seaac, King Counly GIS, NAVTEQ
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Made possitl by funding from the Depariment of
Health and Human Services and Pubic Healt -
Seatie & King County

Paved Shoulder Walkway: Paved shoulders
are typically separated from the vehicle travel

Propared by SVR Design Company and At o 5 | sasTvAL s
o lane by a white fog line. Paved shoulders do

Planning + Design for o Ciyof SeaTac & A
K Wooos i
MS 2 ¢ L . o oo not include curb and gutter.
e e T § M Paved Separated Walkway: These walkways
e e ey s are typically constructed from asphalt and
mW;‘:ﬁ"::’:;";‘;‘:"ﬂ"“’e"‘ﬁ;m";‘:"’“"‘::"'“‘ o L . P separated from the vehicle travel lane by a

curb or planting strip.

purposes of legal description or efinon. Nota
Substutefo a professional survey. Scaled o print
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